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1 Introduction

The Baltic Sea region’s coastal rural areas with
their valuable natural and cultural heritage are,
and will continue to be, under pressure from
conflicting interests. Today, tourism, increas-
ing pollution, seasonal residents, investors, and
heavily used shipping routes are changing and
threatening the environment. The decreasing
numbers of permanent inhabitants and age-
ing are affecting both the livelihoods and local
culture. In order to maintain the identity and
vitality of the coastal rural areas, protecting the
natural and cultural heritage must be combined
with developing the local economy and creating
competitiveness (VASAB 2001). Coastal national
parks, biosphere reserves and their networks may
offer the solution.

Biosphere reserves belong to a worldwide
network established by UNESCO. They strive
to function as model areas for sustainable use
in terms of nature, culture and socio-economic
conditions (UNESCO 2002). National parks are
established mainly to safeguard natural heritage
and biodiversity' and can form the core areas of
the biosphere reserves. Both national parks and
biosphere reserves preserve local cultural values
and traditions. Biosphere reserves also aim at sup-
porting and maintaining the local economy and
introducing new sustainable livelihoods. National
parks also create possibilities for recreation, nature
interpretation and research (IUCN 1994).

One future demand will be the increase in
the recreational use of the coastal areas. While
tourism generates profitable income, it can also
lay grounds for social and economical conflicts
with local landowners and have an impact on
the environment. Due to the increasing number
of visitors and holiday homes, there is a need
to manage visitor flows more effectively. To find
and maintain a balance within tourism, closer
cooperation between, for example, the protected
area’s personnel, the authorities, local entrepre-
neurs and local municipalities is required.

In some cases, cooperation may be difficult
as there may be a conflict between the protected
area’s personnel and the local society. Bureaucracy
and restrictions can bring problems for the local
people and that is why the national parks and
biosphere reserves are not always approved by lo-
cals nor are they the resource for local culture and
economy as they could be. It is highly important,
therefore, that the protected areas’ management
work closely with local and regional authorities
and they get more integrated.

In order for the coastal protected areas to bring
benefit to local societies, cooperation is needed
at local, regional and international levels. In re-
sponse to these challenges, the project Coastal
Sustainability as a Challenge? (COASTSUST)
was launched to increase communication at local
and regional levels and to strengthen cooperation
between those protected areas facing similar prob-
lems on the coasts of the Baltic Sea. The project
includes many activities aimed at meeting the
challenge of harmonizing the economical, eco-
logical and social aspects of the areas. The project
is part financed by the European Union (Euro-
pean Regional Development Fund) as part of
the BSR INTERRREG III B Neighbourhood
Programme.

An indirect response to the coastal protected
areas’ cooperation challenges was the launch of
this empirical study as part of the COASTSUST
project. The aim was to make recommendations
for improved cooperation between the coastal
protected areas and their stakeholders based on
an understanding of the current situation.

Four coastal protected areas participated in the
empirical study: the Archipelago National Park
in Finland, the West Estonian Archipelago Bio-
sphere Reserve, the North Vidzeme Biosphere Re-
serve in Latvia, and the Curonian Spit National
Park in Lithuania. All these areas are judged to
be protected areas even though the Biosphere Re-
serve in Estonia is not legally a protected area.

1 In Lithuania national parks are protected areas which always safeguard also cultural heritage.

2 For more information, visit www.coastsust.eu.



1.1 Methodology

The study was carried out by sending specially
designed questionnaires to three target groups.
The first group comprised authorities, insti-
tutions and organisations. The authorities were
represented by different administration levels:
at state level by, e.g. the Ministry of Environ-
ment; regional level by various environmental
authorities and the local level mainly by munici-
palities. Institutions included educational and
research institutes such as universities, while the
organisations included non-government organ-
isations and village councils. The second target
group comprised local inhabitants and local
entrepreneurs. The third group were the coastal
protected areas’ personnel. As only one part-time
specialist was employed by the Biosphere Reserve
in Estonia, former employees were included in
the study. By targeting these three groups, the
study could be approached from several stand-
points and include a diverse range of opinions
and attitudes.

Although most questionnaires were mailed to
the groups, the fear of a low response rate meant
that in Lithuania some questionnaires were hand
delivered and in Latvia local inhabitants were
asked to fill in the questionnaire in local libraries.
In total, 1,596 questionnaires were delivered
during April-June 2006; the average response rate
was 46% (see Chapter 3.1). This report presents
the findings of the study.
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1.2 Aim of the report

This report has three aims. First, to provide an
overview of the current cooperation between the
coastal protected areas and their stakeholders; sec-
ond, to contextualise and gain an understanding
of the current cooperation and third to discuss
and analyse the future challenges and explore the
possibilities to cooperate.

This report is divided into six chapters. Chap-
ter 2, written by the areas’ specialists, introduces
the coastal protected areas under study and
presents an overview of the areas’ similarities
and differences. Chapters 3, 4 and 5 present the
results of the study. Chapter 3 outlines the cooper-
ation between the coastal protected areas and the
surrounding societies; Chapter 4 contextualises
the current cooperation situation and attempts
to explain the differences between the areas and
Chapter 5 analyses the future challenges and possi-
bilities to cooperate. Chapter 6 concludes this
report by presenting some recommendations on
how to improve the current cooperation.

Originally, cooperation in land use and
management planning in the protected areas
was also to be included in the study. Protected
area planning documents (such as management
plans) are highly important documents that
state the zoning, permitted activities and the
future development of the area. As it is import-
ant that these plans do not conflict with the
land use planning documents or the general
interest of the local society, cooperation here is
required. Management planning is a participatory
process — its importance highlighted, for
example, in the Guidelines for Management
Planning of Protected Areas (Lee & Middleton
2003). It was impossible to carry out detailed
studies and comparisons due to differences in
planning practices and planning situations be-
tween the target areas; however, some attempt
to illustrate these have been made in Chapter 2.
Chapter 5 also highlights the possibility for the
local people to cooperate through participating
in the management planning process.



2 Description of the Study Areas

The target areas for this study were four coastal
areas under nature protection (Figure 1). Two are
national parks: the Archipelago National Park in
Finland, and the Curonian Spit National Park
in Lithuania. Two are biosphere reserves: the
West Estonian Archipelago Biosphere Reserve
and the North Vidzeme Biosphere Reserve in
Latvia. In this report, all these areas are referred
to as ‘coastal protected areas’, even though the
Biosphere Reserve in Estonia is not considered a
protected area according to national legislation or
the definition of the World Conservation Union
(IUCN), which states that a protected area is ‘an
area of land and/or sea especially dedicated to the
protection and maintenance of biological diversity,
and of natural and associated cultural resources,
and managed through legal or other effective
means (IUCN 1994).

National parks, which vary significantly from
each other, are protected areas which represent
a country’s most beautiful and most valuable

G,,I_ni Finlar,
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Figure 1. Areas under study in the Baltic Sea region.

nature. [IUCN (1994) defines a national park as
‘a natural area of land and/or sea, designated ro
(a) protect the ecological integrity of one or more
ecosystems for present and future generations, (b)
exclude exploitation or occupation inimical to the
purposes of designation of the area and (c) provide
a foundation for spiritual, scientific, educational,
recreational and visitor opportunities, all of which
must be environmentally and culturally compatible .
Thus, national parks are not only areas designated
to protect nature they are also open to visitors
who must follow strict guidelines and rules. In
total there are over 3,800 national parks in the
world today (Chape el al. 2003).

The biosphere reserve concept emerged in the
early 1970s when UNESCO’s Man and Biosphere
(MAB) Programme was initiated. The first bio-
sphere reserves were established in 1976 and today
there are close to 400 reserves worldwide. Their
main function is to discover how to conserve the
biodiversity and biological resources while at the

Archipelago National Park

North Vidzeme Biosphere Reserve

Curonian Spit National Park

11

West Estonian Archipelago Biosphere Reserve



same time utilising them in a sustainable way. In
other words, biosphere reserves are model areas
for sustainable use regarding nature, culture and
socio-economic aspects (UNESCO 2002).

There are differences between the areas under
study, such as geographical features, nature, his-
tory, ways of managing and planning, and rules
and restrictions. These differences also affect local
cooperation. Many of the dissimilarities derive
from national legislation and from the different
ways of working. For this reason, it was import-
ant to become familiar with the most significant
elements of national protected area management
systems and the typical features of the areas be-
fore proceeding with the study. The following
sections present the areas in geographical order
from north to south. In this report, the terms
‘coastal protected areas’, ‘protected areas’ and
‘areas’ are used interchangeably. Similarly, the
Archipelago National Park, for example, is re-
ferred to as the ‘Park’ or the ‘National Park’ and
the West Estonian Archipelago Biosphere Reserve
as the ‘Biosphere Reserve’ or the ‘Reserve’ when
reference permits.

2.1 Finland and the Archipelago
National Park

Jonna Berghiill, Metsihallitus
2.1.1 Protected area management system
History of nature conservation in Finland

Finland has a long history in nature conservation,
with landscape protection and regulations on the
use of forests dating back to the 19" century. The
first Nature Conservation Act was passed in 1923
(71/1923) under which national parks and strict
nature reserves could be established — the first
national parks were designated in 1938 (Perttula
20006.) Today, some 9% of Finland’s area (over
3 million hectares) is protected either under the
Nature Conservation Act (1096/1996) or under
the Act of the Protection of Wilderness Reserves
(62/1992) which established the 12 wilderness
reserves of the northern Lapland. Most of these
areas are also part of the European Union’s Natura
2000 network.

12

Administration of nature protection

The Finnish Nature Conservation Act (1096/
1996) aims at preserving the diversity of nature in
Finland. All protected areas are established under
this Act and are classified into three categories:

— national parks

— strict nature reserves

— other nature reserves.

The Ministry of the Environment is respon-
sible for overall administration and control, and
provides most of the financing for protected area
management. National parks and strict nature
reserves are established under their own separate
laws and only on state-owned land. They are usu-
ally administrated by the Natural Heritage Ser-
vices in Metsihallitus which takes care of 34 (out
of 35) national parks and 17 (19) strict nature
reserves.

Other nature reserves are usually established
under the Ministry of Environment’s habitat-
specific national nature conservation programmes
(e.g. the Mire Conservation Programme and the
Herb-rich Forest Conservation Programme).
These are implemented by purchasing the land
so they can be established on state-owned land.
These other nature reserves vary greatly in area,
characteristics, conservation aims and manage-
ment objectives. There are over 300 of these other
nature reserves which are administered, in most
of cases, by the Natural Heritage Services, Met-
sahallitus. Conservation areas, not belonging to
the national nature conservation programmes,
may also be established on private land by 13
regional environment centres acting under the
Ministry of the Environment.

Natura 2000

Regional environment centres are also respon-
sible for the Natura 2000 network in Finland.
The network will comprise 1,858 different sites
(in total 4.9 million hectares) most of which
have already been established by Commission
Decisions in 2003 and 2005. Some 97% of the
Finnish Natura 2000 sites were already protected
at national level (Ympiristoministerié 2007a).
Although Natura 2000 network is well suited to
the Finnish protected area network, there have



been some conflicts over the establishment of
some sites. Some areas are protected under the
Nature Conservation Act. However, favourable
conservation status can be also achieved through
other legislation (e.g. Land Use and Building Act)
or through special contracts (Ympiristoministerié
2002).

Management planning

Under the Nature Conservation Act (1096/1996),
all national parks are required to have their own
management plans which define the strategic
frames for future activities as described in the
goals of the acts of establishment. Management
plans can also be made for other protected areas
and not only for national parks.

The management plan defines the zoning of
the area, as well as providing an overview of its
history, current state, future development and
challenges, nature and culture values, and its
meaning for the users (Metsihallitus 2007). All
information is based on inventories and studies.
The participation of local stakeholders is also
important during the preparation of the plans;
Metsihallitus has special guidelines for this
(Loikkanen et al. 1999).

Management plans are made by the authority
which administers the national park (usually the
Natura Heritage Services, Metsihallitus) and
they are confirmed by the Ministry of the Envi-
ronment. A new management plan is prepared
whenever the situation in the area has changed
significantly or every 10-15 years. Cooperation
with other administrative bodies is important as
national land use guidelines and regional and
local land use plans need to be taken into conside-
ration during the planning. Regional and local
authorities should also pay attention to protected
areas, especially Natura 2000 sites, while prepar-
ing regional and local land use plans (Metsihal-
litus 2007). The purpose of the management
plan is to guide and instruct the activities of the
authority which administers the area and al-
though it has no legal jurisdiction over other
bodies, it does disseminate information.

2.1.2 Saaristomeren kansallispuisto
(The Archipelago National Park)

The Archipelago National Park is the largest of
the four coastal national parks in Finland playing
an important role in the network of protected
areas. According to the Act of Establishment
(645/1982), the purpose of the National Park
is to preserve the nature and culture, secure tra-
ditional livelihoods, maintain vivid archipelago
communities, as well as to support environmental
research and general interest in nature.

The Archipelago National Park covers an area
of some 50,000 hectares (land area 3,300 ha) and
is located in the southwest of Finland in the mu-
nicipalities of Houtskir, Korpo, Nagu and Drags-
fiird. Established in 1983, it is administered by
Metsihallitus Natural Heritage Services, with the
management mainly funded by the Ministry of
the Environment. The National Park also forms
the core area of the Archipelago Sea Biosphere
Reserve established by UNESCO’s Man and Bio-
sphere (MAB) Programme in 1994.

The Archipelago National Park comprises
some 2,000 islands and rocky islets located in the
outer archipelago (Figure 2). It has an exception-
ally high biodiversity compared to other areas in
Finland. The area is a ‘mosaic-like’ combination
of pine woods, lush groves, meadows and cliffs.
Large areas of open sea, brackish water, bare outer
islets and lush herb-rich forests create a habitat for
a diversity of plant and animal species. The large
littoral areas are important for the marine life, for
example as spawning-beds. The influence of hu-
man impact can be seen in the number of plants
which depend on man and grazing to survive.

The Natura 2000 site, Saaristomeri, is an
area of some 49,700 hectares covering almost
the whole National Park. It includes some 110
hectares of private land area and boasts some
46 habitats listed in the habitat directive (Ym-
paristdministerio 2007b).
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Figure 2. Map of the National Park Cooperation Area and a winter scene from Berghamn Island.

Management planning

The first Management Plan for the Archipelago
National Park was approved by the Ministry of
the Environment in 1990. It was later revised
and the current Management Plan was approved
in 1999 where it defined the park’s zones. The
recreational zone includes areas where there are
facilities for visitors (the most popular places to
visit). In the wilderness zone, people are allowed
to move freely but there are no facilities. Over
one quarter of the water area and five percent of
the land area are under the restricted zone where
movements and boat landings are prohibited
either for a period of a few months (birds nesting)
or year round (grey seal protection areas).

The general restrictions of activities in the
Finnish national parks are defined in the Nature
Conservation Act. The specific restrictions for the
Archipelago National Park and activities requir-
ing permission are defined in the Decree on the
Archipelago National Park (1123/1994) and in
the Regulations (16.4.2001) which also designate
the restricted zones. For example, it is prohibited
to make a fire or a camp in an area which has not
been designated for this purpose. It is however,
allowed to go angling with a hook and line and
pick berries in areas outside the restricted zones.
The Regulations are available on the Internet and
as a brochure.
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Local cooperation

The Archipelago National Park has close cooper-
ation with the Archipelago Sea Biosphere Reserve
and the Advisory Committee for the Outer
Archipelago which aims at developing the archi-
pelago area and improving both communication
and cooperation. The four local municipalities
are important cooperation partners, as are re-
gional, game and fishery management and mar-
itime authorities, local universities and research
institutes, the Border Guard, Defence Forces,
and many others. The Metsihallitus Natural
Heritage Services’ personnel often have problems
in finding enough time and resources for all these
stakeholders.

The national park proper is state-owned,
whereas the larger surrounding ‘Cooperation
Ared is privately owned. This generates inter-
action with the local inhabitants and entre-
preneurs. Today, nobody lives in the national
park proper; however, there are some 200 perma-
nent inhabitants and many seasonal settlements
in the Cooperation Area. After the establishment
of the National Park, the permanent and sea-
sonal inhabitants were not fully aware of the
meaning of the National Park and whether ex-
propriation would be used to expand it. Some
locals were against the idea that the state would
buy such large areas from the archipelago. How-
ever, expropriation has never been used and the
attitudes and the willingness to cooperate with
the National Park have slowly improved. Met-
sahallitus has been able to offer the locals grazing



and fishing grounds, and firewood and hay from
the managed cultural landscapes all of which
have helped improve the atmosphere. Today,
cooperation in nature tourism has also in-
creased.

Most people living in the archipelago area
earn their living from the service sector. On aver-
age, primary production is more common in the
archipelago than in other parts of the country
(Statistics Finland 2005). Local livelihoods
are taken into consideration in maintenance,
management and development. Nature tourism
and the activities of local entrepreneurs are sup-
ported whenever possible (Metsahallitus 2000).
Metsihallitus offers cooperation agreements for
those entrepreneurs who commit themselves to
the Metsihallitus principles of sustainable nature
tourism. The first agreements with entrepreneurs
were made in 2004 and today (2007), there
are 15 contracted enterprises in Archipelago
National Park which may use the national park
proper and engage in small-scale marketing with
Metsihallitus which also provides information
and education.

The southwest Archipelago is popular among
tourists during the summer and the Archipelago
National Park is one of its main attractions. Some
60,000 visitors per year create work opportuni-
ties for the locals especially during the summer
season. An estimated 50 people are partially
employed by nature tourism in or around the
National Park (Berghill 2005). This is of great
importance in an area which has been troubled
by a decreasing population since the beginning
of the 20" Century. Some 20,000 people per year
visit the main information point, the Blamusslan
Visitor Centre, which is located in Kasnis in the
north-eastern part of the park. Another informa-
tion point, the Archipelago Centre Korpostrom
in the north-west, attracts some 10,000 visitors
annually.

2.2 Estonia and the West Estonian
Archipelago Biosphere Reserve

Toomas Kokovkin, NGO Arbipelaag
2.2.1 Protected area management system
History of nature conservation in Estonia

In the early 20th Century in Estonia, the first
steps towards nature conservation were taken by
protecting the birds nesting on the Vaika islands
(which today belong to the Vilsandi National
Park). They were proclaimed a strict nature re-
serve in 1910. The first Nature Protection Act was
adopted in 1935 and during 1936-1939 a total
of 47 protected areas were established.

The new wave of nature conservation culmi-
nated already under the Soviet regime in 1957
when the Law on Nature Protection of the Esto-
nian S.S.R. was adopted, numerous protected
areas were established or re-established, and the
state authority for nature protection was insti-
tuted. The first national park, in Lahemaa, was
established in 1971 and the West Estonian
Archipelago Biosphere Reserve in 1989. In re-
independent Estonia, the Law on Natural Pro-
tected Objects was adopted in 1994, with its
newest version, the Nature Conservation Act, in
2004.

The purpose of the Estonian Nature Conser-
vation Act is to protect the natural environment
by promoting the preservation of biodiversity,
protecting natural environments of cultural or
esthetical value, and promoting the sustainable
use of natural resources. The Act defines the cat-
egories for protected areas: national parks, nature
conservation areas and landscape conservation
areas. All protected areas are established by regu-
lation by the Government of the Republic.

By 1 July 2006 in Estonia, there were: 5 na-
tional parks, 95 nature reserves (looduskaitseala),
126 landscape reserves (maastikukaitseala), and
539 protected parks and wood stands. In addi-
tion, there are 172 protected areas where the pro-
tection prescriptions have not been yet author-
ised (Estonian Environment Information Centre
20006). The total area of protected areas in Estonia
is 542,446 hectares or some 12% of the country’s
area (the actual percent is a little lower since the
protected areas also include water areas).
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Administration of nature protection

In January 20006, a totally new structure of na-
ture conservation was established in Estonia. The
new State Nature Conservation Centre (SNCC)
is responsible for managing all protected areas.
The administration of existing national parks and
protected areas is centralised under the General
Director of the SNCC (The Statutes of the State
Nature Conservation Centre 2005). The SNCC
is a government agency operating under the juris-
diction of the Ministry of the Environment and
is funded from the state budget. The principal
functions performed by the Centre include man-
aging, developing and implementing the protec-
tion rules; designs and action plans concerning
protected natural objects; counselling the man-
agement; evaluating the efficiency of the protec-
tion; managing activities in the field of nature
education and publicity; managing the cultural
heritage of protected natural objects; monitoring
protection; participating in the development of
the protection of natural objects as well as initiat-
ing and cooperating in international projects.
The administrative structure of the Centre is
based on regions which are divided into branch
offices. The primary responsibility of each region
is to implement nature conservation objectives
in accordance with the strategy of the Centre.
The region has many tasks such as management,
coordination, development and planning.

Natura 2000

The Government of Estonia submitted its pro-
posals for the Natura 2000 network in May 2004.
In total, 509 natural habitats and 66 bird areas
extending to 1.4 million hectares of Estonian
territory were proposed to protect 60 different
habitat types, 51 animal and plant species, and
136 bird species.
The Natura 2000 territorial areas in Estonia
break down to:
- 16% of land areas (mainland) are Natura
2000 sites
- Natura 2000 sites are distributed as 51%
sea and islands and 49% mainland
— 67% of Natura 2000 sites are within the
existing nature protection areas.
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The authority responsible for the administra-
tion of the Natura 2000 network is the Ministry
of the Environment. As a rule, the County Envi-
ronmental Services administer the Natura 2000
sites on the spot. The actual managing of the sites
is carried out by the branches of the State Nature
Conservation Centre.

Management planning

All protected areas have their own protection
rules stating the restrictions and zoning and a
management plan which includes: significant en-
vironmental factors of the area and their impacts,
the objectives of the protection and activities re-
quired to achieve these objectives, and a budget
for accomplishing the plan. Management plans
are prepared by sub-contracting research institu-
tions, capable NGOs or teams of specialists. The
draft management plans should be approved by
a commission appointed by the Ministry of the
Environment. The Minister of the Environment
confirms the plans.

At present, the relation between the manage-
ment planning of protected areas and ‘normal’
land use planning system is rather vague. The
legal documents, taken into account in the physi-
cal planning of territories, are the protection rules
of the protected areas. However, as the manage-
ment plans have no legal validity, they may be
overlooked in the spatial planning process. This
gap needs further consideration in the territories
administration.

2.2.2 Laane-Eesti saarestiku biosfaari
kaitseala (The West Estonian Archipelago
Biosphere Reserve)

The West Estonian Archipelago Biosphere Re-
serve comprises the islands of Saaremaa, Hiiu-
maa, Muhu and Vormsi together with numerous
islets and extensive parts of the coastal sea (Figure
3). It represents the ecosystems formed during the
different development phases of the Baltic Sea
over the last ten thousand years. The area is also
influenced by its relatively recent formation, lime-
rich soil and centuries of human activity which
have formed the mosaic landscape and diverse
nature of the islands.
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Figure 3. Map of the Biosphere Reserve and a view of a limestone cliff in Hiilumaa. Map is from Kokovkin T. 2005.

The idea of establishing a biosphere reserve in
Estonia was formulated at the end of the 1970s
and presented to the public at the beginning of
the 1980s. However, it was not until 1990 that
the West Estonian Archipelago Biosphere Re-
serve, the only one in Estonia, was finally estab-
lished by Government Decree by the Estonian
Soviet Socialist Republic (27 December 1989).
Its total area is 1,560,078 hectares and is located
within the counties of Saaremaa, Hiiumaa and
Liinemaa (only the parish of Vormsi).

The task of the Biosphere Reserve is to preserve
the diversity and characteristics of the landscape,
biology, and culture. This is achieved through
directing the regional development to a sustain-
able model within the UNESCQO’s Man and
Biosphere (MAB) Programme. The Biosphere
Reserve also takes part in scientific research and
innovations in the field of nature conservation,
environmental monitoring, regional planning,
education and training.

Legal status of the biosphere reserve in
Estonia

When the West Estonian Archipelago Biosphere
Reserve was established, it was defined as ‘a pro-
gramme area’. This was a special type of protected
area with weak legislative meaning but ‘concretely
related’ to the Man and Biosphere Programme.
Under the Law on Natural Protected Objects
(1994), the programme area was defined as the
area of monitoring, research, education and use
of local resources in accordance with the pro-
gramme. Four zones were defined where, in
addition to three zones of nature reserves, the
transition (development) zone was named. The
Biosphere Reserve was removed from the Nature
Conservation Act (2004) and thus has no legal
status as a protected area. Today, it is considered
as a significant international programme rather
than a protected area.
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Nature conservation within the boundaries of
the Biosphere Reserve is carried out, for example,
by ‘normal’ nature reserves, national parks and
within the Natura 2000 sites. Land ownership in
the Biosphere Reserve does not have any specific
character compared to other areas in Estonia.
Today, the Biosphere Reserve is defined by its
outer border which dates back to 1989. Zoning
has not been re-defined in the Biosphere Reserve
even though significant changes in the extent of
the protected areas have been made since the
1990s. It is feasible to redefine the zoning of the
Biosphere Reserve based on the existing nature
reserves (Kokovkin 2005).

The Biosphere Reserve was first managed
‘governmentally’ through three centres (Vormsi,
Hiiumaa, Saaremaa) in 1990-2002 before it was
transferred to the non-governmental Biosphere
Programme Foundation in 2002. Today, the pro-
gramme is extremely under financed; for example,
only one part-time biosphere reserve specialist is
employed by the Hiiu-Li4ne branch of the State

Nature Conservation Centre.
Local cooperation

There are some 50,000 people living in the Bio-
sphere Reserve, 38,000 of them on Saaremaa.
While the population of the islands has been
steadily decreasing over the past decade, the
number of seasonal residents has been increas-
ing yearly.

Currently, the link between the Biosphere
Reserve and the local inhabitants is ensured by
the biosphere reserve specialist and via a number
of projects. Although there is no cooperation
programme, there are individual projects with
various stakeholders. The best example is the ten-
year Vdinameri project (in close cooperation with
WWTF Sweden), which ensures the sustainable use
of highly valuable coastal grasslands.

The tourist industry is growing in the Esto-
nian archipelago. Hiiumaa, for example, attracts
120,000 visitors annually; Saaremaa 277,000 and
Vormsi 10,000. Visitor centres on Saaremaa, and
tourist information centres in towns provide in-
formation on the areas’ nature values.
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2.3 Latvia and the North Vidzeme
Biosphere Reserve

Andris Urtans, the North Vidzeme Biosphere

Reserve Administration
2.3.1 Protected area management system

Nature protection in Latvia has a comparatively
long history. It began with attempts by botanists
to safeguard the diversity of natural succession
on the remote island of Moricsala, located in
Lake Usma in the western part of Latvia. Since
1912, this 83-hectare island has been legally pro-
tected. One corner stone was establishing the
Slitere Nature Monument in 1921. The first of-
ficial list of protected areas was created in 1923
and by 1936, 978 protected nature objects were
listed (protected forest areas, nature monuments,
noble trees and avenues, and dendrological
parks). A new chapter in nature protection began
in 1973 with the establishment of the Gauja
National Park. The actual network of protected
areas, however, has only been functioning since
1977 when the List of Protected Territories and
Objects was issued. Since 2004, Latvia has taken
part in the Natura 2000 network. The Latvian
network is based on the existing protected areas
and an additional 122 new areas. Altogether, 336
territories are designated as Natura 2000 sites
covering 11.9% of Latvias total area.

There are eight categories of protected areas
in Latvia. According to the Law on Specially
Protected Territories (1993; amendments 2005),
these are strict nature reserves, national parks,
biosphere reserves, nature parks, nature monu-
ments, nature reserves, protected marine areas
and protected landscape areas. Generally, these
protected areas are promoted and established by
the State Environment Service after notifying
local stakeholders and getting the final decision
from the Ministry of the Environment. There are
four strict nature reserves, three national parks
and one biosphere reserve in Latvia. According
to the law, nature reserves, national parks and
biosphere reserves are designated by the Saeima
(Latvian Parliament) by adopting a relevant law;
protected landscape areas, nature parks and pro-
tected marine areas are designated by the Cabinet.
In local areas, nature reserves, nature parks and



sites significant for nature protection can be es-
tablished by local governments.

The protected areas may be established on
land owned by the state, local governments or
private persons. While establishing a protected
area can mean additional responsibilities and re-
strictions for the land owners, they do have the
right to tax relief and other compensations. The
protected areas are administered by their own ad-
ministration (there area five such administrations
in Latvia), state institutions or local governments.
The Ministry of the Environment coordinates the
administration of the whole system of protected
areas. The Nature Protection Board, under the
Ministry of the Environment, ensures the man-
agement of specially protected nature areas which
do not have their own administration.

Management planning

According to the Law on Specially Protected Ter-
ritories (1993), the Cabinet determines the Gen-
eral Regulations on the Protection and Use of
Protected Territories. In addition, each protected
area develops its own regulations on protection
and use which are based on general regulations
and goals for establishing a particular protected
area. A management plan, which determines ad-
ministrative, nature protection and other
measures such as zoning must be developed and
approved by the Minister of the Environment for
each protected area. In respect to general land use
plan, the protected area management plans are
only recommendations and not legally binding.
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2.3.2 Ziemelvidzemes biosferas rezervats
(The North Vidzeme Biosphere Reserve)

The North Vidzeme Biosphere Reserve is the
only biosphere reserve in Latvia. According to
the Act on the North Vidzeme Biosphere Reserve
(1997), the purpose of the Reserve is to reach a
balance in protecting natural diversity, promoting
economical development and preserving cultural
values. The main tasks are to ensure the protec-
tion of landscapes, species and biological diver-
sity, promote sustainable economical and social
development, restore damaged ecosystems, and
ensure information exchange on environmental
and nature protection and the sustainable devel-
opment of the area.

The Reserve lies within the Limbazi, Valmi-
era and Valka districts in the northern part of
Latvia, close to the Estonian border (Figure 4).
It was established by law in 1997 and belongs
to UNESCO’s Man and Biosphere (MAB) Pro-
gramme. The Reserve is managed by its own ad-
ministration (the North Vidzeme Biosphere Re-
serve Administration), and is supervised by the
Ministry of the Environment. Financing is from
different sources such as fixed state budget re-
sources, various projects and private donations.

The total terrestrial area is 4,567 km? and the
marine area 168 km?. This amounts to almost
6% of Latvia’s total area. The Reserve embraces
27 Natura 2000 sites and includes one Ramsar
site and five International Bird Areas (IBA). Most
of the strict nature protection areas within the
Biosphere Reserve are owned by the state. The

Figure 4. Map of the North Vidzeme Biosphere Reserve and a view of the River Salaca.
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nature park, the Valley of the River Salaca, is an
exception being mostly privately owned.

The North Vidzeme Biosphere Reserve terri-
tory is dominated by gently rolling lowlands with
a mosaic of agricultural lands, wetlands, farms
and small villages scattered over the landscape.
The forested areas account for some 40% of the
territory. A particular geo-morphological feature
from the glacial times — the biggest drumlin field
in the Baltic — is located around Lake Burtnieks
in the Reserve. The coastal area is dominated by
sandy beaches, with sandstone cliffs in the cen-
tral part and a coastal meadow complex in the
north.

Management planning

The Law on North Vidzeme Biosphere Reserve
(1997) regulates the functional zoning of the
area. Three zones are distinguished in accordance
with Latvian legislation and are tuned to the
general concept of the biosphere reserves. The
core areas (3) were established to protect the
natural ecosystems which are unspoiled or only
slightly impacted by human activities. Buffer
zones (landscape protection areas) have been es-
tablished to preserve culture-historical landscapes
typical of North Vidzeme. Transition areas (neu-
tral zones which include also towns) have been
set up to promote intensive and sustainable na-
ture economy. The limitations on use are pre-
sented in the General Regulations adopted by the
Cabinet. The land use restrictions of all zones are
embedded in territorial local government spatial
plans (local general plans) and in building regu-
lations. Due to the size of the Biosphere Reserve
and its administrative composition, the General
Management Plan for the whole area has not
been elaborated on.

Local cooperation

The Biosphere Reserve area is sparsely urbanized
and has a population of some 80,000 inhabitants
living in 43 municipalities. Most inhabitants re-
side in nine urban centres, the largest Limbazi
(pop. 9,200), while the rest live in smaller rural
centres and farms. Ethnically, the majority of the
area’s population is Latvian (83%); the remainder
are Russian (10.2%), Belorussian, Ukrainian and
other descents. Since Latvia’s re-independence,
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the population in the North Vidzeme Biosphere
Reserve, as in other rural areas, is decreasing.

More than half of the people work in the pri-
vate sector, mostly in retail. Other sectors include
farming, transportation and real estate. Today,
tourism is also important for the local economy
with some 100,000 tourists visiting the area an-
nually (excluding boat moorings and anglers on
the River Salaca and Lake Burtnieks). Annually,
some 25,000 people are reported to visit the Ska-
nais Kalns area in the Salaca River Valley Nature
Park. The administrative centre and tourist in-
formation point for the Biosphere Reserve are
located in the town of Salacgriva.

Local cooperation between the administration
and local society is mostly centred on joint activi-
ties with local schools in environmental educa-
tion. Local inhabitants are also active in devel-
oping the public monitoring scheme. In order
to cooperate with NGOs, the Biosphere Reserve
organises biannual NGO forums. Cooperation
with local entrepreneurs is rather occasional.

2.4 Lithuania and the Curonian Spit
National Park

Lina Diksaité, the Curonian Spit National Park
Administration

2.4.1 Protected area management system
History of nature conservation in Lithuania

The protected areas network in Lithuania has a
long and complicated history. One of the most
important steps toward territory protection was
made in 1946, when first official strict nature
reserve, Zuvintas, was established. However, the
real turning point in the development of the
protected areas network came in 1959 with the
passing of the first Nature Protection Law which
defined the main protected area categories and
how they would be protected. Based on this law,
89 nature and landscape reserves were established
covering two percent of Lithuania’s total area.
These included almost all of the known most
valuable territories. At the same time, a system for
protecting immovable cultural heritage objects
was also formulated (the Cultural Monument
Protection Law). Another important period was
the appearance of national and regional parks in



Lithuania. After many long and heated discus-
sions, the first Lithuanian national park “Lithua-
nian SSR National Park” was established in 1974.
In 1989, it was re-named the Aukstaitija National
Park (Baskyté et al. 20006).

The 1980s were important in the develop-
ment of the protected area network. During this
period, the Land Management Department at
Vilnius University prepared a perspective scheme
for Lithuania’s Special Protected Areas. Among
other issues, this scheme proposed to double the
total protected areas. The suggestions were in-
cluded in Lithuania’s Integrated Nature Pro-
tection Scheme and were validated by the Govern-
ment in 1986. This launched the country’s pro-
tected areas long-term development strategy.
(Basgkyté et al. 2006.)

The years after independence were devoted to
carrying out the unfinished work. The Lithua-
nian national park network was completed and
on April 23, 1991 the Kursiy nerija (Curonian
Spit), Dzikija, Zemaitija and Trakai Historical
National Parks, and the Viesvilé Strict Nature Re-
serve were established. The following year brought
a unique phenomenon — a regional park system
of 29 regional parks and one historical regional
park, with a common area of over 360,000 ha,
were established. This resolution also allowed the
enlargement of the state reserve network by an
additional 128 new state reserves; the total area
had increased to over 76,500 ha (Baskyté et al.
20006).

In 1993, the Law on Protected Areas was
prepared, integrating the process of protecting
territories of natural and cultural value. In 1994,
it was supplemented by the Law on the Protec-
tion of Immovable Cultural Property. This was
in preparation for the commencement of land
reforms and rapid moves toward the private own-
ership of the protected areas. At this point, the
protected areas network was almost completely
formed (occupying about 11% of the total area
of country), and plans were underway for new
protected areas (Baskyté et al. 2000).

Administration of nature protection

‘Protected areas are established in order to pre-
serve territorial complexes and objects (values) of
natural and cultural heritage, landscape variations
and biological diversities; ensure the ecological
balance of the landscape and the balanced use
and restoration of natural resources; establish
conditions for cognitive tourism, scientific re-
search and monitoring the environment and
propagate territorial complexes and objects
(values) of natural and cultural heritage” (Law on
the Protected Areas of the Republic of Lithuania
2001). Protected areas can be established on both
state and private land.

There are four main categories of protected
areas in Lithuania: areas of conservational pro-
tection priority (e.g. strict nature and culture
reserves), areas of restorable protection priority,
areas of ecological protection priority and pro-
tected areas of complex purposes. The last cat-
egory is of especial interest to this study, as it
includes state parks which include regional and
national parks.

At present, conservation priority and complex
protected areas in Lithuania cover 15% of the
total area (983,426 ha). The complete system of
protected areas comprise five strict reserves (two
of which are cultural), around 300 reserves, 5
national parks (one historical), 30 regional parks
(one historical), 1 biosphere reserve, 24 biosphere
polygons, 3 recuperative plots and many heritage
objects.

In Lithuania, state parks (national and regional
parks) have their own administration — an agency
financed from the state budget. The established
administration works under the guidance and co-
ordination of the State Protected Areas Service
(under the Ministry of the Environment) and the
Department of Protected Areas (in the Ministry
of Culture), and is responsible for the protec-
tion, supervision and management of the area.
The task of the State Protected Areas Service is
to implement the national strategy and policy of
the protected areas and to organise the protec-
tion and control of the protected areas (Baskyté
et al. 2000).
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Natura 2000

The system of protected areas grew in 2004-2005
due to the inclusion of territories of European
Union interest as part of Natura 2000. In Lithua-
nia, 41 protected areas or their parts were in-
cluded on the list of territories important to the
protection of birds (SPA areas); 32 new SPA ter-
ritories were established, and boundary plans for
another four were prepared. At present, Natura
2000 territory status is usually granted to already
existing whole protected areas (strict reserves,
reserves, national and regional parks and bio-
sphere reserves) or their parts (Baskyté et al.

20006).
Management planning

There are many regulatory documents for pro-
tected areas. State park activities are regulated,
for example, in many laws, regulations for na-
tional and regional parks, general and specific
regulations, and planning documents for the pro-
tected areas. While the system coordinating the
legal and administrative aspects of protected
areas has been created, a significant amount of
time and funding is still needed to complete the
planning system. In Lithuania, the preparation
of planning documents is regulated by corre-
sponding legal acts (the Law on Protected Areas,
the Law on Territorial Planning) and post-legis-
lative acts.

Special planning documents (e.g. manage-
ment plans) are necessary to distinguish land-
scape management zones and to set specific tar-
gets for landscape formations thereby creating a
recreational infrastructure and carrying out man-
agement actions. Strategic planning documents
are also under preparation for the protected
areas (programmes, action plans); these are re-
quired to determine protection and management
priorities across the whole protected area or a
group of protected areas (Baskyté et al. 2000).

The most necessary territorial planning docu-
ments are protected area and functional zone
boundary plans. Other planning documents (ter-
ritorial or strategic) are necessary for the imple-
mentation of almost all protection and manage-
ment measures. Protected area management
plans and nature management plans are the main
documents. Management plans establish both
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the directions and means for using and protect-
ing the landscape management zones. They also
direct the use and protection of the natural and
cultural heritage, recreational infrastructure cre-
ation and other means of management (Baskyte
et al. 20006).

All conservational priority and complex pro-
tected areas have plans outlining their boundaries
that are authorised by the Government. However,
only nine state parks (five national and four re-
gional) have authorised management plans. This
raises problems when applying provisions from
the Law on Protected Areas to new constructions.
Without management plans, many necessary pro-
tection and management measures cannot be im-
plemented, activities in protected areas cannot be
adequately regulated or the premises for permiss-
ible business development created (Baskyté et al.
2000).

2.4.2 Kursiy nerijos nacionalinis parkas
(The Curonian Spit National Park)

The purpose of the Curonian Spit National Park
is to preserve, for sustainable use, the most valu-
able complex of Lithuanian coastline with its
unique landscape and the dune ridge, natural
and ethno-cultural heritage. The National Park
aims at preserving natural and cultural heritage
and traditional architecture, and promoting the
natural and cultural values of the area. It also con-
trols and monitors economic and urban develop-
ment, carries out scientific research, collects data,
and organises environmental education, cognitive
tourism and recreation possibilities.

The Curonian Spit National Park is located
on the sandy spit close to the cities of Klaipeda
and Kaliningrad (Figure 5). It was established
in1991 by the Act of the Supreme Council of
the Republic of Lithuania (No. I-1244). The
area covers some 265 km? of which 37% is land,
16% Curonian Lagoon, and the rest the Baltic
Sea. The Park is an exception, compared to other
Lithuanian national parks, as the whole land area
is owned by the state. Most of the land area is
within the municipality of Neringa, with a small
part (Smiltyné) in the municipality of Klaipeda.

The National Park has its own administrative
organisation — the Curonian Spit National Park
Administration. Although it is mostly financed
from the state budget, various programs and



Figure 5. Map and a view of the narrow Curonian Spit.

projects are also important. In 2000, the World
Heritage Committee included the Curonian Spit
on the World Heritage List. It is also a member
of the EUROPARC federation.

The Curonian Spit is among the five longest
sandy spits in the world and it is the largest in the
Baltic region. Its land area mainly comprises for-
ests; the most dominant are pine stands of which
half have been planted. On the Lithuanian part
of the spit, treeless dune areas can be found in the
Nagliai and Grobstas Strict Nature Reserves and
in the Parnidis Landscape Reserve. A wide variety
of plant species which have adapted to the salty
water, strong winds and drifting sand can also be
found. The Curonian Spit is also well known for
it being on the bird migrating routes.

The National Park is a part of the Natura 2000
network and boasts ten habitats of EU import-
ance among which are: grey dunes, white dunes,
crowberry plots, and the lagoon itself. These fea-
tures are unique and are only found along the
Lithuanian coast.

Management planning
According to the Law on Territorial Planning,

all activities in the area can be implemented only
after approval of the territorial planning docu-

ments. The main territorial planning document
for the Curonian Spit is the Planning Scheme
(Management Plan) which covered the period
until 2005 (endorsed by the Government in
1994). This scheme was the background for
preparing the special territorial planning docu-
ments such as the forestry management plan, the
recreational development plan, detailed plans for
facilitation of the settlements in individual rec-
reational zones and the further development of
the infrastructure.

The following provisions are provided by the
National Park Management Plan:

— to protect, rationally use and restore the
nature and cultural heritage and landscape
values, and recreational resources

— to ensure the continuity of architectural
traditions in developing settlements, and
to provide for the favourable living con-
ditions therein

— to develop the infrastructure

— to develop recreation and traditional econ-
omic activities.

Detailed plans for the management of settle-
ments were prepared at the same time with the
Planning Scheme in 1993 with exception of

Smiltyneé.
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Some 18.6% of the total land area is occupied
by strict reserves, 58.8% by reserves and 19.8%
by recreational zones. In accordance with the
developed plans, the following zones have been
defined:

— The conservation zone that embraces, for
example, the Grobstas and Nagliai Strict
Nature Reserves and Parnidis, Karvaiciai,
Juodkranté, Lapnugaris Landscape Reser-
ves.

— Landscape reserves which aim at preserving
the Curonian Spit’s original landscape.

— The protection zone which comprises
the Nida wellhead protection area and
Smiltyné protective zones.

— The recreational zone which includes the
settlements’ park woods, coastal dunes and
beaches.

— The residential zone which consists of
the Nida, Preila, Pervalka, Juodkrante,
Alksnyné and Smiltyné settlements.

— 'The economic zone which includes the
present public utility zones; they cannot
expand beyond the limits of the settle-
ments.

Many activities are forbidden in the Park. For
example, it is forbidden to camp or make a fire
in undesignated places, damage flora, drop litter,
or disturb birds during nesting and migration.
Off-road driving and parking in undesignated
places is also forbidden. Except for special routes,
permission is needed to visit the nature reserves.
Tourist trips, public events, research and other
activities have to be approved by the Park
Administration and municipalities.

Local cooperation

According Lithuanian legislation, the settlements
(pop. 2,900) are part of the national park and
are administrated by two municipalities: Klaipéda
City (one settlement) and Neringa (five settle-
ments). In addition, parts of the Lagoon belong
to Klaipeda district and Silute district. Many
municipalities and inhabitants in this small area
demand interaction between the municipalities

and the National Park.
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Fishing has been an important livelihood in
the Curonian Spit ever since the 14™ Century and
remains so even though tourism has been increas-
ing since the middle of the 19" Century. Today,
the area is a popular tourist attraction and thus
providing accommodation is a major business.
There are some fifty hostels and hotels in the area
catering to an average 1.8 million tourists annu-
ally. The Park Administration has information
centres in Smiltyné and in Nida.

The Curonian Spit has had protected area
status since 1960 when the landscape reserve was
established. During these years until 1996, the
Park’s Forest Office was an important local em-
ployer. There was also cooperation with local
schools, institutions and companies which helped
cleaning beaches, planting forests etc. When the
National Park, and later the National Park
Administration was founded, cooperation devel-
oped with research institutes (e.g. the Institute of
Biology, the Forest Inventory and Management
Institute), educational institutes (Klaipéda Uni-
versity) and NGOs (the Ecological club
“Zvejone”), and was mostly project-based.

Cooperation with local inhabitants, entre-
preneurs and institutions is on an ad hoc basis
mainly on getting permits and agreements for
various activities. The visitor centres cooperate
on distributing information to inhabitants, local
entrepreneurs and tourist information centres.
There is also cooperation with the Nida and
Juodkrante schools and local municipalities (e.g.
through events). Cooperation with local in-
habitants and entrepreneurs has not been suf-
ficient and its improvement is one of the chal-
lenges of the National Park Administration.

2.5 Summary: The study areas

Table 1 presents a summary of the differences
and similarities between the study areas. The data
have been provided from the area specialists and
are from the beginning of 2007. As can be seen,
there are many differences between the areas; for
example, the numbers of permanent inhabitants
and local municipalities are the root of major
cooperation challenges for some areas, as are the
differences in the numbers of personnel.



Table 1. Comparison of the study areas.

Archipelago NP

West Estonian
Archipelago BR

North Vidzeme BR

Curonian Spit NP

Year of establishment

1983

1990

1997

1991

Legal status

Protected area (Nature
Conservation Act)

No legal status as
protected area

Protected area (Law on
Specially Protected
Territories)

Protected area (Law on
Protected Areas)

municipalities

Area 50,000 ha 1,560,078 ha 473,500 ha 26,500 ha
Land ownership State-owned Mainly privately owned | Mainly privately owned | State-owned
Number of None inside the park 50,000 80,000 2,900
inhabitants (some 200 people in the

Cooperation Area)
Number of 4 22 43 4

Administration

Metsahallitus, Natural
Heritage Services

State Nature Conser-
vation Centre, Hiiu-Laane
region

North Vidzeme Biosphere
Reserve Administration

Curonian Spit National
Park Administration

Number of
permanent personnel

10°

1b

11

65¢

Planning

Management plan 1999

No up-to-date plan

No general management
plan

Management plan 1994;
new plan in progress

a) They work also for other protected areas in Southwest Finland
b) Non-permanent worker
¢) Includes foresters and field workers (without them 35 persons)
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3 Overview of the Cooperation between
Coastal Protected Areas and their

Stakeholders

This chapter examines what form the existing
cooperation takes, what barriers hinder the co-
operation and whether the stakeholders experi-
ence additional value from cooperating with the
coastal protected areas.

As the aim is to provide an overview on the
cooperation between the coastal protected areas
and their stakeholders, the term ‘cooperation’
needs to be defined. In this context, cooperation
is understood to be collaboration, assistance,
teamwork, help, or support between two or more
partners with a working dialogue between them.
The various forms of cooperation existing
between the coastal protected areas and their
stakeholders must also be identified. In this study,
three different forms of cooperation have been
identified. The first is organized cooperation
which is understood to be planned and controlled
cooperation, and is both structured and pro-
longed. The second is short-term cooperation.
This differs from organized cooperation due to
its time span and changing networks. The third
form is information-based cooperation, i.e. send-
ing, receiving and disseminating information and
is often present in the other two forms.

3.1 Presenting the results

This study relies on the quantitative empirical
material collected in the COASTSUST project.
Edited tables and figures facilitating comparisons
between the participating areas and target groups
in each country are included. Detailed tables can
be found in Appendix 1.

The areas in the tables and figures are referred
by their respective country: Finland for the
Archipelago National Park; Estonia for the West
Estonian Archipelago Biosphere Reserve; Latvia
for the North Vidzeme Biosphere Reserve and
Lithuania for the Curonian Spit National Park.
The first column in each table is the average for
all participating areas. It is also the main focus
for the empirical results. ‘N’ = the number of
respondents for each question. Each Figure
presents the data by country and number of re-
spondents.

26

In this study, the cooperation partners are rep-
resented by target group which are:

— authorities, institutes, organisations (AIO)

— local entrepreneurs (E)

— local inhabitants (I)

— personnel of the protected areas (S).

The first target group (AIO) is a combination
of these smaller target groups: public authorities
(PUB), non-governmental organisations (NGOs)
and educational or research institutes (E&R). The
tables in this chapter only represent the opinions
of the main target groups (AIO, E, and S). The
percentage division of the AIO sub-groups (PUB,
NGO, E&R) can be found in Appendix 1.

In Chapter 3, local inhabitants are not placed
in their own target group (with the exception of
a local entrepreneur); this is because if they have
some cooperation with a protected area it is
usually through either NGOs, fishery organis-
ations, hunting, agriculture, nature or village
boards. Local inhabitants do not usually have
direct cooperation with the coastal protected
areas.

There are several shortcomings in collecting
and collating the responses from four countries.
As the study concerned several protected areas,
gathering the data with similar questionnaires
proved to be difficult as was analysing the re-
sults. It was challenging to make comparisons
between the large biosphere reserves and smaller
national parks; also, the differences in stakeholder
structure, ways of management and protection
aims have added to the problems of presenting
and comparing the results. This report does not
present detailed information on single areas — a
more detailed analysis would have doubled the
size of this report. In consequence, the results
of Estonian Biosphere Reserve, for example,
are presented as one. It would have been much
more interesting, for example, to analyse the data
separately for the three islands (Vormsi, Hiiu-
maa, Saaremaa) as they have been managed by
three different centres with different management
methods.



3.2 Background information on the
respondents

This section will acquaint the reader with the
study data and its limitations. It begins with some
background information (gender, age and educa-
tion level) on the respondents.

The quantitative data have some limitations
— the main concern is reliability. As Table 2 illus-
trates, the average response rate for all the target
groups was less than half — only 46%. Moreover,
the response rate for some questions is too small,
especially among the Latvian and Lithuanian
entrepreneurs and protected area personnel (due
to the few number of staff employed), to be stat-
istically reliable. Consequently, the findings from
the empirical material can only be considered
qualitative presumptions and care must be taken
when interpreting the results.

As Table 2 shows, there are some clear differ-
ences between the countries; the response rates
are low in Finland, Estonia and Latvia, but high
in Lithuania.

Table 2. General response frequencies.

There are also some obvious variations be-
tween the response rates of the target groups
in each country (Table 3). Of the three main
target groups, the areas’ personnel is the only
group with more than a 50% response rate — the
Lithuanian authorities, institutes, organisations,
local inhabitants and entrepreneurs being an ex-
ception. In Latvia, the authorities, institutes and
organisations have an alarmingly low response
rate, where only one out of every four responded.
Broken down, the response rate among the public
authorities (PUB) was 31%; non-governmental
organisations (NGOs) 23% and the educational
or research institutes (E&R) as low as 13%. The
corresponding response rates from the same target
groups in the other countries are higher — in some
cases even over 50%.

In order to provide the best possible overview
on the current cooperation between the coastal
protected areas and their stakeholders, it is im-
portant to have a general understanding of the
respondents’ gender, age and education. A brief
discussion will thus follow.

All countries Finland Estonia Latvia Lithuania
Answer frequencies 46% 44% 43% 38% 64%
N 732 150 201 184 197
Table 3. Response rates by target group.
All countries Finland Estonia Latvia Lithuania
Authorities, institutes
and organizations (AIO) 42% 49% 44% 25% 58%
PUB 42% 45% 38% 31% 77%
NGO 38% 48% A1% 23% 43%
E&R 54% 53% 60% 13% 63%
Local inhabitants (I) and
entrepreneurs (E) 46% 41% 42% 40% 66%
Personnel of coastal
protected areas (S) 68% 75% 55% 100% 56%
N 732 150 201 184 197
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A clear distinction existed between the
Finnish and the other countries in both the age
and gender of the respondents (Figure 6). The
majority (60%) of all respondents were female
(Estonia 58%; Latvia 68%; Lithuania 74%);
only in Finland was the majority male (63%).
Also, the typical Finnish respondent was classi-
fied under the ‘elderly male’ age group, while in

the other countries, and in particular Latvia and
Lithuania, the respondents were mostly younger
females falling in the 31-50 year age group.

One factor common to all respondents is a
high level of education (see Figure 7) with over
40% (and the majority in Estonia) holding a uni-
versity degree.

Lithuania

Latvia

HE

O 18-30
m 31-50
0 51-65

O 66-

Finland

Estonia | [

o

50 100

150 200 250

number of respondents

Figure 6. Age structure of the respondents (N=716).
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Figure 7. Education level of the respondents (N=713).
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3.3 General description of the
cooperation and the reasons not to
cooperate

This section introduces the overview on cooper-
ation between the coastal protected areas and
their stakeholders by analysing what cooperation
actually exists, if at all, and what form it takes.
The extent of cooperation will be explored first.

The areas’ personnel agree to enjoying diverse
cooperation with the surrounding societies (Table
4); only a small percentage of the personnel state
that they do not have any cooperation.

From the stakeholders’ point of view, based
on the responses of the two target groups (AIO
and E), a clear division is apparent. The majority
of the AIO group state that some form of co-
operation with the coastal protected areas exists
(despite some differences between the partici-
pating target group and the coastal protected
areas). Conversely, only a minority of the local
entrepreneurs (E) state that they have any co-
operation with the areas.

A more detailed examination of the first tar-
get group (Table 2 in Appendix 1) shows that
the majority of both public authorities and edu-
cational or research institutes cooperate with the
coastal protected areas but only a minority of the
NGOs report cooperation. Estonia, however, is
the exception where the majority of the public
authorities, educational or research institutes and
NGOs report that they have no cooperation with
the Biosphere Reserve; the most active partners
seem to be the local entrepreneurs.

In what form does the cooperation take? As
mentioned, the areas’ personnel admit to having
diverse cooperation with the surrounding so-
cieties. The most common form is organized co-

Table 4. Types of cooperation between coastal protected areas and their stakeholders (%). AlO = Authorities, institutes and

operation and the public authorities are the most
likely partners followed by a wide range of other
target groups. Organized cooperation usually
centres on issues dealing with managing, moni-
toring, developing, and utilizing the area.

The public authorities are also the most likely
candidates for short-term cooperation. The
majority of the personnel have short-term co-
operation with educational or research institutes
and it is usually ecologically related. Neverthe-
less, there exist variations among the coastal pro-
tected areas; for example, the West Estonian
Archipelago Biosphere Reserve’s personnel report
that their most likely partners for short-term co-
operation are the local inhabitants.

The most likely partners for the personnel’s
information-based cooperation are public auth-
orities, educational or research institutes and lo-
cal inhabitants. Once again, there exist some
interesting differences between the areas. For
example, compared to the other participating
areas, the Finnish Archipelago National Park’s
personnel appear to have very little information-
based cooperation with the local inhabitants.

The following sections analyze the forms of
cooperation from the stakeholders’ perspective.
In contrast to the personnel’s diverse coopera-
tion, the stakeholders regard their cooperation
with coastal protected areas as less diverse and
inactive.

The authorities, institutes and the organi-
sations (AIO) have somewhat varied forms of
cooperation with the coastal protected areas. The
public authorities have most likely organized co-
operation focusing on land-use planning, or legis-
lation and implementation issues dealing with
management and monitoring. If the NGOs have
cooperation with the coastal protected areas, it is

organisations, E = Entrepreneurs, S = Personnel of coastal protected areas.

All countries Finland Estonia Latvia Lithuania

AIO E S AlO E S AlO E S AlO E S AlO E S
Organized
cooperation 33 30 97 43 34 100 20 41 100 48 25 100 37 4 83
Short-term
cooperation 35 19 76 43 17 100 27 29 64 32 6 80 40 7 67
Cooperation based
on information 34 12 79 33 14 67 26 10 73 32 13 90 57 11 83
No cooperation 41 61 9 29 63 17 61 48 9 36 69 0 17 82 17
N 174 136 33 49 35 6 70 58 1 25 16 10 30 27 6
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generally information-based cooperation on the
utilization of the areas. The educational or re-
search institutes typically have short-term co-
operation related to ecological issues. The ma-
jority of the local entrepreneurs, with the excep-
tion of Estonia, have no cooperation; however, if
there is any, it is likely to be organized cooper-
ation related to business or ecology.

Since the majority of the local people or
the target groups representing the local people
(NGOs and local entrepreneurs) have no co-
operation with the coastal protected areas, the
question that must be addressed is “Why’? As
can be seen from Table 5, there appear to be
two clear reasons. First, the local people do not
feel the need for any cooperation — particularly
common among the local entrepreneurs. Second,
there exists a communication problem and lack
of information.

There is also a less obvious reason. There are
misunderstandings between the personnel and
the local people (under ‘Other reasons’ in Table
5) which are mainly over the lack of time and re-
strictions in the areas. Once again there are some
interesting variations between the countries; for
example, the local entrepreneurs in Lithuania
find bureaucratic issues to be problematic in the
cooperation with the Curonian Spit National
Park.

Public authorities and educational or research
institutes state similar reasons for the lack of co-

operation as the local people (Table 3 in Appen-
dix 1) i.e. there is no need for cooperation and
there is a lack of communication and informa-
tion. Only few of the areas’ personnel state rea-
sons for not having any cooperation with their
stakeholders. This seems to be the norm as most
claim to have very diverse cooperation with their
stakeholders. See Figure 8 for the main reasons
for the lack of cooperation.

The extent and the form of cooperation have
been explored, as was which target groups have
less cooperation than others and the why. One
issue remains and that is to clarify the level and
nature of the barriers to cooperation facing the
target groups. This section concludes by address-
ing the issue.

While the majority of the coastal protected
areas’ personnel have faced barriers in their co-
operation with the stakeholders, the public auth-
orities, NGOs, educational or research institutes,
and local entrepreneurs have experienced easy
cooperation with no or only few barriers (Figure
9).

The areas’ personnel, especially in the Baltic
countries, mostly face economical and politi-
cal problems. The time-related (lack of) barrier
appears to be common for both the personnel
and stakeholder groups. Other barriers are bu-
reaucracy and the lack of communication and
information.

Table 5. Reasons why the stakeholders do not cooperate with their coastal protected area and vice versa (%). AlO =
Authorities, institutes and organisations, E = Entrepreneurs, S = Personnel of coastal protected areas.

All countries Finland

AlIO E S |AIO E

Estonia Latvia Lithuania

AIO E S |AIO E S |AIO E S

No need for cooperation | 12 35 0| 10 34
Bureaucratic reasons 2 10 3 6 9

Communication /

1M1 29 0| 24 19 0 3 56 0

0 5 0 0 6 0 3 26 17

lack of information 16 18 o 14 1 0| 21 21 0| 16 13 0 3 26 0
Economic reasons 1 2 0 4 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 7 0
Political reasons 1 1 6 2 3 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0o 17
Other reasons 20 12 3 14 14 0| 33 5 9 12 31 0 3 11 0
N 174 136 33 | 49 35 6| 70 58 11| 25 16 10| 30 27 6
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no need for cooperation
bureaucratic reasons
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economic reasons

political reasons

other reasons
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Figure 8. Main reasons for the lack of cooperation (includes all target groups; N=343).
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Figure 9. Percentage of different target groups who have faced barriers to cooperation
between local coastal protected area and its stakeholders (N=175).

3.4 Opinions on the development of
cooperation over the last ten years

This section presents the actual nature of the
cooperation between the coastal protected areas
and their stakeholders by analysing the different
aspects of the cooperation — how extensive and
efficient (or active) the cooperation is. The analy-
sis includes a ten-year time-span dimension by
which it is possible to draw conclusions on how
the cooperation has evolved over the last ten
years. However, using this ten-year time span in
Estonia proved to be somewhat problematic as
the area management has undergone major
changes as have the cooperation partners. Ten
years ago, there were three well-functioning
centres administering the Biosphere Reserve;
since 2002, however, there have not been any
visible administrative bodies for the area. This

obviously affects the results. This section will
conclude by examining if the stakeholders have
experienced any additional value from in their
cooperation with the coastal protected areas. In
other words, do they feel that the cooperation
they have with the coastal protected areas is
special?

The majority of the coastal protected areas
currently have extensive or very extensive co-
operation with their stakeholders. The devel-
opment of cooperation with the surrounding
societies has also been positive. Today, only one
quarter of the personnel admits that the current
cooperation is narrow or very narrow (see Table
6) whereas it was much more five years ago.

The stakeholders, however, have a different
view. The majority of the authorities, institutes
and the organisations experience the current co-
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Table 6. Extent of the cooperation from the stakeholders’ and the coastal protected areas’ point of view and its development

(%). AIO = Authorities, institutes and organisations, E = Entrepreneurs, S = Personnel of coastal protected areas.

All countries Finland Estonia Latvia Lithuania
AlO E S AlO E S AlO E S AlO E S AlO E S
Ten years ago
Very narrow 22 24 11 26 30 0 29 24 38 27 0 0 8 33 0
Narrow 36 48 27 37 30 25 29 56 12 27 25 44 46 67 20
Extensive 17 19 27 14 40 25 33 12 25 9 25 22 8 0 40
Very extensive 3 0 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 20
Don’t know 22 9 31 20 0 50 9 8 25 37 50 33 29 20
N 91 42 26 35 10 4 21 25 8 1 4 9 24 5
Five years ago
Very narrow 7 21 3 6 20 0 15 22 1 42 0 0 4 33 0
Narrow 47 52 43 46 40 25 45 56 44 0 50 22 52 67 83
Extensive 29 21 36 31 30 25 30 18 33 25 25 56 26 0 17
Very extensive 1 2 4 3 10 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Don’t know 16 4 14 14 0 25 10 4 1 33 25 22 17 0 0
N 90 44 28 35 10 4 20 27 9 12 4 9 23 3 6
Today
Very narrow 14 18 7 8 9 0 23 27 10 8 0 0 17 0 17
Narrow 52 46 19 56 36 20 59 46 30 54 50 0 37 67 33
Extensive 26 25 61 28 36 40 14 15 60 22 50 80 37 33 50
Very extensive 6 9 13 8 18 40 0 8 0 15 0 20 4 0 0
Don’t know 2 2 0 0 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 0
N 95 44 31 36 1 22 26 10 13 4 10 24 3 6

operation situation as narrow or very narrow. If
the time span is included in the equation, then
the development of the stakeholders’ cooperation
with the coastal protected areas has been positive
(with the exception Estonia). Most respondents
in the authorities, institutes and organisations
target groups have found that cooperation has
become more extensive over the last ten years
mainly due to the more extensive cooperation
between the public authorities and educational
or research institutes (Table 6 in Appendix 1). In
general, the public authorities in Finland have
experienced improvements over the last ten years,
while in Estonia, however, the opposite can be
said.

The development of the extent of the NGOs
cooperation with the coastal protected areas has
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followed the same pattern (but not the same
extent) as the public authorities and the edu-
cational or research institutes. Four out of five
of the NGOs state that their cooperation with
the coastal protected area is still narrow or very
narrow.

The local entrepreneurs” opinions are similar
to those of the other stakeholders. The majority,
with exception of the Finnish entrepreneurs, ad-
mit to having narrow or very narrow cooperation.
Nonetheless, particularly in Finland, the number
of local entrepreneurs experiencing extensive or
very extensive cooperation has increased over the
last ten years.

The stakeholders’ (authorities, institutes, or-
ganisations and entrepreneurs) opinions on the
extent of cooperation and how it has developed



over the last ten years is presented, by area, in
Figure 10.

The following sections analyze the efficiency of
the cooperation. While the overall majority of the
areas’ personnel agree that cooperation with their
stakeholders is efficient or very efficient (Table 7),
the Curonian Spit National Park’s personnel state
quite the opposite — cooperation is inefficient or
very inefficient. Nevertheless, the efficiency of
cooperation has positively developed with the
surrounding societies over the last ten years, i.e.
the number of people experiencing cooperation
as efficient or very efficient has increased.

While half of the authorities, institutes and
organisations experience their current cooper-
ation with the coastal protected areas to be ef-
ficient or very efficient, there are a significant
number of the same target group stating the op-
posite. Consequently, there is clear difference
among the authorities, institutes and the organ-
isations on whether cooperation is efficient or
inefficient. Nevertheless, it is generally accepted
that development over the last 10 years has been
towards more efficient cooperation.

If the opinions of the different target groups
that represent authorities, institutes and organi-
sations (Table 7 in Appendix 1) are examined in

more detail, it can be seen that the NGOs’ opin-
ions differ at the general level from those of the
public authorities and educational and research
institutes. The majority of the NGOs experi-
ence their current cooperation as being ineffi-
cient or very inefficient, whereas the majority of
the public authorities or educational or research
institutes state the opposite. There also exist dif-
ferences among the public authorities in the areas.
For example, the majority of the Estonian public
authorities (and of NGOs and educational or re-
search institutes) consider their cooperation with
the coastal protected area as inefficient or very
inefficient.

Local entrepreneurs are also divided on their
views regarding the efficiency of their cooper-
ation. There are two main factions: the largest
faction (49%), many of whom are Estonian, finds
cooperation with the areas inefficient or very in-
efficient. The other main faction, which includes
many Finnish entrepreneurs, finds the opposite
to be true. However, after bringing the time scale
into the equation, the general efficiency devel-
opment of the local entrepreneurs’ cooperation
with the areas follows the same trend as the other
target groups; in other words, it has become more
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Figure 10. Stakeholders’ opinions on the extent of today’s cooperation compared to five and ten years ago. The AIO

and E groups are combined.
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Table 7. Efficiency, activity and the development of cooperation from the stakeholders’ and the coastal protected areas’
point of view (%). AIO = Authorities, institutes and organisations, E = Entrepreneurs, S = Personnel of coastal protected

areas.

Finland
AIO E S

All countries
AIO E S

Lithuania
AlO E S

Latvia
AlO E S

Estonia
AIO E S

Ten years ago

Very inefficient | 11 17 8 3 38 0

19 14 25 15 0 0 13 0 0

Inefficient 36 37 23| 42 12 40| 33 43 12 31 33 33 35 67 0
Efficient 25 29 3 26 50 20| 29 29 25 8 0 33 30 0 50
Very efficient 1 0 4 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25
Don’t know 26 17 34 29 0 40 14 14 38 46 67 33 22 33 25
N 88 35 26| 31 8 5] 21 21 8 13 3 9| 23 3 4

Five years ago

Very inefficient 2 11 0 3 25 0

Very inefficient 9 21 0 6 10 0

Inefficient 36 48 27 28 13 40 48 56 44 21 67 0 44 67 33

Efficient 37 30 52 44 62 40 28 26 22 43 0 78 30 0 67

Very efficient 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0

Don't know 24 11 21 25 0 20 19 9 33 36 33 22 22 33 0

N 90 37 29 32 8 5 21 23 11 14 3 9 23 3 6
Today

13 21 0 0 0 0 13 67 0

Inefficient 29 28 29| 20 10 40 50 33 20 | 21 50 10 | 26 33 67
Efficient 43 33 58 53 60 40 | 23 25 60 50 50 80 | 44 0 33
Very efficient 7 10 6 9 20 20 0 8 0 14 0 10 8 0 0
Don’t know 12 8 6 11 0 13 13 20 14 0 0 8 0

N 93 39 31 34 10 5| 22 24 10 14 2 10 | 23 3 6

Figure 11 presents the general opinion of
all stakeholders’ (authorities, institutes, organis-
ations and entrepreneurs) on the efficiency of
cooperation and its development over the last
ten years.

This section concludes by looking at how
the stakeholders view their cooperation with the
coastal protected areas and, in particular, if they
feel that the cooperation they have is somewhat
special; in other words, do they get any additional
value?

The short answer is: yes. The majority of the
stakeholders experience that their cooperation
with the coastal protected areas brings them at
least some additional value (Figure 12). Conse-
quently, the majority of all target groups (public
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authorities, non-governmental organisations,
educational or research institutes and local
entrepreneurs) feel that the current cooperation
that they have with the coastal protected areas is
somewhat special.

Over the last ten years, the stakeholders, es-
pecially in Finland, have begun to experience
that the cooperation with the protected areas has
become more special. However, although the
majority of the stakeholders feel that they get
(some) additional value there are significant
groups, primarily among the public authorities
and the local entrepreneurs, who state that there
is very little or no additional value at all (see

Tables 8 and 9 in Appendix 1).
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3.5 Summary: Cooperation between
coastal protected areas and their
stakeholders

This section aims at addressing the questions
posed at the beginning of this chapter on the
current overall state of cooperation between the
coastal protected areas and their stakeholders.
This will be approached both from the coastal
protected areas point of view and from the stake-
holders’ point of view.

The coastal protected areas have diverse
but limited cooperation with their
stakeholders

According to the findings, the coastal protected
areas have very diverse cooperation with their
stakeholders, with only a very small percentage
of the personnel stating that no cooperation
exists with the surrounding societies. However,
this cooperation could be described as somewhat
‘limited’, as the most likely cooperation partners
are the public authorities and educational or re-
search institutes. Cooperation with those groups
representing local inhabitants is not frequent.

Cooperation with the public authorities and
with the educational or research institutes is
usually organized but with many barriers
(mostly economical and political but also time-
related). Nevertheless, the coastal protected areas
cooperation, in particular with the public
authorities and educational or research institutes,
is rather extensive and efficient, and mostly deals
with issues concerning managing, monitoring,
developing and utilizing the area.

The majority of the local people have no
cooperation with the coastal protected
areas

In comparison to the personnel’s diverse cooper-
ation with their stakeholders, the stakeholders
have less diverse cooperation with the areas.
While the majority of both the public authorities
and educational or research institutes have some
form of cooperation, the majority of the target
groups representing the local people, NGOs and
the local entrepreneurs have no cooperation at all
with the coastal protected areas.
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The most common reasons for local people
not to have any cooperation are related to the
fact that they feel there is no need. Moreover, the
dialogue between the coastal protected areas and
the local people does not function well enough
and, as a result, there are serious communication
problems between the partners. There is also a
major information gap between the coastal pro-
tected areas and the local people.

The majority of public authorities and of edu-
cational or research institutes that have some kind
of cooperation with the areas, typically describe
their cooperation as rather narrow but problem-
free. In other words, they do not face any barriers.
The public authorities and educational or research
institutes experience their narrow cooperation
as effective, whereas the NGOs and local entre-
preneurs often described it as inefficient.

Despite the differences in the opinions of the
target groups representing the surrounding so-
cieties, they all agree on that their cooperation
with the areas does bring them some additional
value.

Mandatory cooperation is working,
whereas more voluntary cooperation is
mainly absent

The cooperation between the coastal protected
areas and their stakeholders is limited. Manda-
tory cooperation — usually management and
monitoring tasks involving the coastal protected
areas, public authorities and partly the edu-
cational and research institutes — is working well
but with some barriers. Voluntary cooperation
between the coastal protected areas and the local
people (or the target groups representing the lo-
cal people), NGOs and local entrepreneurs is, to
a large extent, lacking.



4 Contextualising the Current Cooperation

Following on from Chapter 3, this chapter will
now contextualise the current cooperation and
explain the differences between the areas. The aim
is to understand why cooperation is limited and
why cooperation between the coastal protected
areas and the local people is insufficient.

Placing the cooperation in context provides an
overall picture of the environment where it exists
and functions. This was done by studying the
local people’s opinion on the coastal protected
areas (empirical study data), and presenting the
most essential features of the coastal protected
areas (information from the areas’ specialists).
Involving the local people provides a broader
understanding of the premise for the current co-
operation with the main focus on the question of
the limited cooperation with the local people.

4.1 Local people’s opinion

This section examines the local people’s opinions
on the coastal protected areas. Opinions were col-
lected during the quantitative empirical study
conducted as part of the COASTSUST project.
By definition, ‘local people’ are citizens who per-
manently live in or close to a national park or
biosphere reserve. This means that the opinions of
seasonal inhabitants and investors are excluded.
The section focuses on a) the local people’s view
of the restrictions that apply within their coastal
protected area and b) the local people’s general
opinion of their coastal protected area.

The presentation of the opinions follows that
of Chapter 3. To gain a deeper understanding of
the opinions, the local people were divided into
two groups — inhabitants and entrepreneurs. This
allowed the possibility to study what, if any, dif-
ferences there were between the permanent local
inhabitants who are not expected to have any
direct cooperation with the protected areas, and
local entrepreneurs who have better possibilities
and more motivation for cooperation.

The local people’s opinions on the restrictions
that apply in their coastal protected area are rather
positive today. As can be seen from Figure 13,
the majority consider the restrictions as positive
or very positive. The overall development of the

opinions has been good with the positive attitude
increasing over the last ten years.

There are, however, some clear variations be-
tween the participating coastal protected areas.
The most widespread dissatisfaction with the re-
strictions can be found in the Archipelago Na-
tional Park in Finland and the Curonian Spit
National Park in Lithuania. The reason is rather
clear: national parks are far more restricted than
biosphere reserves (except in their core areas) and
thus the reserves’ inhabitants, for example, are
less likely to complain. Dissatisfaction is greatest
among the local people in the Curonian Spit
National Park, where the majority of both the
inhabitants and entrepreneurs feel the current
restrictions to be negative or very negative.

The local people’s general opinions of the
coastal protected areas are similar to their
opinions of the restrictions — positive or very
positive.

When the areas are analyzed separately, there
are notable differences (see Figure 14). The ma-
jority of all local people in the Archipelago Na-
tional Park in Finland and in the Biosphere Re-
serves in Estonia and Latvia have a positive
opinion of their respective protected areas. The
situation, however, is opposite in the Curonian
Spit National Park, where the majority of the
local entrepreneurs and half of the local inhabi-
tants have a negative or very negative general
opinion. The responses to open questions indi-
cate that the negative opinion is often the result
of the dissatisfaction towards the restrictions
applied in the Park. It is important to remember
here that there is a high level of tourism in the
Curonian Spit and thus there is increasing press-
ure to open more protected areas for tourists than
in the other study areas.

A clear distinction can be made between the
local people’s opinion in the Baltic countries
and the people’s opinion in Finland five and ten
years ago. In Finland, the local people were fairly
negative towards their National Park but only
few shared this opinion in the Baltic countries.
It must be kept in mind that although the gen-
eral development has been positive, there are still
some strong objectors.

37



Finland

entrepreneurs today
entrepreneurs 5 years ago
entrepreneurs 10 years ago
inhabitants today
inhabitants 5 years ago

inhabitants 10 years ago

Estonia

entrepreneurs today
entrepreneurs 5 years ago
entrepreneurs 10 years ago
inhabitants today
inhabitants 5 years ago
inhabitants 10 years ago

Latvia

entrepreneurs today
entrepreneurs 5 years ago
entrepreneurs 10 years ago
inhabitants today
inhabitants 5 years ago
inhabitants 10 years ago

Lithuania

entrepreneurs today
entrepreneurs 5 years ago
entrepreneurs 10 years ago
inhabitants today
inhabitants 5 years ago
inhabitants 10 years ago

Figure 13. Local inhabitants’ and entrepreneurs’ opinions on the restrictions in their coastal protected area (more

detailed data in Table 10 in Appendix 1).
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Figure 14. Local inhabitants’ and entrepreneurs’ general opinions on their coastal protected area (more detailed data
in Table 11 in Appendix 1).
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4.2 Characteristics of the coastal
protected areas

A discussion follows on some of the coastal pro-
tected areas’ characteristics which may affect the
current cooperation with the local people. They
include the legal status of the coastal protected
areas, administration, land ownership, and the
local population in and close to the area (see
Chapter 2 for more detailed information).

All areas share the same aim of preserving and
protecting nature. In order to do this, restrictions
have had to be set in the areas. The restrictions
are usually based on legislation and are compiled
in a management plan which also defines the
strategic frames for the future activities in the
area concerned. These restrictions are not always
appreciated by the local people. In Finland, for
example, some have a negative attitude towards
the Archipelago National Park because the possi-
bilities for hunting are highly restricted or even
forbidden (Jouko Hégmander personal com-
ment, Oct. 2, 2006). The restrictions are also
causing public outcry among the local inhabi-
tants in the Curonian Spit National Park in
Lithuania due to stricter monitoring of the re-
strictions. For example, the construction and
renovation work within the Park is strictly regu-
lated and monitored by the National Park (Lina
Diksaité personal comment, Oct. 2, 2006).

It must be remembered that nature protection
is not the only aim of the coastal protected areas.
Culture and cultural heritage are also important
issues. The protection of local culture suffers from
the current lack of communication between the
areas and the locals. The premise for protecting
the culture or cultural heritage needs dialogue
and cooperation as well as recognising the import-
ance of the recreational values in the areas.

One of the most important conditions for
the areas to generate successful cooperation with
their stakeholders is to have legal recognition and
the possibilities for effective administration. All
the areas in this study have legal recognition and
administration with the exception of the West
Estonian Archipelago Biosphere Reserve. It could
be argued that this is probably one of the main
reasons for the lack of cooperation with the Bio-
sphere Reserve.

The areas are usually managed by their own
administration and are supervised and financed
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by a state authority. As the state is involved, the
local inhabitants, especially in Finland where
administration is more centralized, feel that the
‘actual decisions are made too far from the local
area’ (Annastina Sarlin personal comment, Sept.
25, 2000). It could perhaps be viewed that the lo-
cal inhabitants feel that they have lost connection
to the coastal protected areas deeming them to be
somewhat ‘distant’ and ‘not anymore local’.

The areas under study are located on both
state-owned land (Archipelago National Park
and Curonian Spit National Park) and mainly
on private land (North Vidzeme Biosphere Re-
serve and West Estonian Archipelago Biosphere
Reserve). In Latvia, while private ownership
means some additional responsibilities and re-
strictions for the land owners, they do have the
right to financial assistance (Law on Specially
Protected Territories 1993, amended 2005). The
establishment of protected areas has not always
been without controversy. When, for example,
the Archipelago National Park in Finland was
founded in 1983, much of the land was bought
by the state; this was naturally not appreciated,
even if the land purchase was on a voluntary basis
(Jouko Hégmander personal comment, Sep. 25,
2006). Obviously, this has also had some effect
on local acceptance and cooperation. It should
also be remembered that the introduction of the
Natura 2000 network is also recent and contro-
versies surrounding this issue have affected all the
countries under study.

The main differences between the protected
areas can be found in the size of the areas and the
numbers of local inhabitants living in or close to
the area. In the Estonian Biosphere Reserve, there
are some 50,000 inhabitants living in a vast area
on three islands (Hiiumaa, Saaremaa, Vormsi). In
the North Vidzeme Biosphere Reserve, there are
some 80,000 people and 42 municipalities in an
area covering almost 6% of Latvia. The number
of inhabitants living in the relatively small Cu-
ronian Spit National Park is only some 2,900
people. The National Park in Finland differs from
their counterparts as nobody lives there. However,
some 200 people live in the Cooperation Area
of the Archipelago National Park with hundreds
of seasonal residents (Annastina Sarlin personal
comment, Sep. 25, 2000). Seasonal inhabitants,
even more so investors, may cause problems for
the area and cooperation. For example, in the



North Vidzeme Biosphere Reserve it has been
noticed that they do not have the same bond
with the area as the permanent inhabitants and
thus do not care too much about the common
well-being (Andris Urtans personal comment,
Jan. 12, 2007).

Also, communication possibilities affect co-
operation. The Archipelago National Park and
the West Estonian Archipelago Biosphere Re-
serve are scattered areas where distances between
the islands and the mainland can be great and
often at the mercy of the elements. These factors
are obvious barriers to cooperation. Today, elec-
tronic communications has reduced the ‘distance’
in many places, but not in the North Vidzeme
area. In this mainly rural area, Internet access, for
example, is not available to all and thus the only
way to communicate with local people is via
libraries or face-to-face meetings (Andris Urtans
personal comment, Oct. 2, 2006). Even these
have their drawbacks as great distances and poor
roads make meetings difficult to arrange and can
be time consuming,.

The premise for good cooperation with the
local people varies considerably between the areas.
Generally, it could be said that the fewer the locals
and the smaller the area, the better the chances to
establish good cooperation. Also, the number of
personnel working for the coastal protected area
compared to the work tasks and responsibilities
is also of great importance. Too few personnel
are linked to insufficient financing. For example,
in the Estonian Biosphere Reserve there is only
one part-time specialist employed on project fi-
nancing. This, if anything, has a negative effect
on the development of the cooperation with the
local people.

4.3 Summary: Context affects
cooperation

The last section discussed, in general terms, the
context of the current cooperation between the
coastal protected areas and the surrounding socie-
ties. This section attempts to establish why the
current cooperation is limited and understand
why cooperation between the areas and the local
people is, to a large extent, missing. The section
concludes by analysing the premise for the cur-
rent cooperation by protected area.

The current cooperation is limited mainly
due to the lack of resources

Current cooperation between the coastal pro-
tected areas and the surrounding societies pri-
marily deals with the mandatory functions with
other public authorities. There are several reasons
why cooperation with the local people is thus
somewhat neglected. One of the main reasons
is the lack of resources — financial, personnel
and time — which creates a barrier to effective
cooperation with the locals.

Other reasons are also apparent. The lack of
legal support and funding for the West Estonian
Archipelago Biosphere Reserve is a major prob-
lem, as are some historical feuds between the
areas and the local people, and the fact that the
areas are somewhat detached from the local com-
munity. Great distances and the scattered struc-
ture of the coastal areas also cause problems.
However, the main reason is the lack of funding.
In order to have a working dialogue with the lo-
cal people, the areas need more resources. They
need, for example, to employ more personnel
because the current numbers of personnel only
have the resources to focus on the mandatory
cooperation mainly with the public authorities.

In general, local people have positive
opinions of the coastal protected areas

In general, the local people have a positive con-
ception of the coastal protected areas. The ma-
jority understand the need for the restrictions
and the general purpose of the coastal protected
areas. Hence, the reason why the coastal pro-
tected areas cooperation with the locals is to a
large extent missing, cannot be attributed to the
local people. As the majority are positive, it is
hard to visualize them as difficult cooperation
partners and thus it could be assumed that the
local people would be more willing to co-
operate.

The premise for the current cooperation is
far from ideal

Generally, the premise for the current cooperation
between the coastal protected areas and the sur-
rounding societies is far from ideal. Furthermore,
the possibility to develop the limited cooperation
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with the local people varies rather much between
the participating coastal protected areas.

The best possibilities to establish effective co-
operation with the local people can be found in
the Archipelago National Park in Finland as it is
surrounded by only some 200 local inhabitants.
The main barriers hindering the development of
cooperation with the locals appear to be a lack of
time and recourses, coupled with the fact that the
National Park is considered somewhat ‘distant’
by the locals. The biggest difficulties to establish
effective cooperation with the local people can
be found in the West Estonian Archipelago Bio-
sphere Reserve. There is a need here for more
legal support, personnel and financing. The possi-
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bilities for the Biosphere Reserve in Latvia to
develop cooperation with the local people are
mainly hindered by the vastness of the area —
80,000 people in 42 municipalities live within
the Reserve — and only eleven employees in the
Reserve Administration. The possibilities for the
Curonian Spit National Park to develop the co-
operation with the local people are not ideal as
they seem to be rather dissatisfied with the Na-
tional Park in general and the restrictions. The
first step could be to improve the general atmos-
phere and relations between the administration
of the National Park and the local municipali-
ties.



5 Future Challenges

The current cooperation between the coastal
protected areas and their stakeholders has been
presented, as were possible explanations on why
it is so today. This chapter continues to evaluate
the cooperation by discussing and analyzing the
future challenges and the possibilities for coopera-
tion. It will examine, for example, where the main
needs for change are, before focusing on how the
different target groups are willing to facilitate the
development of the future cooperation between
the coastal protected areas and the surrounding
societies.

5.1 Future requirements to improve
the cooperation

The majority of the target groups agree that there
is an extensive or very extensive need to improve
cooperation (Figure 15; Table 8; Table 12 in Ap-
pendix 1). The public authorities and educational
or research institutes, as well as the personnel of
the Archipelago National Park differentiate
somewhat from the other target groups as they
see the need for some improvement but not to

Finland

O no need M little need O some need
O extensive need W very extensive need

Latvia

O no need M little need O some need

O extensive need M very extensive need

the same extent as the others (it must be kept in
mind that only six persons from the Archipelago
National Park personnel answered this question).
In particular, the Finnish public authorities, edu-
cational or research institutes, as well as the per-
sonnel of the Archipelago National Park are not
eager to develop the cooperation. This is pro-
bably a result of the current ‘good’ cooperation.
The current Finnish cooperation is limited to the
public authorities and the educational or research
instituctes.

The Estonian public authorities and edu-
cational or research institutes have relatively little
interest in improving cooperation between the
West Estonian Archipelago Biosphere Reserve
and the surrounding society. This is rather sur-
prising. The reason may be that the lack of a
proper administration is commonly known and
thus the stakeholders do not see many possibili-
ties to improve the current situation. For the
same reason, the stakeholders’ cooperation with
the West Estonian Archipelago Biosphere Re-
serve is very little. The majority of the public
authorities and educational or research institutes

Estonia

M little need

H very extensive need

O no need O some need

O extensive need

Lithuania

O no need | little need O some need

O extensive need B very extensive need

Figure 15. Stakeholders’ and protected area personnel’s opinions on how much cooperation needs to be extensively or
very extensively improved.
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Table 8. Details on how much improvement is needed by target group (%). AlO = Authorities, institutes and organisations,
| = Inhabitants, E = Entrepreneurs, S = Personnel of coastal protected areas.

Finland
AIO | E S

All countries
AlO | E S

Lithuania
AlO | E S

Latvia
AIO | E S

Estonia

No need for
improvement 2 3 3 0 3 6 3 0

Little need for
improvement 9 1 0O 6/ 19 5 0 O

Some need for
improvement 41 22 28 16| 53 33 37 67

Extensive need
for improve-
ment 35 51 45 56| 22 36 37 33

Very extensive

50 40 38 0| 27 14 19 10| 25 11 4 0

36 36 38 60, 69 71 81 80| 21 52 44 33

need for im-
provement 13 22 24 22 3 20 22 0 4 19 20 20 5 15 0 10 46 32 48 67
N 110 459 123 32| 36 80 32 6| 28 102 50 10| 22 132 16 10| 24 145 25 6

as well as NGOs report that they have no coop-
eration with the Reserve; cooperation with the
vast number of local inhabitants living in the
Reserve is also rather undeveloped.

5.2 Main needs for change in the
future

It is thought, mainly by the target groups re-
presenting the local people (inhabitants, entre-
preneurs, NGOs) and the areas’ personnel, that
in order to improve cooperation major changes
need to be made.

The main focus for changes is on the questions
of communication and information (see Table
9 and Table 13 in Appendix 1). In general, the
inhabitants, entrepreneurs, NGOs and personnel
of coastal protected areas (except the personnel of
the Archipelago National Park), feel the need to
extensively or very extensively improve communi-
cation and information between the cooperation
partners. The majority of the public authorities
and educational or research institutes in Latvia
and Lithuania are of the same opinion.

In addition to improvements in communi-
cation and information, there is also a common
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need for extensive economic improvements.
Once again, it is usually the local people and the
personnel who feel the need to extensively or very
extensively improve the protected areas’ economy
in order to improve cooperation. A notable re-
flection is that the personnel of the Archipelago
National Park are not so keen on extensive future
development; this, however, does not apply to the
economic changes for the future.

There are, of course, other needs. Local people,
especially in Latvia and Lithuania, state the need
for wide-ranging improvements in bureaucracy,
while the personnel of the Baltic coastal protected
areas experience the need to improve the political
situation that affects cooperation extensively or
very extensively.

In addition to the above needs, there are also
future wishes (under ‘Other needs’ in the Tables).
These comprise mainly of developing cooperation
through compromise, changes in attitude, and
work and education opportunities for the local
people. For example, the local people point out
that there should also be a focus on the needs of
the local society and not only on protecting and
preserving nature.



Table 9. The main issues that need changing in the future (%). AlO = Authorities, institutes and organisations, | = Inhabitants, E = Entrepreneurs,
S = Personnel of coastal protected areas. ** = Percentage division is not shown because of only one respondent.

All countries Finland Estonia Latvia Lithuania

AIO | E S AlO | E S AlO | E S AlO | E S AlO | E S
Bureaucracy
No need for
improvement 12 6 6 0 9 7 4 0| 26 11 11 0 11 3 0 0 0 5 0 0
Little need 14 8 6 23 9 15 12 67 | 22 11 9 30| 22 8 0 0 5 4 0 0
Some need 41 28 36 33| 53 28 38 16| 39 43 43 30| 22 26 27 25| 40 21 25 67
Extensive
need 22 36 32 40| 25 34 27 16| 13 24 28 30| 33 48 64 75| 20 35 29 33
Very extensive
need 11 21 20 3 3 15 19 0 0 10 9 10 | 1M 15 9 0| 35 35 46 0
N 93 415 107 30| 32 71 26 6| 23 9 46 10| 18 119 11 8| 20 135 24 6
Communication/
lack of informa-
tion
No need for
improvement 6 4 3 0 6 6 4 o 1 7 6 0 4 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
Little need 11 4 4 9| 1 6 7 0| 15 7 6 20 9 3 0 10 9 1 0 0
Some need 39 28 29 31 53 26 25 83| 34 40 38 20| 35 32 38 20| 26 18 12 16
Extensive
need 31 46 42 50 | 26 46 43 17 | 31 31 36 50| 43 47 56 60| 26 55 44 67
Very extensive
need 13 18 21 9 3 15 21 0 8 15 14 10 9 17 6 10| 39 24 44 16
N 106 452 119 32 | 34 74 28 6| 26 96 50 10| 23 139 16 10| 23 143 25 6
Economic situ-
ation
No need for

improvement 11 6 9 6 11 13 8 0 19 13 14 10 6

—_
o
o
(8]
S
vl

16

Little need 13 5 8 0| 18 1 17 0 9 9 7 0| 12 2 0 o 1 1 5 0
Some need 39 30 33 37|52 30 33 40 48 39 43 50| 29 27 33 33| 21 27 13 16
Extensive
need 27 44 32 47 18 33 21 40 | 24 32 29 30| 47 54 58 67| 26 47 36 50
Very extensive
need 10 15 18 10 0 13 21 20 0 7 7 10 6 16 8 0 37 21 41 16
N 84 397 100 30| 27 63 24 51 21 82 42 10| 17 122 12 9 19 130 22 6
Political situa-
tion
No need for
improvement 21 16 21 6| 26 21 22 0| 29 33 33 10 | 11 4 0 0| 16 14 9 16
Little need 14 12 1 10 18 10 13 50 9 15 1 0 1 6 0 0| 16 17 14 0
Some need 33 30 3 29 | M 26 26 33| 24 24 28 20| 33 35 54 44| 31 32 29 16
Extensive
need 19 27 23 42 14 19 9 17 1 29 21 25 60 | 28 42 46 56 5 19 24 16
Very extensive
need 13 15 14 13 0 24 30 0 9 7 3 10 | 17 13 0 0| 31 18 24 50
N 85 373 91 31 27 62 23 6 | 21 75 36 10 18 115 11 9 19 121 21 6
Other
No need for

improvement 30 17 24 8| 29 22 23 ** | 33 55 5 25| 20 10 17 0| 33 5 0 0

Little need 5 5 5 8 0 4 0 ** 17 10 22 0 0 2 0 0 0 5 0 0
Some need 27 32 24 33 50 28 18 ** 17 15 22 0| 40 43 50 50 0 33 22 67
Extensive

need 22 28 22 25 14 33 35 ** 33 5 0 25| 20 35 33 50 | 22 26 11 0
Very extensive

need 15 18 24 25 7 13 23 ** 0 15 0 50| 20 10 0 0| 44 31 67 33
N 40 170 M 12 14 46 17 1 12 20 9 4 5 49 6 4 9 55 9 3
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5.3 Facilitating future cooperation

This section explores the interest to facilitate
future cooperation development from both top-
down (centralised) and bottom-up (decentralised)
perspectives. Here the centralised perspective is
represented by the opinions of the authorities,
institutes, organisations and the personnel; the
decentralised perspective by the local people. In
order to enjoy full functional cooperation, all
stakeholders must be willing to contribute.

The first perspective explores the eagerness to
facilitate the development of future cooperation
by analysing the future plans to integrate the
protected areas with local societies and to see if
the authorities, institutes, organisations and the
personnel have any interest in doing so. The sec-
ond perspective examines the local people’s will-
ingness to be active in working towards better
cooperation. A third perspective, closely linked
to the second, focuses on cooperation in manage-
ment planning, i.e. the local people’s possibilities
and willingness to participate in preparing a
management plan. The management plan is a
vital instrument for developing a protected area
as it defines the strategic frames for future ac-
tivities. Therefore, the local people’s participation
is important as it provides a forum where they
can express their opinions. Participation in the
planning process also lays solid foundations for
future cooperation. Although the possibilities to
participate concern, for example, NGOs and the
authorities, the main focus is on developing co-
operation with the local people.

5.3.1 Authorities, institutes, organisations
and the personnel’s willingness to be
active

In general, the target groups are rather eager to
participate in integrating the protected areas with
the local societies. As can be seen from Table 10,
the majority of authorities, institutes, organis-
ations and personnel have some interest in par-
ticipating in projects which will bring the
coastal protected areas closer to the local societies.
Of course, this enthusiasm varies between the
target groups. Typically, the target groups have
small or few future plans to integrate the coastal
protected areas with the local societies — extensive
or very extensive future plans are few. However,
the majority of the personnel of the Archipelago
National Park have extensive or very extensive
future plans for participating in the integration.
On the whole, the personnel seem more eager
than the authorities, institutes and organisations;
the least enthusiastic are the public authorities
(Table 14: Appendix 1). The Latvian NGOs
show very little enthusiasm in participating in
the future integration of the North Vidzeme Bio-
sphere Reserve with the local society.

5.3.2 Local people’s willingness to be
active

In general, the local people have a positive atti-
tude towards working for improved cooperation
(Figure 16; Table 15 in Appendix 1). A major-
ity of the local people in all participating coun-

Table 10. Plans to participate in the integration of the coastal protected area with the local society by authorities, insti-
tutes and organisations, and by personnel (%). AlO = Authorities, institutes and organisations, S = Personnel of coastal

protected areas.

All countries Finland Estonia Latvia Lithuania

AlO S AlO S AIO S AlO S AlO S
No plans 39 8 38 0 37 0 63 12 31 20
Small plans 18 34 14 0 15 67 26 25 24 20
Some plans 35 27 40 25 42 22 5 25 35 40
Extensive plans 5 27 8 50 6 1 0 37 3 20
Very extensive plans 2 4 0 25 0 0 5 0 7 0
N 137 26 37 4 52 9 19 8 29 5
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Figure 16. Interest by the local inhabitants and entrepreneurs to be
active in working towards better cooperation between the local co-
astal protected area and the surrounding society (more detailed data

in Table 15 in Appendix 1).

tries, both local inhabitants and entrepreneurs,
could consider working for a better cooperation.
However, local people who state that they would
‘definitely’ work for better cooperation are few.
Those who are less enthusiastic to be active are
in the minority.

One way to influence future activities is to be
involved in deciding on the contents of the man-
agement plan. As the current cooperation is
usually the strongest between the public author-
ities or educational or research institutes this
could be one cooperation channel for the local
people.

The starting point for cooperation in manage-
ment planning is to make people aware that a
management plan actually exists. According to
the study data (Table 16 in Appendix 1), only
half of the local inhabitants (48%) and little over
half of the entrepreneurs (54%) are aware of a
management plan for the local national park or
the nature protection areas within the local bio-
sphere reserve. The majority of the local people in
Finland, Estonia and in Latvia were not aware of
these management plans; however, the majority
of the Lithuanian local people did know of their
existence. The reliability of the analysis is thus in

doubt — if the majority of the local people are not
aware of any management plans, how can they
have an opinion on the possibilities to participate
in preparing a management plan? Some general
conclusions can still however be made.

By and large, the local people feel that they
lack the possibility to participate in the prep-
aration of a management plan (see Figure 17).
This is perhaps an indirect consequence of the
fact that only few are aware of the management
plans, an issue which is coupled to poor infor-
mation flow. The majority of the local people in
Lithuania, however, were aware of the manage-
ment plan for the Curonian Spit National Park
— perhaps due to high media interest — with al-
most half having considered participating in the
planning process.

While very few of the local people (10%)
have actually participated in the preparation of
a management plan (Table 17 in Appendix 1),
the number that would like to participate is con-
siderably more (Figure 18) especially among the
local entrepreneurs. The relatively high number of
‘don’t knows’ is directly related to their not being
aware of the existence of a plan.
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Figure 17. The number of local inhabitants and entrepreneurs who feel they
have the possibility to participate in preparing the management plan (%).
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Figure 18. The local inhabitants and entrepreneurs responses on their interest to
participate more in the management planning process (%).



5.4 Summary: Extensive need to
improve the cooperation

In general, there is an extensive need to improve
the possibilities for cooperation. However, the
need of improvement varies depending on the
current situation. The target groups that cur-
rently have relatively diverse cooperation are less
eager to develop cooperation compared to those
that have less diverse and more inactive cooper-
ation. The target groups with limited cooperation
usually demand extensive future improvements.

A general demand for communication and
information exchange and funding

In order to improve cooperation, changes need
to be made mainly in communication and in-
formation exchange. Information exchange, for
example, on future activities, studies, planning
documents and possibilities should be more ef-
ficiently planned between the different stakehold-
ers. However, there is also a common need for ex-
tensive financial improvements. It can be argued
that the need to improve communication and
the flow of information between the cooperation
partners is a direct result of the lack of resources.
Furthermore, the local people especially empha-
sise that there should also be more focus on the
needs and opinions of the local society and not
just on protecting and preserving nature. Sup-
porting local settlements would safeguard both
cultural and nature values (such as cultural land-
scapes).

There is a general will to facilitate future
cooperation

To achieve functional cooperation in the future,
the partners must be willing contributors. While
there is a general will among the stakeholders
to facilitate future cooperation, to actually do
something is another story. More importantly,
the majority of the local people have a positive
attitude towards working for better cooperation
and would probably be more willing, as would
the local entrepreneurs, to be active if there would
be better communication. For example, relatively
few of the local people are aware of the exist-
ence of a management plan and its importance.
The problem lies in the fact that people do not
know how they could participate or have enough
time or interest to find this information by them-
selves.
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6 Discussion and Recommendations

This report has presented the current strengths
and shortcomings of the cooperation and how it
is influenced by the environment or context. Ad-
ditionally, the report discussed future challenges
and requirements for cooperation. To conclude
this report, some recommendations on how to
improve the cooperation between the coastal
protected areas and their stakeholders will be
made, first from the researcher’s point of view
and then from the protected area specialists’ point
of view.

The fundamental question is: In which direc-
tion should the cooperation be developed? Should
it be more nature-protection intensive; developed
according to the findings of this study or could it
be developed following the concept of sustainable
development? Here, the concept of sustainable
development is to provide the best for people and
the environment both now and in the indefinite
future (Wikipedia, the free encyclopaedia 20006).
The definition of success in sustainable develop-
ment includes the three pillars — environmental,
social and economic progress — in such a way that
achieving progress for one pillar should not harm
the others (Evans et al. 2005). Developing the
current cooperation according to the principles of
sustainable development could facilitate a better
premise to address the conflicting future of the
coastal protected areas.

Based on this report’s findings, the current
cooperation that exists between the coastal pro-
tected areas and the surrounding societies does
not fulfil the requirements of the principles of
sustainable development. The main focus point
of the cooperation has been, and still is, to pre-
serve and to protect the nature of the area. This
is because the main task, especially of national
parks, is nature protection and biodiversity con-
servation although culture protection is also
highlighted especially in Lithuania. As the em-
phasis is mostly on ecological development, the
economic and societal development of the areas
has been sidelined. Generally, wide economic
and societal development cannot be spoken of if
the current cooperation is limited to mostly pub-
lic authorities and educational or research insti-
tutes, and cooperation with the NGOs and the
local inhabitants is rather undeveloped.
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Sustainable management of the
coastal protected areas

It would be wise to focus both on ecological and
on wider economic and societal management
especially in the biosphere reserves and to some
extent in the national parks. Stronger focus on
the economic and societal issues would also per-
haps develop the limited cooperation with the
local people and simultaneously facilitate the
communication and information difficulties of
the current cooperation. However, these manage-
ment issues should be in harmony with each
other, i.e. stronger focus on economic and so-
cietal management should not compromise the
preservation and protection of nature.

When emphasising the need for economic
and societal management, special attention
should be paid to the local inhabitants. The
starting point for establishing successful econ-
omic and societal management is to establish a
good relationship with them through dialogue.
This means a change in attitude. Local inhabi-
tants should be considered as ‘customers’ — their
opinions and wishes should be heard as the basis
for successful economic and societal manage-
ment is cooperation, which means generating
trust between the cooperation stakeholders. Co-
operation should be developed according to the
basics of private enterprising where the survival
of a company is based on the ability to take care
of its customers. Taking care of the local people
in a similar way is important as they constitute a
vast resource for the areas - a resource which must
be exploited. Creating interest towards the local
protected area also creates acceptance, appreci-
ation and understanding. This helps in managing
the areas and also makes the work accepted in
financial terms (by using tax payers’ money).



Creating a brand of the coastal
protected areas together with the
local people

A common aim of the economic and societal
management could be to create a brand for the
areas around a certain image for example: ‘pure
nature and easy living’. This could generate in-
come through sustainable tourism and attract
new residents to the locality.

However, creating positive image for the
coastal protected areas with the local people is
challenging — a common will to work together
must exist. Activating the local people is perhaps
the most difficult task but not altogether imposs-
ible as proved in this study. It is important, there-
fore, to emphasise that they too can gain directly,
or indirectly, through the creation of a positive
image for their protected area, such as seeing an
increase in the value of land. Local entrepreneurs
can also add to their income through sustainable
tourism and by making the entire neighbourhood
attractive.

More importantly, however, building a posi-
tive image for the coastal protected areas would
hopefully create a bond between the areas and
the surrounding societies and thus facilitating
integration. Creating a bond would benefit the
entire coastal area, while strengthening the social
bonds will have a positive economic effect. The
idea that social networks (or social capital) have
value has been argued by Putnam (2000), and
social contacts affect the productivity of indi-
viduals and groups. For example, attending a
club meeting regularly is equivalent doubling
one’s money. Social capital refers to connections
among individuals — social networks and the
norms of reciprocity and trustworthiness that
arise from them. Social bonds are the most power-
ful prediction of life satisfaction (Putnam 2000).
Consequently, building a bond between the
coastal protected areas and the local societies, and
the people who live within the societies would be
beneficial for the entire area.

Recommendations from the
protected area specialists

Based on the findings, the area specialists involved
in the study have made recommendations on how
to improve cooperation. They recognise and ad-
mit that there is a problem in cooperation at a
local level and see the need to find solutions. They
also agree that the resources for protected area
administration are limited and have thus been
prioritised. This has meant that the most vital
issues for running the protected area activities are
being emphasized while local level cooperation
are being sidelined.

Below is a list of recommendations compiled
by: Lina Diksaité (the Curonian Spit National
Park Administration, Lithuania); Jouko Hog-
mander (Metsihallitus, Finland); Toomas Ko-
kovkin (the Biosphere Programme Foundation,
Estonia); Lia Rosenberg (the State Nature Con-
servation Centre — Hiiu-Lidne region, Estonia);
Annastina Sarlin (Metsihallitus, Finland) and
Andris Urtans (the North Vidzeme Biosphere
Reserve Administration, Latvia). These rec-
ommendations apply both to this study’s four
areas and to other protected areas.

— It is highly important to have stable man-
agement bodies with sufficient resources.

- In park administration, more attention
should be paid to grass-root level co-
operation. Contact persons should be
obliged to keep active contact with the
locals.

- More should be invested in cooperation
with entrepreneurs as they provide tourism
services that the protected areas cannot
offer and can carry out other work such
as landscaping. Cooperation thus supports
local livelihoods.

- Information on management planning
procedures and the plans themselves
should be disseminated more effectively to
all stakeholders. The use of participatory
planning methods is highly important.

— Other relevant material (information
brochures, maps, research reports) should
be effectively disseminated. Local inhabi-
tants are curious about their own environ-
ment and keen to know what the future
plans and actions will be. Information on
the national parks and biosphere reserves
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should also be seen in connection with
the municipalities (e.g. on their websites).
Currently, these areas are often excluded.
A system for regularly monitoring the at-
titudes of local level stakeholders could be
developed (it is recommended to make use
of the questions in this study).
Cooperation with schools (both local
schools, and schools in cities and towns)
should be developed. Children are an ef-
fective channel to reach local people, gain
a deeper understanding and disseminate
information. Nature schools, junior ranger
activities etc. should also be utilized.

A system for round-table discussions bet-
ween the protected area administration,
municipalities, entrepreneurs and other
stakeholders should be developed and
maintained as a long-term cooperation
channel.

Conclusion

The coastal protected areas currently enjoy
diverse cooperation with their stakeholders but
limited to the public authorities and educational
or research institutes. Current cooperation with
NGOs and the local inhabitants is not as devel-
oped as it could be. Several alternatives exist on
how to improve cooperation between the coastal
protected areas and their stakeholders. In this
report, both general ideas on how to deal with
the shortcomings of the current cooperation as
well as more specific ideas from the protected
area specialists have been presented.

Finally, one shortcoming must be emphasized
again and that is a lack of financial and human re-
sources. As these are preventing the establishment
of effective cooperation, decision makers need to
recognize and address this problem. Resources
on their own, however, are not enough. A will
and the determination to develop cooperation,
particularly from the local people, must also exist.
In this respect, the future looks bright for better
cooperation in the coastal protected areas.



7 Summaries

7.1 Cooperation between coastal
protected areas and surrounding
society — from experiences to
recommendations

While the local population in the Baltic Sea re-
gion’s coastal rural areas is decreasing, tourists,
seasonal settlers, and investors are becoming
more interested in them. To avoid the coastal
nature being destroyed or local culture disap-
pearing as a result of these changes, they need to
be preserved. One solution to this problem is to
invest resources in national parks and biosphere
reserves. In addition to safeguarding nature, bio-
diversity and local culture, they can promote
sustainable tourism. However, while national
parks and biosphere reserves can help sustain
livelihoods and maintain local population, this
can only be achieved by the different stakeholders
working in close cooperation with each other.

Study aim and method

The aim of this study was to examine the co-
operation between coastal protected areas and
their stakeholders. Answers to several questions
were needed: What form of cooperation is there
today? What barriers bar the way for cooper-
ation? Why is the cooperation as it is and how
can it be improved? The data were gathered
during April-June 2006 from four different
areas: the Archipelago National Park (Finland),
the West Estonian Archipelago Biosphere Re-
serve, the North Vidzeme Biosphere Reserve
(Latvia), and the Curonian Spit National Park
(Lithuania). The data were gathered through tai-
lored questionnaires which were sent to the dif-
ferent target groups:

- authorities, institutes and organisations
(e.g. state, regional and local level auth-
orities, research institutes and universities,
and NGOs)

- local inhabitants and entrepreneurs

- protected area personnel.

The response rate was 46% (732 answers), a
figure that was kept in mind while interpreting
the results.

Results and findings

The study revealed that cooperation between the
coastal protected areas and their stakeholders
mainly concentrates on mandatory issues —
usually dealing with managing and monitoring
the area. Consequently, cooperation involves the
protected areas’ personnel, public authorities
and, to some degree, educational and research
institutes. Voluntary cooperation, such as co-
operation between protected areas’ personnel and
local people (inhabitants, entrepreneurs and local
NGO:s), is limited. The main reasons cited for
this lack of cooperation are financial and time.
Lithuania also highlighted political problems. In
general, the local inhabitants do not see the need
for cooperation and there exists a major infor-
mation gap between the areas and the local
people.

With the exception of the Lithuanian re-
spondents, the stakeholders feel that the co-
operation with coastal protected areas has be-
come more extensive and efficient over the last
ten years. Also, the majority of authorities —
NGOs, educational and research institutes, and
local entrepreneurs — feel that the current co-
operation ‘is special” and brings additional value.
During the last decade, Finnish stakeholders in
particular have begun to discover that their co-
operation with Archipelago National Park is be-
coming more and more valuable.

There are significant differences in responses
between the countries. It was noticed that despite
the conflict generated at the start of the Archi-
pelago National Park, its stakeholders have now
learned to accept the ParK’s restrictions and today
have rather a positive attitude towards them. The
situation in the Curonian Spit National Park,
however, is quite the opposite. There is conflict
in the area due to the stricter monitoring of re-
strictions and the preparation of a new manage-
ment plan. For this reason, cooperation is at a
low.

The biosphere reserves in Estonia and Latvia
face different problems in local cooperation. Both
areas are large thus creating problems for extensive
cooperation. For example, in the North Vidzeme
Biosphere Reserve, there are 43 municipalities
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and some 80,000 inhabitants. In the West Esto-
nian Archipelago Biosphere Reserve, long-term
cooperation is practically impossible due to the
absence of an administrative body (since 2002)
and the fact that only one person is employed
part time on a project basis.

The majority of the respondents state that
there is either an extensive or very extensive need
to improve cooperation. The main improvements
are needed in communication and disseminating
information. In addition, there is also a common
need for financial improvement. In general, there
is a will among the stakeholders to facilitate fu-
ture cooperation and, more importantly, the ma-
jority of the local people have a positive attitude
in working towards much improved cooperation
practices.

One way to cooperate and affect the future
activities in the areas is to try to influence the
contents of the management plan and ‘get heard’.
However, only half of the locals are aware of the
management plans with others feeling that they
do not have the possibility to participate in their
preparation.

Recommendations

Recommendations on how to improve cooper-
ation were made from two perspectives: from the
researcher’s viewpoint and from the protected
areas specialists. The researcher argued that in
cooperation, the three pillars of sustainable de-
velopment should be taken into consideration:
environmental, social and economic progress. As
cooperation related to ecological issues seemed
to be working well, special focus should be on
to the two latter pillars. These pillars demand
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cooperation between protected area personnel, lo-
cal inhabitants, entrepreneurs and organisations.
Local people should be considered as protected
area customers whose opinions and well-being
are important. This would increase acceptance,
create a positive image, and bring social resources
for the management work.

The protected area specialists admitted that
there are problems with communication at the
local level and criticise the lack of resources. They
had, however, some concrete suggestions on how
the situation could be improved, for example:

- Regarding park administration, more at-
tention should be paid to grass-root level
cooperation. Contact persons could be
used.

— More should be invested in cooperation
with entrepreneurs as they provide services
that the protected areas can not offer.

— Information on management planning
should be disseminated more effectively to
all stakeholders. A participatory planning
method is important. Also other relevant
information and material should be effec-
tively disseminated.

— A system for regularly monitoring the at-
titudes of local level stakeholders could be
developed.

— Cooperation with schools should be de-
veloped. Children are an effective channel
through which to reach local people.

— A system for round-table discussions bet-
ween the protected area administration,
municipalities, entrepreneurs and other
stakeholder should be developed as a long-

term channel for cooperation.



7.2 Rannikon suojelualueiden ja
sidosryhmien valinen yhteistyo -
kokemuksista suosituksiin

Samanaikaisesti kun ympirivuotinen asutus Itd-
meren rannikon maaseuduilla vihenee, matkai-
lijat, mokkildiset ja investoijat ovat tulleet yhi
kiinnostuneemmiksi niistd rannikkoalueista.
Jotta rannikkoluonto ja -kulttuuri eivit tuhoudu
tassd myllerryksessd, ne tarvitsevat huolenpitoa.
Yksi vaihtoehto on panostaa kansallispuistojen ja
biosfiirialueiden toimintaan. Sen lisiksi, ettd ne
suojelevat luontoa ja sen monimuotoisuutta ja
paikallista kulttuuriperintdd, ne edistdvit myos
kestdvdd matkailua. Kansallispuistot ja biosfddri-
alueet eivit kuitenkaan voi yksindin yllapitad kes-
tivid elinkeinoja ja paikallisvieston toimeentuloa.
Tihin tarvitaan laajaa ja intensiivistd yhteisty6td
eri sidosryhmien vlilla.

Selvityksen tavoite ja menetelmat

Tdmin selvityksen tavoitteena on perehtyd Iti-
meren rannikon suojelualueiden ja niiden sidos-
ryhmien viliseen yhteistyohon. Vastausta haetaan
useisiin kysymyksiin: Minki tyyppistd yhteistyotd
tilld hetkelld on? Millaisia yhteistyon esteitd on
olemassa? Miksi yhteisty6 on sellaista kuin se tall
hetkelld on ja kuinka sitd voitaisiin parantaa? Ai-
neistonkerdys suoritettiin huhti—kesikuussa 2006
neljilld eri alueella: Saaristomeren kansallispuis-
to (Suomi), Linsi-Viron saariston biosfiirialue,
Pohjois-Vidzemen biosfiirialue (Latvia) ja Kuu-
rin kyntdin kansallispuisto (Liettua). Aineisto ke-
rittiin radciloidyilld kyselylomakkeilla seuraavilta
kohderyhmilti:

- viranomaiset, laitokset ja organisaatiot
(esim. valtakunnalliset, alueelliset ja pai-
kalliset viranomaiset, tutkimuslaitokset ja
yliopistot sekd jirjestot)

— paikalliset asukkaat ja yritcdjit

- suojelualueiden henkilokunta.

Vastausprosentti oli 46 % (732 vastausta), joka
kannattaa pitdd mielessd tuloksia tulkittaessa.

Tulokset

Selvitys paljastaa, ettd rannikon suojelualueiden
yhteistyo liittyy lihinni pakolliseksi katsottuihin
asioihin — useimmiten se kisittelee alueen hoi-
toa ja seurantaa. Yhteistyotd tehddin yleisimmin
suojelualueiden henkilékunnan, viranomaisten
ja (jossain mairin) tutkimuslaitosten ja yliopis-
tojen vililld. Ns. vapaachtoisempi yhteistyo, ku-
ten yhteistyd suojelualueen henkilokunnan ja
paikallisten ihmisen vililld, on hyvin rajallista.
Pidasiallisiksi syiksi yhteistyon vihyyteen nousi-
vat ajan ja rahoituksen puute. Kuurin kyntiin
kansallispuistossa korostettiin myés poliittisten
ongelmien merkitysti. Yleisesti ottaen paikalliset
asukkaat eivit nde tarvetta yhteistyohon. Suojelu-
alueiden henkilokunnan ja paikallisten ihmisten
vilissd tuntuu lisiksi olevan tiedonkulussa suuri
aukko.

Lukuun ottamatta liettualaisia vastaajia, vas-
taajat olivat yleisesti sitd mieltd, ettd viimeisen
kymmenen vuoden aikana yhteistyé on muut-
tunut laaja-alaisemmaksi ja tehokkaammaksi.
Pidosa viranomaisista, jirjestoistd, tutkimuslai-
toksista ja yrittdjistd pitdd suojelualueen kanssa
tekemiinsi yhteistyotd erityisend ja lisdarvoa
tuottavana. Viimeisen vuosikymmenen aikana
erityisesti Saaristomeren kansallispuiston sidos-
ryhmit ovat alkaneet pitdd suojelualueyhteistyotd
yhi arvokkaampana asiana.

Eri maista saatujen vastausten vililld on suu-
ria eroja. Vastauksista voitiin havaita, ettd huoli-
matta kansallispuiston alkuvaiheen konflikteista
Saaristomeren kansallispuiston sidosryhmit ovat
oppineet hyviksymidin puiston rajoituksineen ja
nykydin sidosryhmien asenteet puistoa kohtaan
ovat melko myonteisid. Tilanne Kuurin kyntdin
kansallispuistossa on lihes painvastainen. Alueella
on ristiriitoja liittyen rajoitusten tarkempaan val-
vontaan ja uuden hoito- ja kiyttdsuunnitelman
laatimiseen. Tamin takia yhteistydhalukkuus
alueella on heikko.

Biosfddrialueet Virossa ja Latviassa kohtaavat
hieman erilaisia ongelmia omassa yhteistyossdan.
Molemmat alueet ovat hyvin laajoja, jolloin teho-
kasta ja laaja-alaista yhteisty6td on vaikea toteut-
taa. Esimerkiksi Pohjois-Vidzemen biosfairialu-
eella sijaitsee 43 kuntaa, joissa asuu noin 80 000
asukasta. Linsi-Viron saariston biosfiarialueella
pitkin tihtiimen yhteistyd on lihes mahdotonta,
koska alueella ei ole ollut hallintoelintd vuoden

55



2002 jilkeen ja tilld hetkelld alueen hoitoon on
palkattu vain yksi osa-aikainen projektitydnte-
ki,

Pidosa vastaajista on sitd mieltd, ettd yhteistyo
vaatii laajoja tai hyvin laajoja parannuksia. Suu-
rimmat parannustarpeet liittyvit kommunikaa-
tioon ja tiedonkulkuun. Lisdksi vallitsee yleinen
tarve saada lisdd rahoitusta. Yleisesti ottaen sidos-
ryhmit ovat innokkaita osallistumaan tulevaisuu-
den yhteistydhon ja, miki tirkeintd, padosalla
paikallisista ihmisistd on positiivinen asenne yh-
teistyon parantamiseen osallistumiseen.

Yksi mahdollisuus tehdi yhteisty6td ja vaikut-
taa suojelualueiden toimintaan on yrittd vaikut-
taa hoito- ja kdyttdsuunnitelman sisilt66n ja saa-
da ddnensi sitd kautta kuulluksi. Kuitenkin vain
puolet paikallisista ihmisistd on tietoisia hoito- ja
kiyttosuunnitelmista ja yleisesti ottaen ei uskota,
ettd suunnitelman valmistelussa on vaikutusmah-
dollisuuksia.

Suosituksia

Suosituksia siitd, kuinka yhteisty6td voitaisiin pa-
rantaa, tehtiin kahdesta nikokulmasta — tutkijan
nikokulmasta ja suojelualueiden erikoissuunnit-
telijoiden nikokulmasta. Tutkijan niakékulma
painotti sitd, ettd yhteistyon tekemisessd tdytyy
ottaa huomioon kestivin kehityksen kolme pila-
ria: ekologinen, sosiaalinen ja taloudellinen kehi-
tys. Ekologisiin asioihin liittyvé yhteistyd tuntuu
olevan jirjestyksessd, joten erityisti huomiota
tulisi kiinnittdd kahteen jalkimmaiiseen pilariin.
Nima vaativat yhteistyotd suojelualueiden hen-
kilokunnan, paikallisten asukkaiden ja yrittdjien
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sekd paikallisten organisaatioiden vililld. Paikalli-
sia ihmisid tulisi pitad suojelualueiden asiakkaina.
Asiakkaina, joiden mielipiteet ja hyvinvointi ovat
tarkeitd. Tama lisdisi suojelualueiden hyviksytti-
vyyttd, loisi my6nteistd imagoa ja toisi sosiaalisia
resursseja alueiden hoitoon.

Suojelualueiden erikoissuunnittelijat mydnti-
vit, ettd paikallisyhteistydssi on ongelmia ja he
kritisoivat resurssien vihyyttd. Heilld oli muuta-
mia konkreettisia ehdotuksia, joilla yhteistyotd
voitaisiin parantaa. Téssd esimerkkeji:

— Duistojen hallinnossa tulisi kiinnittdd enem-
min huomiota ruohonjuuritason yhteis-
tyohon. Kiyttoon voitaisiin ottaa yhteys-
henkil6jirjestelma.

- Yhteistyohon yrittdjien kanssa tulisi panos-
taa enemmin, silld he tarjoavat palveluita,
joita suojelualueet eivit itse voi tarjota.

~ Tietoa hoidon ja kdyton suunnittelusta tu-
lisi levittad tehokkaammin sidosryhmille.
Osallistavan suunnittelun menetelmit ovat
tiarkeitd. My6s muuta tirkedi suojelualuei-
siin liittyvdd materiaalia ja tietoa pitidisi
levittdd tehokkaammin.

— Daikallisten sidosryhmien mielipiteiden ja
asenteiden seurantaan voitaisiin kehittdd
systemaattisia menetelmii.

- Yhteistydtd koulujen kanssa tulee kehittdi.
Lapset ovat tehokas kanava, jonka kautta
voidaan vaikuttaa paikallisiin ihmisiin.

- Keskustelurinkeji suojelualueiden hallin-
non, kuntien, yrittdjien ja muiden sidos-
ryhmien valilli pitdisi kehitedd, silld nimi
voivat tarjota kanavan alueen pitkijintei-
seen kehittdmiseen.



7.3 Samarbetet mellan kustnara
skyddsomraden och dess intresse-
grupper - fran erfarenheter till
rekommendationer

Samtidigt som den bofasta befolkningen pa
landsbygden vid Ostersjons strinder minskar,
visar turister, sommargaster och investerare ett
allt storre intresse for kustregionerna. For att na-
turen och kulturen vid kusterna inte ska gi under
i omvandlingen behover de vardas. Ett sitt 4r att
satsa pa verksamhet i nationalparker och bios-
firomraden. Utover att det skyddar naturen, dess
méngfald och det lokala kulturarvet, frimjar det
dven hallbar turism. Nationalparkerna och bios-
firomradena kan dock inte ensamma bara upp
hallbara niringar och lokalbefolkningens forsor-
jning. Det kriver omfattande och intensivt sa-
marbete mellan olika intressentgrupper.

Mal och metoder fér utredningen

Malet f6r den hir utredningen ir att ge oriente-
ring i samarbetet mellan olika skyddade omraden
vid Ostersjokusten och deras intressentgrupper.
Utredningen forsoker besvara flera frigor: Vilken
typ av samarbete har de fér nirvarande? Vilka
hinder f6r samarbete finns det? Varfor ser samar-
betet ut som det gor just nu och hur kan det
forbittras? Stoffet f6r undersdkningen samlades
in under april—juni 2006 i fyra omriden: Skir-
gardshavets nationalpark (Finland), biosfirom-
radet i vistra Estlands skirgird, biosfiromradet
i norra Vidzeme (Lettland) och nationalparken
pa Kuriska niset (Litauen). Materialet samlades
in genom speciellt utformade enkiter riktade till
foljande malgrupper:

- myndigheter, institutioner och organisa-
tioner, t.ex. nationella, regionala och lo-
kala myndigheter, forskningsinstitut och
universitet samt enskilda organisationer
(NGO).

- lokalbefolkning och foretagare

- personalen for de skyddade omridena.

Andelen som svarade pd enkiten var 46 pro-
cent (732 svar), vilket man bor halla i minnet vid
tolkning av resultatet.

Resultat

Utredningen visar att samarbetet mellan de skyd-
dade omradena vid kusten i forsta hand beror
saker som betraktas som obligatoriska — oftast
handlar det om vard av omradet och uppf6ljning.
Vanligast ir att samarbetet bedrivs mellan omra-
dets personal, myndigheter och (i viss man) forsk-
ningsinstitut och universitet. Det mera frivilliga
samarbetet, exempelvis mellan omridets per-
sonal och lokalbefolkningen, 4r mycket begrin-
sat. Det framkom att bristen pa tid och finansie-
ring 4r de viktigaste orsakerna till det begrinsade
samarbetet. For Kuriska nisets nationalparks del
framhivdes dven betydelsen av politiska svarighe-
ter. Allmint taget ser befolkningen inget behov
av samarbete. Dessutom tycks det finnas stora
brister i informationsutbytet mellan personalen
vid omrddena och lokalbefolkningen.

Med undantag av de litauiska respondenterna
ansig de som svarade pé enkiten i allmidnhet att
samarbetet under de tio senaste aren har blivit
mer omfattande och effektivare. Merparten av
myndigheterna, de enskilda organisationerna,
forskningsinstituten och foretagarna betraktar
samarbetet med det skyddade omradet som ni-
got viktigt och anser att det ger mervirde. Under
det senaste drtiondet har speciellt intressentgrup-
perna for Skirgirdshavets nationalpark bérjat
virdera samarbetet kring omradet allt hogre.

Det finns stora skillnader i svaren frin olika
linder. De gav vid handen att intressentgrup-
perna for Skirgirdshavets nationalpark, trots
konflikterna i initialfasen, har lirt sig att accep-
tera de begrinsningar parken medfér och nu-
mera har en ritt positiv instillning till parken.
Situationen ir i det nirmaste den motsatta for
Kuriska nisets nationalpark. Det har uppstatt
konflikter om den nidrmare 6vervakningen av
begrinsningarna och uppgérandet av en ny plan
for vard och anvindning av omradet. Detta gor
att samarbetsviljan ér skral.

Biosfaromradena i Estland och Lettland mo-
ter lite andra problem i samarbetet. Bida omra-
dena dr mycket vidstrickta, vilket gor det svart
att etablera ett effektivt och omfattande samar-
bete. Biosfiromridet i norra Vidzeme omfattar
till exempel 43 kommuner med cirka 80 000
invanare. For biosfiromradet i vistra Estlands
skirgird ir ett langsiktigt samarbete nistan
omojligt, eftersom omradet inte har haft ett sty-
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rande organ sedan 2002 och f6r nirvarande skots
av en deltidsanstilld projektarbetare.

Storre delen av respondenterna anser att sam-
arbetet kriver omfattande eller mycket omfat-
tande forbittringar. Det storsta behovet av f6r-
bittringar giller kommunikation och informa-
tionsutbyte. Dessutom finns ett allmint behov
av 6kad finansiering. Allmant taget dr intressent-
grupperna entusiastiske instillda till framtida
samarbete och, vilket r viktigast, den storre de-
len av lokalbefolkningen ir positivt instélld till
att medverka till ett bittre samarbete.

En méojlighet att bedriva samarbete och pa-
verka verksamheten i omridena ir att forsoka
inverka pa innehallet i planen f6r vard och an-
vindning av omradet och dirigenom gora sin
rost hord. Det dr dock inte mer dn hilften av de
lokala invinarna som har kinnedom om planen
och i allminhet tror folk inte att de har mojlig-
heter att paverka den under beredningen.

Rekommendationer

Rekommendationer om hur samarbetet kan for-
bittras utarbetades ur tva perspektiv — forskarnas
och omradenas specialplanerares perspektiv. I
forskarnas perspektiv framhalls att samarbetet
maste ta hinsyn till de tre pelarna f6r hallbar
utveckling: ekologisk, social och ekonomisk
utveckling. Samarbetet kring ekologiska fragor
tycks vara i ordning, vilket innebir att sirskild
uppmirksamhet bor dgnas de tva senare pelarna.
Dessa kriver samarbete mellan omradets per-
sonal, lokala invénare och foretagare samt lokala
organisationer. Minniskorna i den nirmaste om-
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givningen bor betraktas som kunder. Deras asik-
ter och vilfird dr mycket viktiga. En sidan hall-
ning 6kar acceptansen for de skyddade omradena,
skapar en positiv image och ger sociala resurser
for varden av omridet.

Specialplanerarna for omradena medger att
det finns problem i samarbetet pa lokal niva och
kritiserar de snalt tilltagna resurserna. De fram-
forde nagra konkreta forslag pa hur samarbetet
kunde forbittras. Hir foljer nagra exempel:

— Parkforvaltningen borde dgna mer upp-
mirksamhet at samarbetet med grisrot-
terna. Man kunde infora ett system med
kontaktpersoner.

- Man borde satsa mer pa samarbetet med
foretagare, eftersom de erbjuder tjanster
som omridena inte sjilva kan erbjuda.

- Man borde effektivisera informationen om
planeringen av virden och anvindningen,
sd att den nar intressentgrupperna. Meto-
der f6r delaktighet i planeringen dr mycket
viktiga. Man borde dven sprida annan vik-
tig information och material om de skyd-
dade omréidena pa ett effektivare sitt.

- Man kunde utveckla systematiska meto-
der f6r uppfoljning av dsikter och attityder
bland lokala intressentgrupper.

- Man borde utveckla samarbetet med sko-
lorna. Barnen ir en effektiv informations-
kanal for att paverka de lokala invinarna.

- Man borde utveckla diskussionsgrupper
mellan intressentgrupper inom férvaltnin-
gen, i kommunerna och bland foretagarna,
di detta kan vara en vig till langsiktig ut-
veckling av omradet.



7.4 Ranniku kaitsealade ja kohaliku
kogukonna vaheline koost66 -
kogemused ja soovitused

Piisielanikkond Liinemere dires viheneb, samal
ajal suureneb turistide, hooajakiilaliste ning in-
vestorite huvi rannaalade vastu. Et dra hoida
muutustest tingitud rannikute havimist ja koha-
liku kultuuri hiibumist, tuleb leida uusi teid
nende viirtuste siilitamiseks. Uheks voimaluseks
oleks panustada ressursse rahvusparkidesse ja bios-
fairi kaitsealadesse. Lisaks loodusliku mitmeke-
sisuse ja kohaliku kultuuri alal hoidmisele saab
siis edendada ka loodussiistlikku turismi. Siiski
vaid koost6os erinevate huvirithmadega saavad
rahvuspargid ja biosfdiri kaitsealad kaasa aidata
tradistiooniliste sissetulekute ja piisielanikkonna
siilimisele ohustatud ranna-aladel.

Uurimuse eesmark ja meetod

Uurimuse eesmirgiks oli vaadelda ranniku kait-
sealade ja sealsete huviriihmade vahelist koost-
66d. Mitmed kiisimused vajasid vastamist: Mil-
line koosto6vorm valitseb tdna? Mis laadi takis-
tusi tuleb ette koostdds? Miks koostd6 on just
selline ja kuidas saaks olukorda parandada?

Andmeid koguti ajavahemikus aprill kuni
juuni 2006 neljast erinevast piirkonnast: Saa-
ristomere Rahvuspark (Soome), Ladne-Eesti Saa-
restiku Biosfaari Kaitseala (Eesti), Pohja Vidzeme
Biosfddri Kaitseala (Liti) ja Kuramaa Rahvuspark
(Leedu). Andmed saadi vastavalt koostatud kii-
simustike pohjal, mis saadeti erinevatele sihtriih-
madele:

— voimuesindajad, instituudid ja organisatsi-
oonid (sh riiklikud, regionaalsed ja kohali-
kud omavalitsused, uurimisinstituudid ja
tilikoolid, MTU-d)

— kohalikud elanikud ja ettevotjad

— looduskaitse tootajad.

Vastanute protsent oli 46% (732 vastajat),
tulemusi lahti métestades tuleb seda numbrit
silmas pidada.

Tulemused ja jareldused

Uurimus niitas, et koostdd ranniku kaitsealade
ja huvirithmade vahel on peamiselt kohustus-
likku laadi — tavaliselt kujutab see endast nende
alade majandamist ja seiret. Seega koost66 puu-
dutab kaitsealade to6tajaid, avalikku voimu ja
moneti haridus- ning uurimisinsituute. Vaba-
tahtlikku koost66d nagu koost6o kaitsealade
tootajate ja kohalikkonna (elanikud, ettevotjad
ja MTU-d) vahel esineb harva. Koosto6 puudu-
mise peamiseks pohjuseks peetakse raha- ja aja-
ressursi vihesust. Kuramaal toodi esile ka polii-
tilised probleemid. Peamiselt puuduliku infor-
matsiooni tottu kaitseala ja kohalikkonna vahel
ei nihta tldiselt vajadust koostd6 jirele.

Kéik huvirithmad, vilja arvatud leedu vasta-
jad, tunnevad et koost66 rannikute kaitsealadega
on viimasel aastakiimnel muutunud palju ulatus-
likumaks ja tohusamaks. Avaliku sektori suurem
osa — MTU-d, haridus- ja uurimisinsituudid
ning kohalikud ettevotjad — tunnevad, et prae-
gune koostdd “on eriline” ja loob lisavéirtust.
Soomlased on just viimase aastakiimne jooksul
avastanud, et nende koostod Saaristomere
Rahvuspargiga on itha rohkem viirtustunud.

Vaadeldud nelja maa vastused erinevad iiks-
teisest mirkimisviirselt. Vaatamata konfliktidele,
mis tekkisid Saaristomere Rahvuspargi algusae-
gadel, on kogukond tidna 6ppinud aktsepteerima
rahvuspargi seatud piiranguid, suhtumine on
piirangutesse tina positiivne. Usna vastupidine
on tinane situatsioon Kuramaal. Tekkinud kon-
flikt on tingitud rangemast kontrollist piirangu-
tele ning uute planeeringute ettevalmistamisest.
Seetottu koostdd praktiliselt puudub.

Eesti ja Liti biosfadri kaitsealadel on erinevad
probleemid kohaliku koosto6 alal. Tohusat ja
ulatuslikku koost66d takistab siin alade suurus.
Niiteks Pohja Vidzeme biosfdari kaitsealal on 43
omavalitsust ja umbes 80 000 elanikku. Pikaa-
jaline koost6 on voimatu Ladne-Eesti saarestiku
biosfairi kaitsealal kuna aastast 2002 puudub
seal administratiivne {iksus ja praegu to6tab seal
vaid tiks projektipdhise poole koormusega t66-
taja.

Suurem osa vastanutest viidab, et koostdo
parandamise vajadus on pigem ulatuslik voi viga
ulatuslik. Peamiselt oleks vaja parandada suhtlust
ja teavitustood. Lisaks on iildine vajadus paran-
dada finantseerimissiisteemi. Uldiselt on hu-

59



virlthmad valmis kaasa aitama tuleviku koost6o
tdiustamisele. Veelgi enam, suurem osa kohali-
kust elanikkonnast suhtub positiivselt tegevus-
tesse, mis aitaksid parandada koostoo praktikat.

Uks voimalus teha koostood ja kujundada
tegevusi rannikul on piitida mojutada planee-
ringute sisu ja olla “kuuldud”. Siiski vaid pooled
kohalikest on teadlikud planeeringutest, kaasa
arvatud need, kes ei usu, et nad iildse saavad
osaleda planeeringute ettevalmistusprotsessides.

Soovitused

Soovitused, kuidas parandada koost6d on koos-
tatud kahest vaatenurgast — teadurite poolt ja
kaitsealade spetsialistide poolt. Teadurid viida-
vad, et koostd6 koosneb kolmest sidstva arengu
sambast: keskkonnaalane, sotsiaalne ja majan-
duslik areng. Kuna okoloogia-alane koost56
toimib, siis tuleks spetsiaalselt keskenduda kahele
viimasele sambale. See néuab koosto6d kaitseala
tootajate ja kohalike elanike, ettevotjate ja or-
ganisatsioonide vahel. Kohalikkonda tuleks vot-
ta kui tarbijaid, kelle arvamus ning heaolu on
tihtis. Selline suhtumine suurendaks rahulolu,
looks positiivse kujundi ja tooks kaasa sotsiaal-
seid ressursse juhtimistddsse.
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Kaitseala to6tajad tunnistasid, et koostoos
kohalikul pinnal eksisteerivad takistused ja kriti-
seerisid ressursi vahesust. Neil olid moned konk-
reetsed ettepanekud, kuidas olukorda parandada,
nt:

— Rahvuspargi administratsiooni meelest
voiks olla rohkem koostodd just rohujuure
tasandil. Voiks kasutada kontaktisikuid.

— Rohkem peaks panustama koostdosse ette-
votjatega, kuna nemad saavad pakkuda
teenuseid, mida kaitsealadel pole voimalik
teha.

— Informatsiooni planeeringute kohta peaks
avaldama palju t6husamalt koikidele hu-
virithmadele. Planeeringute osalusmeetod
on oluline. Ka muu asjasse puutuv infor-
matsioon ja materjalid peaksid olema pa-
remini levitatud.

— Kobhaliku tasandi huviriihmade suhtumise
jalgimiseks voiks olla vilja to6tatud korra-
pdrane siisteem.

— Arendada tuleks koost66d koolidega. Lap-
sed on viga heaks kanaliks joudmaks ko-
halike inimesteni.

— DPika-ajalise koost66 arendamiseks tuleb
luua iimarlauad, kuhu kutsuda kaitsealade
administratisoonide, omavalitsuste, ette-
votjate ja teiste huvirithmade esindajad.



7.5 Sadarbiba starp piekrastes
aizsargajamam teritorijam un
vietéjo sabiedribu - no pieredzes
apmainas uz rekomendacijam

Baltijas juras piekrastes lauku iedzivotaju skaits
pastavigi samazinas, tacu tdristu, sezonilo
iedzivotaju un investoru interese par Sim
teritorijam pieaug. Lai izvairitos no piekrastes
dabas iznicinasanas vai vietéjas kulttiras savdabibas
izzusanas, tas nepiecieSams aizsargat. Viens no
risinajumiem ir investét lidzeklus nacionalajos
parkos un biosféras rezervatos. Papildus dabas,
biologiskas daudzveidibas un vietéjas kultaras
pasargasanai, tas var sekmét ilgtspéjigu tarismu.
Lai ari nacionalie parki un biosféras rezervati var
palidzét uzturét vietéjo apdzivotibu un vietéjo
dzives veidu, tas sasniedzames, tikai ciesi sadarbo-
joties un stradajot kopa dazadiem partneriem.

Pétijuma mérkis un metode

Si pétijuma mérkis bija noskaidrot sadarbibas
iespé&jas starp piekrastes aizsargajamam dabas
teritorijam un vietéjiem sadarbibas partneriem.
Bija nepiecienSamas atbildes uz vairakiem
jautajumiem:

- kada sadarbibas forma pastav $obrid?

- kadi skersli trauce sadarbibu?

- kapéc sadarbiba ir tada, kada ta ir, un ka

to uzlabot?

No 2006. gada aprila lidz junijam pétijuma
datus ieguva cetras dazadas vietas: Arhipelaga
Nacionalaja parka (Somija), Rietumigaunijas
(Igaunija),

Ziemelvidzemes biosféras rezervata (Latvija) un

arhipelaga biosféras rezervata
Kur$u kapu nacionalaja parka (Lietuva). Datu
vaksanai izmantoja aptauju, kas bija sagatavota
atbilsto$i dazadam mérkgrupam:

- pasvaldibas, iestades un organizacijas

(valsts, regionalas un vietéjas);
- vietgjie iedzivotaji un uznéméjis
- aizsargajamo dabas teritoriju administraciju

darbinieki.

Atsaucibas limenis bija 46% (732 atbildes).
Sis skaitlis janem véra interpretéjot/analizéjot
rezultatus.

Rezultati un iegutas zinas

Pétijuma atklajas, ka sadarbiba starp piekrastes
aizsargajamo dabas teritoriju administracijam un
sadarbibas partneriem balstas uz aizsargajamo
teritoriju administraciju tie$o darba uzdevumu
pildiSanu — parasti ar teritoriju apsaimnieko$anu
un teritorijas stavokla apzinasanu. Rezultata
sadarbiba iesaistiti aizsargajamo dabas teritoriju
administraciju darbinieki, valsts iestades un
nedaudzos gadijumos macibu iestades un
pétnieciskie institati. Brivpratiga sadarbiba —
sadarbiba starp aizsargajamo dabas teritoriju
administraciju darbiniekiem un vietéjiem cilve-
kiem (iedzivotdji, uznéméji un nevalstiskas
organizacijas) — ir ierobezota. Galvenie minétie
iemesli $adam sadarbibas raksturam ir finansu un
laika trokums. Lietuvas aptaujatie/respondenti
izcélusi ari politiskas problémas. Kopuma vietgjie
iedzivotaji nesaskata nepieciesamibu péc
sadarbibas. Te veidojas lielakais informacijas
parravums starp aizsargajamo dabas teritoriju
administracijam un vietéjiem cilvékiem.

Iznemot Lietuvas respondentus, sadarbibas
partneri jat, ka sadarbiba ar piekrastes aizsar-
gajamo dabas teritoriju administracijam pédgjo
10 gadu laika ir kluvusi intensivaka un efektivaka.
Arivairumsinstitici ju— nevalstiskas organizacijas,
macibu iestades, pétnieciskie institati un vietgjie
uznéméji — $obrid sadarbibu sak izjust ka ipasu,
kas dod pievienoto vértibu. Pédéjas desmitgades
laika it ipasi somu sadarbibas partneri sak saprast,
ka vinu sadarbiba ar Arhipelaga nacionalo parku
ir kluvusi daudz nozimigaka.

Starp valstu respondentiem ir butiskas atski-
ribas. Tika atziméts, ka neskatoties uz radusos
konfliktu, izveidojot Arhipelaga nacionilo parku,
ta sadarbibas partneri tagad macas pienemt parka
ierobezojumus un ir diezgan pozitivi noskanoti
pret tiem. Situacija KurSu nacionalaja parka ir
pretéja. Sakara ar stingraku parka noteikumu
kontroli un jauna apsaimnieko$anas plana
sagatavo$anu sadarbiba ir Joti nieciga.

Biosféras rezervati Igaunija un Latvija saskaras
ar dazadam vietéjas sadarbibas problémam. Abas
teritorijas ir lielas. Tas rada problémas plasakai
sadarbibai. Pieméram, Ziemelvidzemes biosféras
rezervata (Latvija) ir 43 vietéjas pasvaldibas ar
vairak neka 80 000 iedzivotaju. Rietumigaunijas
arhipelagabiosférasrezervata (Igaunija) ilgtermina
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sadarbiba praktiski nav iespéjama administracijas
trikuma dél. Kops$ 2002. gada Seit strada viens
cilvéks uz pusslodzi. Vina atalgojums ir atkarigs
no pasa sagatavoto un apstiprinato projektu
finanséjuma .

Vairums respondentu uzsver, ka ir liela lidz
loti liela nepieciesamiba uzlabot sadarbibu. Gal-
venie uzlabojumi nepieciesami sazinas un
informacijas izplati$anas joma. Papildus javeic ari
finansiali uzlabojumi. Kopuma sadarbiba part-
neru vidi ir vélme turpinat sadarbibu un, kas ir
vel batiskak, lielakai dalai vietgjo cilvéku ir
pozitiva attiecksme pret turpmakajiem sadarbibas
uzlabojumiem.

Viens veids sadarbibai un turpmako ricibu
ietekmésanai piekrasté ir méginat ietekmét
apsaimnickosanas planu saturu un tapt
sadzirdétiem”. Ta¢u tikai puse vietéjo iedzivotaju
ir informéti par apsaimniekosanas planu nozimi.
Paréjiem ir sajuta, ka tie nevar piedalities
apsaimniekosanas planu sagatavosana.

leteikumi

leteikumi uzlabojumiem bija sagatavoti, nemot
véra divus viedoklus: pétnieku un aizsargajamo
dabas teritoriju specialistu. Pétnieki uzskatija, ka
sadarbibai jabalstas un ilgtspéjigas attistibas 3
pamatnosacijumiem: vides, socialo un ekono-
misko progresu. Ta ka izskatas, sadarbiba
ekologisko jautajumu risinasana skietami ir laba
limeni, tad ipasa uzmaniba butu japievér$ diviem
paréjiem pamatnosacijumiem. Tie prasasadarbibu
starp pickrastes aizsargajamo dabas teritoriju
administracijam,vietéjiemiedzivotajiem, uznémeé-
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jiem un organizacijam. Vietéjos iedzivotajus
vajadzétu uzskatit par aizsargajamo teritoriju kli-
entiem, kuru viedokli un labklajiba ir svarigi. Tas
varétu sekmét aizsargajamo teritoriju realizétas
politikas akceptésanu/pienemsanu, veidot to
pozitivu télu un vietéjos socialos resursus izman-
tot parvaldibas darba.

Aizsargajamo dabas teritoriju specialisti aps-
tiprina, ka ir sazinas problémas vietéja limeni un
kritizé resursu trakumu. Viniem ir dazi konkréti
ieteikumi ka uzlabot situaciju. Pieméram:

parku administracijam lielaka uzmaniba
batu javelti pamatlimena sadarbibai. Batu
jaizmanto kontaktpersonas;

— vairak vajadzétu investét sadarbiba ar
vietgjiem uznémeéjiem, lai vini varétu
piedavat pakalpojumus, kurus nespéj
sniegt
administracijas;

aizsargajamo teritoriju

— vajadzétu efektivak izplatit informaciju par
apsaimniekos$anas  plano$anu  visu
sadarbibas partneru vida. Svariga ir
lidzdaliba planosana;

— nepieciesams efektivak izplatit ari citu
saistoso informaciju un materialus;

— varétu tike attistita regulara vietéja limena
sadarbibas partneru atticksmes pétisana;

— vajadzétu attistit sadarbibu ar vietéjam
skolam. Bérni ir efektiva iespéja un cels, ka
uzrunat paréjos viet¢jos cilvekus;

— batu jaattista apala galda diskusijas starp

dabas

administraciju, pagvaldibam, uznéméjiem

aizsargajamo teritoriju

un citiem sadarbibas partneriem ka
ilgtermina sadarbibas uzturétaja.



7.6 Saugomy teritorijy administracijy
ir vietos bendruomeniy bendradar-
biavimas Baltijos juros pakranteje

- nuo patirties iki rekomendacijy

Baltijos juros regiono pakrandiy teritorijose ste-
bimos naujos tendencijos: mazéja vietiniy gyven-
tojy skaicius, didéja turistu, lankytoju ir investuo-
toju susidoméjimas. Minéti poky¢iai kelia pakran-
¢y teritorijy ir gamtos niokojimo bei vietinés
kultiros i$nykimo pavoju. Sias teritorijas bitina
i$saugoti. Vienas galimy problemos sprendimo
budy — investavimas | nacionaliniy parky ir bi-
osferos rezervaty gamtiniy bei kultariniy iStekliy
i$saugojima, skatinant darny turizmo vystyma.

Saugomy teritorijy administracijos gali padéti
palaikyti ir skatinti darny gyvenimo buda, bei
jvairiai paremti vietos gyventojus. Tai pasiekti
galima tik jvairioms institucijoms, organizaci-
joms ir asmenims glaudZiai bendradarbiaujant
tarpusavyje.

Tyrimo tikslas ir metodas

Tyrimo tikslas — i$analizuoti esama bendradarbi-
avimo lygj tarp saugomuy teritorijy administracijy,
ir kity suinteresuoty grupiy Baltijos juros
pakrantése. Tyrimo metu iskelti $ie klausimai:
Kokia yra bendradarbiavimo forma? Kokios
iskyla bendradarbiavimo kliatys? Kokia yra
dabartiné bendradarbiavimo situacija ir kokiu
badu ja galima pagerinti? Duomenys buvo
renkami 2006 mety balandzio —birzelio ménesiais
Siose saugomose teritorijose: Archipelago nacion-
aliniame parke (Suomija), Vakary Estijos Archi-
pelago biosferos rezervate, Siaurés Vidzeme bios-
feros rezervate (Latvija) ir Kursiy nerijos nacion-
aliniame parke (Lietuva).

Tyrimo klausimynas buvo iSsiystas Sioms

tikslinéms grupéms:

— Valstybés institucijos ir organizacijos (re-
gioninio ir vietinio lygmens valdzios insti-
tucijos, tyrimuy institutai ir universitetai,
nevyriausybinés organizacijos)

— Vietos gyventojai ir verslininkai

— Saugomy teritorijy darbuotojai.

Atsakymy rodiklis — 46 proc. (732 atsakymai).

I tai atsizvelgta analizuojant gautus duomenys.

Rezultatai ir iSvados

Studijos metu paaiskéjo, kad bendradarbiavimas
tarp saugomuy, pakrantés teritorijy administracijy
ir kt. $iy suinteresuoty grupiy labiausiai yra
sutelktas ties privaloma veikla, kuri paprastai
susijusi su teritorijy valdymu, tvarkymu ir
stebésena. Todél bendradarbiavimas jtraukia
saugomy teritorijy darbuotojus, vietos valdzia ir,
kai kuriuo lygmeniu, mokymo ir tyrimo institu-
tus. Savanoriskas bendradarbiavimas, bendradar-
biavimas tarp saugomy teritorijy darbuotojy ir
vietos gyventojy, (gyventojai, verslininkai, vietos
nevyriausybinés organizacijos) yra ribotas.
Pagrindiné to priezastis — finansiniy istekliy ir
laiko stoka. Kursiy nerijos nacionaliniame parke
susiduriama ir su politinémis problemomis. Ben-
drai vertinant — vietos gyventojai nemato bend-
radarbiavimo batinybés, egzistuoja informacijos
sklaidos trakumas.

I$skyrus Lietuvos respondentus, kitose terito-
rijose suinteresuotos grupés jaucia, kad bendradar-
biavimas su saugomomuy teritorijy administraci-
jomis per pastarajj deSimtmetj tapo platesnis ir
efektyvesnis. Dauguma NVO, mokymo ir tyrimo
instituty, vietos verslininky mano, kad dabartinis
bendradarbiavimas pasizymi “i$skirtinumu” ir
nauda. Pvz. Suomijos respondentai pazymi, kad
per pastarajj deSimtmetj bendradarbiavimas su
Archipelago nacionalinio parko administracija
tampa vis vertingesnis.

Saliy atsakymuose stebimi zymis skirtumai.
Pastebéta, kad nepaisant konflikty Archipelago
nacionalinio parko steigimo pradzioje, dabar te-
ritorijos naudotojai susitaiké su jvairiais apribo-
jimais ir Siuo metu gana palankiai | juos Zitri.
Situacija Kursiy nerijos nacionaliniame parke
visiskai priesinga. Cia kyla konfliktai dél grieztu
taisykliy laikymosi kontrolés bei naujy teritorijy
planavimo dokumenty ruo$imo. Dél Sios prie-
zasties bendradarbiaujama itin silpnai.

Biosferos rezervatai Estijoje ir Latvijoje vieti-
niame bendradarbiavimo lygmenyje susiduria su
kitomis problemomis. Abi teritorijos yra labai
didelés ir tai sukelia apsunkina efektyvy bend-
radarbiavima. Pavyzdziui, Siaurés Vidzeme bios-
feros rezervate yra 43 savivaldybés ir 80000
gyventoju. Vakary Estijos Archipelago biosferos

reservate ilgalaikis bendradarbiavimas yra prak-
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tiskai nejmanomas dél administracinés struktiiros
nebavimo nuo 2002 mety.

Dauguma respondenty, pazymi bendradar-
biavimo gerinimo svarba. Pagrindiniai patobuli-
nimai reikalingi bendravime ir informacijos
sklaidoje. Taip pat reikalinga bendra finansiné
parama. Analizuojant tyrimo duomenis, galima
pazymeéti bendra visy institucijy nora bendradar-
biauti ateityje. O svarbiausia —i$skiriamas bendras
teigiamas daugumos vietos gyventoju pozidris
bendradarbiavimo praktikos tobulinima.

Vienas i$ budy bendradarbiauti ir jtakoti atei-
ties veiklas saugomose teritorijose — dalyvauti
teritorijy planavimo dokumenty rengime ir ,,bati
iSgirstiems®. Tyrimas rodo, kad tik pusé vietiniy,
gyventojy yra susipazing su teritorijy planavimo
dokumentais, tuo tarpu kai kita pusé mano, kad
jiems nesuteikta galimybé dalyvauti $iy doku-
menty rengimo procese.

Rekomendacijos

Rekomendacijos bendradarbiavimui tobulinti
pateikiamos dviem aspektais — tyrinétojy poziariu
ir saugomy teritorijy specialisty pozitriu. Tyriné-
tojai teigia, kad bendradarbiavime turi bati laiko-
masi trijy pagrindiniy darnios plétros principuy:
ekologinis, socialinis ir ekonominis progresai.
Sialoma pagrindinj démesj skirti dviem paskuti-
niesiems, patiems problematiskiausiems princi-
pams, kurie reikalauja bendradarbiavimo tarp
saugomuy, teritoriju darbuotoju, vietos gyventoju,
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verslininky ir organizaciju. Vietos gyventojai

turi bt traktuojami kaip saugomos teritorijos

naudotojai, kuriy nuomoné ir gerové yra svarbi.

Tai skatinty bendradarbiavima, sukurty teigiama

saugomos teritorijos jvaizdj.

Saugomuy teritorijy specialistai pazymi, kad
yra daug bendradarbiavimo problemy vietiniu
lygiu ir akcentuoja Zmogiskujy ir finansiniy
iStekliy stoka. Jie turi konkre¢ius pasitlymus kaip
pagerinti situacija:

— Saugomuy, teritorijy administracijose
didesnis démesys turi buti skiriamas bend-
radarbiavimui. Sialoma naudoti kon-
taktinius asmenis.

— Turi bati daugiau investuojama |
bendradarbiavima su verslininkais. Pas-
tarieji teikia paslaugas, kuriy saugomy
teritorijy administracijos nesitlo.

— Informacija apie teritorijy planavimg turi
bati placiau skleidZiama visoms suin-
teresuotoms grupéms. Butinas dalyvavi-
mas teritorijy planavimo procese.

— Pastoviai vykdomas vietinio lygmens

suinteresuoty grupiy, poziario stebéjimas.

— Nuolatinisbendradarbiavimas su mokyklo-
mis. Vaiky ugdymas skatina bendradar-
biavima su vietos gyventojais.

— “Apskrito stalo” diskusijy sistema tarp sau-
gomy teritoriju administracijos, savivaldy-
biy, verslininky ir kity suinteresuoty
grupiy turi bati vystoma kaip ilgalaikio
bendradarbiavimo budas.
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APPENDIX 1. 1(7)

More detailed tables of study results

Table 1. Background information on the respondents (%). AlO = Authorities, institutes and organisations, | & E = Inhabitants and entre-
preneurs, S = Personnel of coastal protected areas.

All countries Finland Estonia Latvia Lithuania
AlIO | I &E S AlO | I&E S AlO | I &E S AlO | I&E S AlO | I &E S

Gender

Woman 51 64 46 31 39 50 60 58 46 50 72 50 63 77 33

Man 49 36 54 69 61 50 40 42 54 50 28 50 37 23 67

N 173 523 33 49 95 6 70 120 11 24 149 10 30 159 6
Age

18-30 6 10 9 2 6 - 7 3 9 4 13 20 10 14 -

31-50 53 45 63 46 30 60 47 40 64 60 56 70 73 48 50

51-65 37 33 28 50 43 40 42 40 27 28 24 10 17 29 50

66— 4 12 - 2 21 - 4 17 - 8 7 - - 9 -

N 171 513 32 46 91 5 70 120 11 25 149 10 30 153 6
Education

Compulsory school 3 17 - 4 27 - 6 11 - - 2 - - 30 -

Upper secondary

school 10 24 9 13 34 17 9 25 9 8 13 10 7 28 -

Vocational school 17 25 16 18 23 33 13 27 9 28 38 20 13 12 -

University degree 70 34 75 65 16 50 72 37 82 64 47 70 80 30 100

N 167 514 32 45 93 6 67 113 11 25 149 10 30 159 5

Table 2. Types of cooperation between authorities, institutes and organisations (AlO) and coastal protected areas (%). PUB = Public auth-
orities, NGO = Non-governmental organizations, E&R = Educational or research institutes. ** = Percentage division is not shown because
of only one respondent.

All countries Finland Estonia Latvia Lithuania

PUB | NGO | E&R PUB | NGO | E&R PUB | NGO | E&R PUB | NGO | E&R PUB | NGO | E&R
Organized
cooperation 50 20 34 72 23 33 19 16 28 73 23 ** 50 20 40
Short term
cooperation 38 20 58 56 14 89 29 19 39 55 15 il 10 40 70
Cooperation that is
based on information 28 32 47 22 36 44 14 23 44 64 8 *x 30 80 60
No cooperation 30 55 29 11 50 11 62 68 50 0 69 ** 30 10 10
N 60 76 38 18 22 9 21 31 18 11 13 1 10 10 10

Table 3. Reasons why authorities, institutes and organisations (AlO) do not cooperate with their coastal protected area (%). PUB = Public
authorities, NGO = Non-governmental organizations, E&R = Educational or research institutes. ** = Percentage division is not shown be-
cause of only one respondent

All countries Finland Estonia Latvia Lithuania

PUB | NGO | E&R | PUB | NGO | E&R | PUB | NGO | E&R | PUB | NGO | E&R | PUB | NGO | E&R
No need for cooperation 5 18 8 11 18 0 5 13 17 0 46 e 10 0 0
Bureaucratic reasons 2 4 0 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 *x 10 0 0
Communication/lack of
information 8 24 11 0 32 0 24 19 22 0 31 *x 0 10 0
Economical reasons 2 1 0 11 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 *x 0 0 0
Political reasons 0 1 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 ** 0 0 0
Other reasons 15 28 11 0 23 1 33 42 17 0 23 *x 10 0 0
N 60 76 38 18 22 9 21 31 18 11 13 1 10 10 10
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APPENDIX 1. 2(7)

Table 4. Percentage of different target groups who have faced barriers to cooperation between local coastal protected area and its stake-
holders (%). AlO = Authorities, institutes and organisations, E = Entrepreneurs, S = Personnel of coastal protected areas.

All countries Estonia Latvia Lithuania Finland
AlO E S AlO E S AlO E S AlO E S AlO E S
Barriers to cooperation 28 22 69 26 26 27 33 15 80 25 0 60 33 100 100
N 98 45 32 23 35 1 6 27 10 16 4 10 24 3 6

Table 5. Percentage of authorities, institutes and organisations (AlO) who have faced barriers to cooperation between local coastal protected
area and its stakeholders (%). PUB = Public authorities, NGO = Non-governmental organizations, E&R = Educational or research institutes.
** = Percentage division is not shown because of only one respondent.

All countries Finland Estonia Latvia Lithuania
PUB | NGO | E&R | PUB | NGO | E&R | PUB | NGO | E&R | PUB | NGO | E&R | PUB | NGO | E&R
Barriers to cooperation 26 30 27 13 46 25 33 22 25 27 25 i 50 22 33
N 39 33 26 16 11 8 6 9 8 1 4 1 6 9 9

Table 6. Extent of the cooperation from the authorities, institutes and organisations (AlO) point of view and its development (%). PUB =
Public authorities, NGO = Non-governmental organizations, E&R = Educational or research institutes. ** = Percentage division is not shown
because of only one respondent.

All countries Finland Estonia Latvia Lithuania
PUB | NGO | E&R | PUB | NGO | E&R | PUB | NGO | E&R | PUB | NGO | E&R | PUB | NGO | E&R
Ten years ago
Very narrow 17 23 27 7 25 63 33 43 12 43 0 *% 0 1 1
Narrow 38 35 35 53 42 0 33 14 38 14 67 *x 33 33 67
Extensive 24 10 15 27 8 0 33 14 50 14 0 *k 17 1 0
Very extensive 0 0 1 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 *% 0 0 22
Don’t know 21 32 1 13 25 25 0 29 0 29 33 *x 50 44 0
N 34 31 26 15 12 8 6 7 8 7 3 1 6 9 9
Five years ago
Very narrow 3 10 8 0 8 12 0 29 14 0 0 ** 17 0 0
Narrow 37 57 43 40 67 25 33 57 43 25 67 *% 50 37 67
Extensive 43 13 28 53 8 25 67 0 29 37 0 *% 0 37 33
Very extensive 0 0 4 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 *k 0 0 0
Don’t know 17 20 12 7 17 25 0 14 14 37 33 i 33 25 0
N 35 30 25 15 12 8 15 7 7 8 3 1 6 8 9
Today
Very narrow 19 12 7 0 25 0 50 12 12 11 0 ** 50 0 11
Narrow 32 69 58 31 67 88 33 75 63 44 | 100 *% 16 56 33
Extensive 35 16 29 56 8 0 17 12 12 22 0 i 16 33 56
Very extensive 11 3 3 13 0 12 0 0 0 22 0 ** 0 11 0
Don’t know 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 *x 16 0 0
N 37 32 26 16 12 8 6 8 8 9 3 1 6 9 9
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Table 7. Efficiency, activity and the development of cooperation from authorities, institutes and organisations (AlO) point of view (%).
PUB = Public authorities, NGO = Non-governmental organizations, E&R = Educational or research institutes. ** = Percentage division is not
shown because of only one respondent.

All countries Finland Estonia Latvia Lithuania
PUB | NGO | E&R | PUB | NGO | E&R | PUB | NGO | E&R | PUB | NGO | E&R | PUB | NGO | E&R
Ten years ago
Very inefficient 14 10 8 0 9 0 50 14 0 22 0 *x 0 12 22
Inefficient 29 45 38 43 46 33 17 43 38 22 67 *x 17 37 44
Efficient 26 21 29 28 27 17 33 14 38 1 0 xx 33 25 33
Very efficient 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 *x 0 0 0
Don’t know 31 24 21 28 18 50 0 29 12 44 33 *x 50 25 0
N 35 29 24 14 11 6 6 7 8 9 3 1 6 8 9
Five years ago
Very inefficient 0 7 0 0 9 0 0 14 0 0 0 *x 0 0 0
Inefficient 25 45 40 21 46 14 33 57 50 20 33 *x 33 37 56
Efficient 47 24 36 57 27 43 67 0 25 40 33 *x 17 37 33
Very efficient 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 *x 0 0 1
Don't know 28 24 20 21 18 43 0 29 25 40 33 wx 50 25 0
N 36 29 25 14 11 7 6 7 8 10 3 1 6 8 9
Today
Very inefficient 11 6 8 0 18 0 33 0 12 0 0 w* 33 0 13
Inefficient 19 45 24 20 36 0 33 63 50 20 33 *x 0 44 25
Efficient 38 39 56 47 36 88 33 25 12 40 67 *x 17 44 62
Very efficient 16 3 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 20 0 w* 17 11 0
Don't know 16 6 12 13 9 12 0 12 25 20 0 *x 33 0 0
N 37 31 25 15 11 8 6 8 8 10 3 1 6 9 8

Table 8. Stakeholders’ opinions on additional value gained from their cooperation with their coastal protected area (%). AlO = Authorities,
institutes and organisations, E = Entrepreneurs.

All countries Finland Estonia Latvia Lithuania
AIO E AlO E AlO E AIO E AIO E
Ten years ago
No additional value 15 31 13 33 15 30 0 50 14 0
Very little additional value 23 18 32 22 20 17 16 0 18 33
Some additional value 26 28 19 44 25 26 16 25 41 0
Additional value 12 8 7 0 35 13 0 0 4 0
Don’t know 23 15 29 0 5 13 41 25 23 67
N 85 39 31 9 20 23 12 4 22 3
Five years ago
No additional value 7 17 3 22 5 8 28 50 0 33
Very little additional value 20 29 31 11 10 40 7 0 23 33
Some additional value 37 34 38 56 37 32 28 25 41 0
Additional value 14 12 6 11 37 16 0 0 13 0
Don’t know 22 7 22 0 10 4 36 25 23 33
N 87 41 32 9 19 25 14 4 22 3
Today
No additional value 11 18 3 0 9 20 28 50 14 33
Very little additional value 20 21 25 18 19 24 7 0 18 33
Some additional value 37 28 46 18 24 28 36 50 36 33
Additional value 26 28 25 64 38 20 21 0 18 0
Don’t know 6 4 0 0 9 8 7 0 14 0
N 92 43 35 11 21 25 14 4 22 3
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Table 9. Authorities’, institutes’ and organisations’ (AlO) opinions on additional value gained from their cooperation with their coastal pro-
tected area (%). PUB = Public authorities, NGO = Non-governmental organizations, E&R = Educational or research institutes. ** = Percentage
division is not shown because of only one respondent.

All countries Finland Estonia Latvia Lithuania
PUB | NGO | E&R | PUB | NGO | E&R | PUB | NGO | E&R | PUB | NGO | E&R | PUB | NGO | E&R
Ten years ago
No additional value 1 19 16 6 10 33 17 33 0 25 33 *k 0 12 22
Very little additional value | 35 22 8 a7 30 0 50 16 0 25 0 e 0 25 22
Some additional value 21 22 38 20 30 0 0 16 50 12 33 *x 60 12 56
Additional value 9 7 21 6 0 17 33 16 50 0 0 *k 0 12 0
Don't know 24 30 16 20 30 50 0 16 0 37 33 *x 40 37 0
N 34 27 24 15 10 6 6 6 8 8 3 1 5 8 9
Five years ago
No additional value 8 7 4 7 0 0 0 16 0 20 33 *x 0 0 0
Very little additional value | 22 19 21 33 30 29 17 0 14 10 0 e 20 25 22
Some additional value 36 41 33 40 50 29 33 50 29 30 33 *x 40 25 56
Additional value 11 7 25 7 0 14 50 16 43 0 0 *x 0 12 22
Don't know 22 26 17 13 20 43 0 16 14 40 33 *x 40 37 0
N 36 27 24 15 10 7 6 6 7 10 3 1 5 8 9
Today
No additional value 21 0 8 6 0 0 33 0 0 30 0 *k 33 0 14
Very little additional value | 18 13 29 31 18 25 17 0 37 0 33 i 16 11 29
Some additional value 24 53 38 31 64 50 0 43 25 30 67 *x 16 44 43
Additional value 32 27 17 31 18 25 50 43 25 30 0 *x 16 33 0
Don't know 5 7 8 0 0 0 0 14 12 10 0 *x 16 11 14
N 38 30 24 16 11 8 6 7 8 10 3 1 6 9 7
Table 10. Local inhabitants’ and entrepreneurs’ opinions on the restrictions in their coastal protected area (%). | = Inhabitants, E =
Entrepreneurs.
All countries Finland Estonia Latvia Lithuania
| E | E | E | E | E
Ten years ago
Very negative 5 8 15 17 4 6 2 6 4 4
Negative 22 19 29 23 17 17 18 0 24 29
Positive 36 39 26 30 39 46 36 44 39 33
Very positive 7 5 4 0 11 10 5 0 9 4
Don’t know 30 29 26 30 29 21 38 50 24 29
N 452 122 76 30 105 52 133 16 138 24
Five years ago
Very negative 4 6 8 13 3 2 2 6 4 4
Negative 23 23 28 27 19 23 17 0 30 35
Positive 43 43 38 33 44 43 47 50 43 39
Very positive 6 5 4 0 12 12 5 0 4 0
Don’t know 23 23 22 27 22 15 29 44 19 22
N 454 121 77 30 106 52 133 16 138 23
Today
Very negative 10 13 9 12 5 4 4 0 21 46
Negative 22 21 20 15 17 18 1 6 37 42
Positive 40 42 42 46 45 52 52 56 23 8
Very positive 12 9 10 12 16 11 14 6 10 4
Don't know 16 14 19 15 17 15 19 31 9 0
N 468 127 79 33 109 54 136 16 144 24
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Table 11. Local inhabitants’ and entrepreneurs’ general opinions on their coastal protected area (%). | = Inhabitants, E = Entrepreneurs.
All countries Finland Estonia Latvia Lithuania
| E | E | E | E | E
Ten years ago
Very negative 4 9 16 21 3 6 1 0 2 4
Negative 12 13 21 24 8 9 5 6 16 12
Positive 48 48 39 36 53 53 44 31 51 63
Very positive 5 5 6 0 8 11 1 6 6 0
Don’t know 31 25 18 18 27 21 49 56 24 21
N 467 126 82 33 106 53 135 16 144 24
Five years ago
Very negative 4 6 10 19 2 2 2 0 3 4
Negative 15 16 27 16 1 15 7 6 17 25
Positive 54 57 39 44 61 65 60 63 54 54
Very positive 6 6 9 6 8 9 2 0 6 0
Don’t know 21 15 15 15 18 9 29 31 20 17
N 467 126 80 32 107 54 136 16 144 24
Today
Very negative 7 8 8 8 2 2 2 0 16 28
Negative 18 17 18 14 12 12 4 6 34 36
Positive 50 51 39 33 59 64 68 81 33 32
Very positive 12 13 20 28 12 11 14 6 7 0
Don’t know 13 1 15 17 15 11 12 6 10 4
N 478 132 85 36 110 55 136 16 147 25

Table 12. Details on how much improvement is needed by target group (special focus in AIO group) (%). PUB = Public authorities, NGO
= Non-governmental organizations, E&R = Educational or research institutes. ** = Percentage division is not shown because of only one

respondent.
All countries Finland Estonia Latvia Lithuania

PUB | NGO | E&QR | PUB | NGO | E&R | PUB | NGO | E&R | PUB | NGO | E&R | PUB | NGO | E&R
No need for
improvement 2 0 7 0 0 12 14 0 10 0 0 ** 0 0 0
Little need for
improvement 12 7 7 25 17 12 0 9 0 0 0 ** 14 0 12
Some need for
improvement 40 37 63 56 42 63 43 45 60 20 36 *% 29 22 25
Extensive need
for improvement 33 a4 22 19 33 12 43 45 20 70 64 ** 0 33 25
Very extensive need
for improvement 12 12 15 0 8 0 0 0 10 10 0 ** 57 a4 37
N 40 43 27 16 12 8 14 11 10 10 11 1 7 9 8
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Table 13. The main issues that need changing in the future (special focus in AlO group) (%). PUB = Public authorities, NGO = Non-govern-
mental organizations, E&R = Educational or research institutes. ** = Percentage division is not shown because of only one respondent.

All countries Finland Estonia Latvia Lithuania
PUB | NGO | E&R | PUB | NGO | E&R | PUB | NGO | E&R | PUB | NGO | E&R | PUB | NGO | E&R
Bureaucracy
No need for improvement | 15 8 14 6 0 28 50 22 12 12 10 o 0 0 0
Little need 9 11 27 6 0 28 0 22 38 25 20 ** 0 0 14
Some need 47 35 41 69 44 28 50 22 50 12 30 xx 25 44 43
Extensive need 17 35 9 19 44 14 0 33 0 37 30 x* 0 33 14
Very extensive need 12 11 9 0 11 0 0 0 0 12 10 ** 75 22 29
N 34 37 22 16 9 7 6 9 8 8 10 1 4 9 7
Communication / lack of
information
No need for improvement 5 7 4 12 0 0 0 18 1 0 8 ** 0 0 0
Little need 16 7 12 12 10 12 17 18 1 20 0 x* 16 0 12
Some need 31 36 54 50 40 75 33 27 44 20 42 x* 0 33 37
Extensive need 31 36 23 25 40 12 33 27 33 50 42 ** 16 33 25
Very extensive need 16 14 7 0 10 0 17 9 0 10 8 **x 67 33 25
N 38 42 26 16 10 8 6 1 9 10 12 1 6 9 8
Economical
No need for improvement 12 12 5 14 12 0 16 25 14 12 0 *x 0 12 0
Little need 9 15 17 14 12 40 0 12 14 0 22 x* 20 12 0
Some need 39 30 55 50 50 60 67 25 57 25 33 ** 0 12 50
Extensive need 27 33 17 21 25 0 16 38 14 50 44 ** 20 25 33
Very extensive need 12 9 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 ** 60 37 17
N 33 33 18 14 8 5 6 8 7 8 9 1 5 8 6
Political
No need for improvement 18 23 22 14 25 60 16 50 14 12 10 *x 40 12 0
Little need 15 12 17 21 12 20 16 0 14 0 20 x* 20 12 17
Some need 36 23 44 50 37 20 33 12 29 37 30 x* 0 12 83
Extensive need 15 23 17 14 25 0 16 25 43 25 30 ** 0 12 0
Very extensive need 15 18 0 0 0 0 16 12 0 25 10 *x 40 50 0
N 33 34 18 14 8 5 6 8 7 8 10 1 5 8
Other
No need for improvement | 29 29 33 33 17 50 ** 50 20 33 0 ** 25 33 50
Little need 0 0 22 0 0 0 ** 0 40 0 0 ** 0 0 0
Some need 43 24 1" 67 33 50 ** 17 0 33 50 x* 0 0 0
Extensive need 7 35 22 0 33 0 ** 33 40 0 50 ** 25 33 0
Very extensive need 21 12 11 0 17 0 ** 0 0 33 0 *k 50 33 50
N 14 17 9 6 6 2 1 6 5 3 2 1 4 3

Table 14. Plan to participate in the integration of the coastal protected area with the local society by authorities, institutes and organisations
(%). PUB = Public authorities, NGO = Non-governmental organizations, E&R = Educational or research institutes. ** = Percentage division
is not shown because of only one respondent.

All countries Finland Estonia Latvia Lithuania

PUB | NGO | E&R PUB | NGO | E&R PUB | NGO | E&R PUB | NGO | E&R PUB | NGO | E&R
No plans 46 35 38 44 27 50 57 23 37 29 83 o a4 20 30
Small plans 17 17 22 12 13 16 14 14 19 43 17 ikl 11 30 30
Some plans 26 44 31 31 60 16 21 59 37 14 0 i 33 40 30
Extensive plans 7 2 9 12 0 16 7 4 6 0 0 e 0 0 10
Very extensive plans 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 (0] 14 0 ** 11 10
N 46 59 32 16 15 6 14 22 16 7 12 1 9 10 10
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Table 15. Interest by the local inhabitants and entrepreneurs to be active in working towards better cooperation between the local coastal

protected area and the surrounding society (%). | = Inhabitants, E = Entrepreneurs.
All countries Finland Estonia Latvia Lithuania
| E | E | | E | E
No 14 13 19 7 14 14 18 25 8 13
Unlikely 23 18 16 16 24 14 30 25 18 22
Maybe 45 45 39 35 42 47 42 44 55 52
Naturally 18 24 26 42 20 24 10 6 19 13
N 449 125 80 31 110 55 128 16 131 23
Table 16. The target groups’ awareness of the following plans (%). AIO = Authorities, institutes and organisations, | = Inhabitants, E =
Entrepreneurs, S = Personnel of coastal protected areas. * = No answer, question was not asked.
All countries Finland Estonia Latvia Lithuania
AlO ‘ | ‘ E ‘ S | AlO ‘ | ‘ E ‘ S | AlO ‘ | ‘ E ‘ S | AlO ‘ | ‘ E ‘ S | AlO ‘ | ‘ E ‘ S
Regional level land use plan
Yes 59 | 34| 42 (100 | 79 | 62 | 83 |100 | 40 | 15| 25 [100 | 65 | 35 | 25 | 100
No 41 | 66 | 58 0| 21| 38| 17 0| 60| 8 | 75 0| 35| 65| 75 0
N 130 {320 | 99 | 33 | 48| 76 | 30 6| 62 (109 | 53 9| 20 [135 | 16 9 * * * *
Local level land use plan
Yes 68 | 53| 65| 96 | 74| 71| 81 [100 | 62 | 41 | 64 | 90 | 74 | 52 | 33 | 100 * * * *
No 32| 47 | 35 4 26| 29| 19 0| 38| 59| 36| 10| 26 | 48 | 67 0 * * * *
N 138 331 |103 | 25 | 46 | 82 | 32 6| 69 113 | 56 | 10| 23 |136 | 15| 10 * * * *
Management plan for the protected area
Yes 71| 48 | 54 | 97 | 78 | 47 | 59 [100 | 60 | 34 | 51 |100 | 59 | 40 | 44 | 89 | 90 | 68 | 62 | 100
No 29 | 52 | 46 3| 22| 53| 41 0| 40 | 66 | 49 0| 41| 60| 56| 11| 10| 32| 38 0
N 163 | 467 (127 | 32 | 46 | 81 | 32 6| 65 (109 | 53| 11| 22 (135 | 16 9| 30 142 | 26 6

Table 17. The participation of the target groups in the preparation of the following plans (%). A 10 = Authorities, institutes and organisa-

tions, | = Inhabitants, E = Entrepreneurs, S = Personnel of coastal protected areas. * = No answer, question was not asked.
All countries Finland Estonia Latvia Lithuania
ao| 1 | E | s jao| 1 | E|s|ao| 1 | E|s a0l |E|s a0 |E]|s
Regional level land use plan
Yes 21 5 9| 44| 26 4 6 0| 20 6| 12| 60 | 13 4 6 | 50 * * * *
No 79 | 95| 91 | 55| 74 | 96 | 94 |100 | 80 | 94 | 838 | 40 | 87 | 96 | 94 | 50 * * * *
N 135 (324 | 99 | 25 | 47 | 80 | 32 5| 65106 | 51 | 10 | 23 [138 | 16 | 10 * * * *
Local level land use plan
Yes 42 18 27 72 28 12 15 60 | 45 22 37 80 64 17 19 70 * * * *
No 58 | 82 | 73| 28 | 72| 88 | 85 | 40 | 55| 78 | 63 | 20 | 36 | 83 | 81 | 30 * * * *
N 138 ({329 (103 | 25 | 47 | 82 | 33 5] 69 (109 | 54| 10| 22 [138 | 16 | 10 * * * *
Management plan for the protected area
Yes 15 8| 13| 76 | 12 1 0| 50| 12| 13| 19 [100 | 29 6 6| 70 | 17 8| 19| 67
No 85| 92| 87 | 24| 8 | 99 100 | 50 | 83 | 87 | 81 0| 71| 94| 94| 30| 8 | 92 | 81| 33
N 164 | 482 | 131 33 48 80 32 6 66 | 112 57 11 21 1139 16 10 29 | 151 26 6
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