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ANOTACIJA

Dazadi faktori ietekm& piekrastes zonas attistibu gan pasaul€, gan Latvija, ka rezul-
tata notiek izmainas ainavas struktira un tas sp&ja nodros$inat sabiedribai nepiecie$samos
resursus. Promocijas darba Latvijas piekrastes ainava ir pétita atSkirigos mérogos un
kontekstos: i) izmainas juras piekrastes ainavas struktiira un tas ietekmgjosie faktori ir
vertéti visas Latvijas piekrastes zona; ii) potenciala v&ja energijas razoSanas jura ietek-
me uz ainavas vizualo struktiiru ir noveértéta unikalaja Baltijas juras stavkrastu zona;
iii) pludmales ainavas ka rekreacijas pakalpojuma nodrosinataja nozimigums ir noskaid-
rots Cetras atskirigas Latvijas pludmal@s. Darbs ir transdisciplinars, jo taja ir izmantotas
gan talizp&tes, gan GIS, gan ekonomikas, gan sabiedribas Iidzdalibas metodes. Nemot
vera iegiitos rezultatus un secindjumus, darba ir ietverti priekslikumi Latvijas vides un
ainavu politikas veidotajiem, lai nodroSinatu piekrastes ainavas ilgtsp&jigu parvaldibu.

Atslegvardi: piekrastes ainava, Latvija, zemes segums, novertéSana, rekreacijas
pakalpojumi
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IEVADS

Darba aktualitate

Jaras piekraste sabiedribai nodrosSina vides, ekonomiskos un socialos resursus, tapec
tas aizsardzibai un ilgtsp&jigai parvaldibai ir pievérsta pastaviga uzmaniba gan pasaulé
un Eiropa, gan arT Latvija. Promocijas darba t€mas aktualitati nosaka nepiecieSamiba
piekrastes parvaldibu balstit uz kvalitativu zinatniski pamatotu informaciju. To apstiprina
politiskie uzstadijumi Eiropa (European Community, 2002; Eiropas Kopienu Komisija,
2007), Baltijas juras regiona (Helsinku Komisija, 2003; European Commission, 2012),
izstradatas Latvijas piekrastes telpiskas attistibas pamatnostadnes (Latvijas Republikas
Ministru kabinets, 2011) un Ainavu politikas pamatnostadnes 2013.-2019. gadam
(Latvijas Republikas Ministru kabinets, 2013).

Pickrastei ka ainavu ekologijas pétniecibas objektam ir pievérsta uzmaniba ari
pédgjos divos Starptautiskas ainavu ekologijas asociacijas pasaules kongresos, kas
notika 2007. gada (Metzger, 2008) un 2011. gada (IALE, 2011), vienlaikus uzsverot,
ka piekrastes un jlras ainavu petfjumu skaits lidz $im ir bijis neliels. Eiropas 7. letvara
Programma, kas atbalsta zinatnisko un pétniecisko darbu Eiropa, ainavas min ka vienu
no jautdjumiem, kas biitu jaietver vides zinatnes nozares pétnieciskaja darbiba (European
Community, 2006).

Latvijai ir gandriz 500 km gara juras krasta Iinija. Piekraste ir parstavéta liela sugu
un biotopu daudzveidiba, savdabigs kultiiras mantojums un unikala ainaviska dazadiba
(kapas, stavkrasti, laglinu ezeri, upju icleju lejteces posmi) (Melluma, 2002). Ta ari
sniedz socialos un ekonomiskos ieguvumus. Piekrastg ir izvietotas tris lielas un septinas
mazas ostas, attistita zvejnieciba un to produktu parstrade. Arvien straujak attistas
tirisma nozare. Piekrasté dzivo apm&ram puse Latvijas iedzivotaju. Lielas pils€tas (Riga,
Liepaja, Ventspils, Jirmala) ir izvietotas tiesi juras krasta. PE€déjo gadu desmitu tendences
rada, ka juras piekraste ir un blis viena no pieprasitakajam attistibas vietam Latvija.

Zemes seguma mainiba biitiski nosaka gandriz visu pasaules ainavu struktiiru un
funkcionalitati. Miisdienas to primari ietekmé socialekonomiskie un politiskie faktori,
tapéc pédgjos gados ainavas struktiiras mainiba ir bijusi viena no vissvarigakajam
téemam ainavu zinatné. Tomger, lai labak saprastu procesus un sekas saistiba ar zemes
seguma mainibu, ir nepiecieSami jauni pé&tijumi, it ipasi tadi, kas izvertétu dazadu
jaunu ekonomisko, ka arT klimata parmainu radito faktoru ietekmi uz ainavas mainibu.
Tas ir atzits 2001. gada organizétaja Starptautiskaja ainavu eckologijas asociacijas
ASV regionalaja 16. gadskartéja simpozija, kas veltits tematam ,,10 svarigakas t€mas
ainavu ekologija 21. gadsimta” (Wu and Hobbs, 2002). Globalie procesi, kas saistiti ar
klimata parmainam (palielinats v&étru skaits un stiprums, jiras l[imena celSanas), ietekmé
arT ainavas struktliru piekraste (Institute for Environment and Sustainability, 2006;
European Environment Agency, 2007b; Parry et al., 2007; Church et al., 2008; Nicholls
et al., 2008). Tadgjadi jebkuri potencialo ainavas struktiiras izmainu novert€jumi var
sekmét politikas, kas vérsta uz pielagosanos klimata parmainu gadijuma, planosanu
(Opdam et al., 2009).

2007. gada marta, ratificgjot Eiropas Ainavu konvenciju (Council of Europe, 2000),
Latvija apnémas veicinat ainavu aizsardzibu, parvaldibu un planosanu, ka arT organiz&t



iesaistito pusu lidzdalibu ainavu parvaldiba. Ainavu politikas izstradi un ievieSanu butiski
ir balstit uz zinatniski pamatotu informaciju (Latvijas Republikas Ministru kabinets,
2013). Latvija ir veikti dazadi Baltijas juras piekrastes tematiskie p&tijumi. Laika perioda
no 2002. Iidz 2006. gadam Latvijas juras piekrasté ir veikta biologiskas daudzveidibas
inventarizacija (Latvijas Universitate, 2006). B. Laime (2010) sava promocijas darba
ir pétijusi pludmalu un kapu vegetaciju. Latvijas piekrastes ainavas veido$ana butiska
nozime ir juras krastu geologiskiem procesiem, kuru monitorings tiek veikts gadu
desmitiem (Eberhards, 2003), bet krastu dinamika ir analizéta un klasificéta ari ped&jo
gadu promocijas darbos (Torklere, 2008; Lapinskis, 2010). Vidzemes piekrastes mezu
ainavas struktfiras izmainu ainavu ekologiska analize ir sniegta A. T&rauda (2011)
promocijas darba. Ziemelvidzemes biosferas rezervatam ir izstradats ainavu ekologiskais
plans, kas ietver Rigas li¢a austrumu piekrastes ainavas (SIA Estonian, Latvian and
Lithuanian Environment, 2007). Vienlaikus Baltijas juras piekrasté trikst visaptverosas
ainavas struktiiras analizes, kas sniegtu kvalitativu informaciju nacionala mé&roga
pickrastes ainavas tematiska plana izstradasanai (Latvijas Republikas Saeima, 2010).

P&tijumiem, kas versti uz ainavu parvaldibu, nepiecie$sama dazadas pakapes integréta
piceja (Tress et al., 2004). Lai panaktu patiesu ilgtsp&jigu ainavu parvaldibu, tiek attistita
transdisciplinara pieeja, pétijjuma piedaloties dazadu akadémisko nozaru pétnickiem
un arpus akadémiskas vides parstavjiem, t.i., iedzivotajiem vai kadas no analizétas
temas mérka vai iesaistitajam grupam (Naveh, 2007). Tad€l arvien biezak, nosakot
un prognozgjot piekrastes un ainavu attistibu saistiba ar socialiem un ekonomiskiem
faktoriem, tiek pielietotas metodes, kas pétijumos iesaista dazadas sabiedribas grupas
(Jude et al., 2006; Bryhn et al., 2012). Tapat tiek pétiti ekonomiskie ieguvumi,
izmantojot ainavu ka resursu, pieméram, tiirisma (Hamilton, 2007, Termorshuizen and
Opdam, 2009).

Darba mérkis

Noskaidrot izmainas Latvijas jiiras piekrastes ainavas strukttra 20.-21. gs. mija
un tas ietekmé&joSos faktorus, ka arT raksturot un novertet piekrastes ainavas iesp&jamas
izmainas nakotné.

Darba uzdevumi
1. Raksturot piekrastes ainavas struktiiru un tas ietekméjosos faktorus:

1.1. apkopot un analizgt [1dzSingjo starptautisko un vietgjo zinatnisko pieredzi
par piekrastes ainavas ietekméjoSiem faktoriem un to mainibu laika un
telpa,

1.2. noskaidrot izmainas Latvijas piekrastes ainavas struktiird un raksturot tas
ietekméjosos faktorus 20.-21. gadsimta mija,

1.3. novertét potencialo v€ja elektrostaciju ka jaunu ainavas elementu iespé-
jamo ietekmi uz piekrastes ainavas vizualo kvalitati.

2. Noteikt un raksturot piekrastes ainavas nodrosinatos pakalpojumus:

2.1. sniegt Latvijas piekrastes ainavas nodrosSinato pakalpojumu kvalitativo
raksturojumu,

2.2. novertet Latvijas pludmales ainavas ka rekreacijas resursa nozimigumu.

3. Sniegt priekslikumus Latvijas vides un ainavu politikas veidotajiem turpmakai
piekrastes ainavas parvaldibai.



Darba novitate

Pirmo reizi kopS Latvijas neatkaribas atgiiSanas 1991. gada promocijas darba
ietvaros ir sagatavots vienots parskats par Latvijas piekrastes ainavas struktiiru un
galvenajam izmainam. Izmantojot Eiropas Savieniba izstradatu pieeju, izmainas ainava
tiek raksturotas ar zemes virsmas seguma mainibu. Tadgjadi darba rezultati nodroSina
starptautisko salidzinamibu starp Latvijas piekrastes situaciju un Eiropas valstim un
regioniem.

Balstoties uz publicéto zinatnisko literatfiru un pieejamo informaciju par ekosis-
teémas pakalpojumu pieeju, promocijas darba ir identificeti piekrastes ainavas sniegtie
pakalpojumi un to saistiba ar ainavas struktiiru. Turklat piekrastes ainavas pakalpojumu
koncepts ir testéts, nosakot Latvijas pludmales, kas ir viens no pickrastes ainavas
veidiem, sniegto rekreacijas pakalpojuma ekonomisko vertibu.

Vertéjot vEja energijas razoSanas jira attistibas ietekmi uz ainavas vizualo kvalitati,
promocijas darba ir pieradita nepiecieSamiba p&c integrétas un savstarp&ji koordinétas
pieejas piekrastes sauszemes un jiiras izmantoSanas planosana, jo vienas nozares
izaugsme, kas tiek planota valsts ITmeni, var iespaidot turpmako viet€jo un regionalo
socialekonomisko attTstibu.

Promocijas darba pétijumos par piekrastes ainavas parvaldibu ir izmantota
transdisciplinara pieeja, integréjot vides un ekonomiskas nozares aspektus, ka arl
realizgjot sabiedribas Iidzdalibas metodes.

Praktiska izmantoSana

Ainavu  politikas pamatnostadnes 2013.-2019. gadam (Latvijas Republikas
Ministru kabinets, 2013) Eiropas Ainavas konvencijas ievie$anai Latvija paredz dazadus
uzdevumus. Promocijas darba rezultati ir izmantojami, lai izstradatu integrétas vadlinijas
nacionalas nozimes ainaviski veértigo teritoriju attistibai un planoSanai. Ainavas par-
valdiba, 1pasi planosana un noveértésana, autore iesaka pielietot aprob&tas metodes. Darba
ieglitie secinajumi, kas radusies, izp&tot sabiedribas viedokli par atseviskiem ainavas
parvaldibas aspektiem, ir buitiski, lai veidotu izpratni un zinaSanas par ainavas veidoSanu.

Latvijas ilgtspejigas attistibas stratégija lidz 2030. gadam (Latvijas Republikas
Saeima, 2010) ka vienu no nacionalam interesu telpam izce| Baltijas juras piekrasti.
Nemot véra Latvijas daudzveidigo dabas un kultGras mantojumu, tipiskas un unikalas
ainavas un nepiecie$samibu to saglabat, ainavu tematiska planojuma izstrade tiek noradita
ka viens no attistibas risinajumiem. Nakotn¢ ainavu tematiska planojuma izstradg ir iespé-
jams izmantot promocijas darba izmantoto metodi, sagatavoto parskatu par piekrastes
ainavas strukttiras kvantitativo raksturojumu, tas mainibu un ietekmgjosSiem faktoriem, to
papildinot ar tematiska planojuma izstrades bridi pieejamo aktualo informaciju.

Informacija par piekrastes ainavas struktiru un tas mainibu jau tika izmantota
2008.-2009. gada Regionalas attistibas un pasvaldibu lietu ministrijas un biedribas
»Baltijas Vides Forums” pasiitijuma Iiguma ietvaros, sagatavojot priekslikumus
Baltijas jiras un Rigas lica piekrastes parvaldibas ilgtsp&jigas attistibas nodroSinasanai.
Sagatavotie priekslikumi, kuru izstradé piedalijas arT autore, tika izmantoti, izstradajot
Latvijas piekrastes telpiskas pamatnostadnes 2007.—2013. gadam (Latvijas Republikas
Ministru kabinets, 2011).

Saskana ar Latvijas Republikas Teritorijas attistibas planoSanas likumu (stajas
speka 01.12.2011.) jiras planojuma ka nacionala Iimena ilgtermina teritorijas attistibas



planosanas dokumenta izstrade ir jauzsak lidz 2014. gadam. Juras planojuma tiks noteikti
jiras izmantoSanas nosacijumi, nemot véra funkcionali ar jiiru saistito sauszemes dalu.
Promocijas darba veikta pétijuma rezultati par véja energijas razoSanas jura potencialo
ietekmi uz ainavas vizualo kvalitati sabiedribas grupu skatfjuma ir izmantojami, planojot
nakotnes vEja energijas izmantoSanas alternativas jora.

Likums ,,Par ietekmes uz vidi novértgjumu”, kas Latvija ir speka kops 2001. gada,
nosaka ainavu ka vienu no ietekmes izvertejuma aspektiem, ja paredz&ta darbiba vai
planosanas dokumenta TstenoSana izraisitu tie$as vai netieSas parmainas vidé. Promocijas
darba rezultati ir izmantojami, veicot potencialo jiiras vEja elektrostaciju biivniecibas
ietekmes novert§jumu uz vidi, izvertgjot §1s darbibas ietekmi uz vizualo ainavu Baltijas
juiras piekrastg.

Pétfjuma rezultatu aprobacija

Promocijas darba rezultati ir atspoguloti 5 starptautiskas zinatniskajas publikacijas,
5 starptautisku konferencu t€zes vai zinojumos un 5 Latvijas konferencu t€zes. Promocijas
darba rezultati ir zinoti ari 7 starptautiskas un 5 Latvijas zinatniskajas konferenceés.

Publicetie pétijuma rezultati

Zinatniskas publikacijas

1.  Veidemane K., Nikodemus O., 2013. Coherence between marine and land use
planning: public’s views on landscapes in the context of siting a wind park along
the Latvian coast of the Baltic Sea. Journal of Environmental Planning and
Management. (pienemts publicésanai).

2. Veidemane K., Nikodemus O., 2013. Latvijas pludmales ainavu sniegto rekreacijas
pakalpojumu vert€jums. Latvijas Universitates Raksti, 796. séj. Zemes un vides
zinatnes.

3. Veidemane K., 2011. The impact of driving forces and protection policies on
future coastal landscapes: a case study of Latvia. In: Schernewski G. et al. (eds.),
Global Change and Baltic Coastal Zones, Coastal Research Library 1, Springer
Science+Business Media B.V., 193-210.

4. Bryhn A.C., Veidemane K., Stalnacke P., Nagathu U.S., 2012. The future of the
Gulf of Riga, Pollution, Water Quality and Fish Production, In: Cessa C. (eds.),
Sustainable Water Ecosystems Management in Europe. Brigding the Knowledge of
Citizens, Scientists and Policy Makers, IWA Publishing, 53-67.

5. Veidemane K., Iital A., Gielczewski M., 2011. Participatory Scenarios for regional
water management planning: an Eastern Baltic case study. Journal of Water and
Climate Change, 143—153.

Zinojumi starptautiskajos kongresos un konferences, publicétas tezes

1. Veidemane K., 2013. Workshop on ,,Enhancing research for Marine Spatial Planning
in the Baltic Sea.”, 28-29 May, 2013, Klaipeda, Lithuania. Referats: “Coherence
between marine and land use planning policies: people’s views of landscapes in
placing a wind park along the Latvian coast of the Baltic Sea”.

2. Veidemane K., Nikodemus O., Ugule D., 2012. Assessing potential impacts on
landscape values caused by wind park development in coastal areas, In: PECSRL —
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The Permanent European Conference for the Study of the Rural Landscape — 25th
Session “Reflection on Landscape Change: the European perspective”, 20-24
August, 2012, Leeuwarden & Terschelling, the Netherlands, 89-90.

Veidemane K., 2011. OURCOAST Stakeholders Conference “Integrated Coastal
Zone Management in Europe: the way forward” 27-28 October, 2011, Riga, Latvia.
Referats: ,,Sustainable management of coastal zone of Latvia: success, opportunities
and challenges in governance”.

Veidemane K., Nikodemus O., 2011. Monetization of recreational services for
protection needs of coastal landscapes. In: Proceedings of the 8" World Congress
of the International Association for Landscape Ecology “Landscape Ecology for
Sustainable Environment and Culture”, 18-23 August, 2011, Beijing, China, 542.
K. Veidemane, E. Bojars, A. lital, M. Gielczewski. Participatory scenarios for water
management planning: an Eastern Baltic case study. In: Scenes Water Scenarios —
Final results, Hungarian Academy of Sciences, 23 March, 2011, Budapest, Hungary,
41-45.

Veidemane K., 2010. Protection as a policy response to maintain coastal forests in
Latvia. In: Book of Abstracts of PECSRL — The Permanent European Conference
for the Study of the Rural Landscape — 24rd Session, “Living in Landscapes:
knowledge, practice, imaginations, University of Latvia, Riga, 135.

Veidemane K., 2008. Protection rules vis-a-vis changes of coastal landscapes in
Latvia. In: Book of Abstracts of PECSRL — The Permanent European Conference
for the Study of the Rural Landscape — 23rd Session “LANDSCAPES, IDENTITIES
AND DEVELOPMENT” Lisbon and Obidos, Portugal, 1st-5th September 2008, 154.

Zinojumi konferences Latvija un publicétas tezes

1.

Veidemane K., 2012. Jiras piekrastes ainavu sniegto rekreacijas pakalpojumu
nozimiguma vértéSana. IV Latvijas Geografijas kongress. Geografija mainigaja
pasaulé. Riga: Latvijas Geografijas biedriba, 243-245.

Ugule D., Veidemane K., 2012. Baltijas jiras v&ja parku potenciala iectekme uz
juras un piekrastes ainavu. IV Latvijas Geografijas kongress. Geografija mainigaja
pasaulé. Riga: Latvijas Geografijas biedriba, 83—84.

Veidemane K., 2010. Izmainas mezu ainavas Latvijas piekrasté. Latvijas
Universitates 68. zinatniska konference ,,Geografija, Geologija, Vides Zinatne”,
Riga, 444445,

Ruskule A., Veidemane K., 2009. Aizsargajamo jiiras teritoriju dibinasana Latvija:
kriteriji, problémas un pieredze. Latvijas Universitates 67. zinatniska konference
,Geografija, Geologija, Vides Zinatne”, Riga, 310-311.

Veidemane K., 2008. Lidzdalibas procesa metodes — dazadu ieintereséto pusu
iesaistiSana ainavas kvalitates mérku un attistibas scenariju noteikSana. Latvijas
Universitates 66. zinatniska konference ,,Geografija, Geologija, Vides Zinatne”,
Latvijas Universitate, Riga, 189-190.



1. PIEKRASTES AINAVA

1.1. Zinatniskas témas ietvars

Ainava tiek defincta dazadi, biezi par pamatu nemot pétniecibas nozari vai jomu.
Visplasako ainavas definiciju ir devusi Eiropas ainavas konvencija, kas pienemta
2000. gada 20. oktobri Florencé. Ainava nozimé ,teritoriju tada nozimé, ka to uztver
cilveki un kas ir izveidojusies dabas un/vai cilvéku darbibas un mijiedarbibas rezultata”
(Council of Europe, 2000).

Teritorijas, kuras izdala ka pétijuma objektus, ir atskirigas gan méroga, gan t€mu
zina. Ainavas attistibu p&ti gan globalos pétijumos (Martinez et al., 2007; UNEP, 2007),
analizé kontinentu vai lielu regionu skatfjuma, pieméram, Eiropa vai Amerika (Verburg
et al., 2006; Nassauer and Wascher, 2008), gan valsts (Penéze, 2009; Mander et al.,
2010), regiona vai vietgja un lokala m&roga (Zarina, 2010; Terauds, 2011; Vanwambeke
et al., 2012). Attieciba uz t€émam zinatnieki atseviski péti lauku (Palang et al., 2005;
Nijnik and Mather, 2008) un pils€tvides/urbanas (Antrop, 2004; Aguilera et al., 2011)
ainavas, specializgjas kalnu (Campagne et al., 2006; Soliva et al., 2006; Agnoletti, 2007),
piekrastes (Pereira da Silva, 2003; Kull et al., 2007; Palgindmm et al., 2007), ezeraines
(Cheruvelil and Soranno, 2008; Drewes and Silbernagel, 2012) vai citu geografisku
objektu izpéte.

Lidzigi ka jebkuras ainavas piekrastes ainavas veidoSanos primari nosaka dabiskie
faktori (geologiskie, geomorfologiskie, klimatiskie, hidrologiskie u.c.). Lidzas tiem
biitiska nozime ir jiras un sauszemes mijiedarbibai, kuras rezultata tiek raditi tikai
piekrastei raksturigi ainavas veidi, kas nav sastopami citas teritorijas. Latvijas piekrastes
ainava ietilpstoSie ainavas veidi ir pludmales (akumulacijas un abrazijas krasts), eolo
kapu mezaines, lidzenumi (smilSaino lidzenumu meZzaines un smilSaino Baltijas jiiras
agrako stadiju, fluvioglacialo un limnoglacialo Iidzenumu araines), upju grivas, ezeri,
purvaines un mitrzemes (Nikodemus un Kalnins, 2000).

Cilveka darbibas ietekmi uz ainavu var veértét no dazadiem kontekstiem un ar
daudzveidigam metodém (Lopez y Royo et al., 2009; Sarda et al., 2005; Schneeberger
et al.,, 2007). Viena no biezak lietotajam pieejam ir sist€miski analizet c€lonu—seku
sakaribu starp ainavas izmainam un faktoriem, kas to ietekm& (Biirgi et al., 2004;
Rounsevell et al., 2010). Antropogenie faktori, kas virza un nosaka ainavu mainibu, tiek
iedaliti $adas pamatkategorijas: socialekonomiskie, politiskie, tehnologiskie un kulttiras.
Celonu—seku sakaribas sist€mas analiz€ ka pamatkategoriju ietver arT dabisko faktoru
ietekmi uz ainavas mainibu (Wascher, 2004).

Eiropa, ka ari atseviskas valstis un regionos parmainu virzosie socialekonomiskie
faktori saistiba ar ainavas mainibu ir pétiti daudz (Klijn, 2004), kamer politisko procesu
un sabiedribas loma un vertibas ainavas veidosana petnieku uzmanibas loka ir tikai ped&ja
desmitgadeé (Lambin et al., 2001; Conrad et al., 2011). Tomér arT socialekonomisko
faktoru darbiba nav konstanta. Piem&ram, nepiecieSamiba péc alternativu energijas
avotu izmantoSanas rada jaunus papildu faktorus, kas ienes parmainas esosaja sist€ma.
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Turklat, attistoties tehnologijam un mainoties sabiedribai, mainas ari lidz §im pétito
socialekonomisko faktoru nozime.

Dabas un cilvéka darbibas faktoru mijiedarbibas rezultats atspogulojas ainavas
stavokli, kura novértéSanai izmanto dazadus kvantitativos un kvalitativos indikatorus
un raditajus. Zemes segums ir viens no ainavas ekologiskas struktiiras raksturojosiem
indikatoriem. Savukart ainavas vizualas kvalitates raksturo$anai izmanto gan objektivos
(saskatamiba, pieejamiba, atsevisku elementu novietojums un kompozicija), gan
subjektivos raditajus (Ode et al., 2008). Pedgjie ir saistiti ar cilvéka uztveri par ainavas
pievilcibu vai tiesi pret€ji — ar neapmierinatibu par tas vizualo izskatu (Parsons and
Daniel, 2002).

Sabiedriba no ainavas ka teritorijas ar dazadiem dabas apstakliem un resursiem
ieglist daudzveidigus labumus. Lai novertétu tos ieguvumus, ko sniedz ainava un ar to
saistitas ekosistémas, ir izstradats ainavas/ekosistémas pakalpojumu koncepts. Koncepta
sakotngjais uzstadijums bija atspogulot sabiedribas atkaribu no dabas resursiem un ar to
saistitiem procesiem un funkcijam, ipasu uzmanibu pievérSot biologiskas daudzveidibas
saglabasanai (Hermann et al., 2011). Ekosistémas pakalpojumu monetaras vertibas
noteikSana attistfjas ka svarigs pétniecibas virziens, it Tpasi pec tam, kad pasaules
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zinatnieki izstradaja ,, TukstoSgades ekosistémas novertgjumu” (Millenium Ecosystem
Assessment, 2003). Balstoties uz veiktajiem globalajiem un lokaliem ekosisteémas
novertgjumiem, politikas veidotajiem bitu japienem tadi lémumi, kas sekmétu ilgtsp&jigu
attistibu. Saja konteksta ainavas sniegto pakalpojumu novértésanas objekts ir ainavas
daudzfunkcionalitates nodroSinatie labumi, kuru kvantitate un kvalitate ir saistita ar
teritorijas izmantoSanas planoSanu un parvaldibu (de Groot et al., 2010).

Aptverot Latvijas piekrastes ainavas, promocijas darba zinatniska pieeja balstita uz
celonu—seku sakaribas konceptu (1.1. att). [zmantojot zemes seguma struktiiras analizi,
promocijas darba ir raksturots piekrastes ainavas stavoklis un ta mainiba 20.—21. gadsimta
mija, ka arT noskaidroti nozimigakie ekonomiskie un politiskie faktori, kas analiz&taja
perioda ir ietekm&jusi Latvijas piekrastes ainavas kvantitativo struktiiru. CElonu—seku
sakaribas koncepta ir integréti ekosistémas/ainavas pakalpojumu novértéSanas aspekti,
demonstrgjot, ka jauni ekonomiskie faktori (v&ja energijas raZoSana jura) izmainitu
ainavas stavokli, kas, savukart, ietekm&tu ar piekrastes ainavas vizualo kvalitati saistitos
rekreacijas pakalpojumus. Otrs darba ietvertais piemérs verté Latvijas pludmales ainavas
sniegto pakalpojumu nozimigumu pludmales apmekletaju skatfjuma. Rekreacijas
pakalpojumu novértéSana sniedz informaciju valsts un vietgjas attistibas politikas
veidotajiem, pienemot l@mumus par turpmako teritorijas izmantosanu.

Nemot veéra nepiecieSamibu péc lietiSkiem zinatniskiem pétijumiem, kas risinatu
sabiedribas vajadzibas (t.i., inovativi produkti, uz zinatni balstita politikas veidosana u.c.),
promocijas darba aptvertais pétijumu laika periods ir saistits ar 20.—21. gadsimta miju.
Turklat laika posms no 1995.-2006. gadam ir izvEl&ts, balstoties uz talizp&tes datiem
kops Latvijas valsts neatkaribas atgiiSanas. Noveértgjot muisdienu situaciju un faktorus,
kas ietekm€ piekrastes ainavu, attiecigo politiku veidotajiem tiek sniegtas zinasanas par
iespgjamam planosanas sekam nakotne.

1.2. Piekrastes ainavas struktiira un tas vértéSana

Ainavas struktiira ir viens no ainavas daudzveidibu raksturojosiem liclumiem, kas
atspogulo ainavas eso$o un iesp&jamo funkcionalitati un produktivitati.

1.1.1. Zemes segums

Viens no visbiezak lietotajiem indikatoriem ainavas kvantitativas struktiiras
raksturojuma ir zemes segums. Indikatori, tai skaitd zemes segums, nav realitate, bet
drizak pietuvinata patiesiba, paradot informaciju, kas ieglita no izejas datiem un citiem
informacijas avotiem (Weber and Hall, 2001). Tomer tie dod iesp&u komunicét tiesa
un saprotama veida starp dazadam iesaistitajam pusém: zinatniekiem un politikas
veidotajiem, politikas veidotdjiem un sabiedribu, zinatniekiem un sabiedribu. Tapéc
promocijas darba piekrastes ainavas struktiiras raksturoSanai autore ir izvelgjusies
izmantot zemes segumu.

Zemes segums tiek definéts ka novérots zemes virsmas biofiziskais stavoklis, kas
konkréta bridi klaj zemes garozu (Di Gregorio and Jansen, 2005). ST definicija dod iesp&ju
noteikt dazadas biofiziskas kategorijas: ar vegetaciju klatas teritorijas (koki, krimi, lauki,
zalaji), atsegta augsne/virsmas (klintis, ledaji), nosegtas virsmas (€kas, celi) vai mitras
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un ar tdeni klatas teritorijas (idensteces, ezeri, mitraji) (European Commission, 2001).
Vegetacijas, augsnes, iezu, tdens un cilvéku darbibas rezultata ir formgjusas strukturas,
kas veido ainavu (Lambin et al., 2001; Miicher et al., 2010).

Zemes seguma definicija ir ietekm&jusi klasifikacijas sistému, ka arT datu vaksanas
un informacijas apkoposanas sist€ému attistibu pasaulé un Eiropa. Definicija ir akcent&ts
vards ,,noverots”, kas nozimg, ka informacija par zemes segumu tiek ieglita no dazadiem
noverojumiem, kuri ietver gan ar cilvéka redzi konstat€tus un fikseétus novérojumus, gan
uznemtus aerofoto att€lus, gan satelita sensoru izmantoSanu (European Commission,
2001). Apkopotie novérojumu dati par zemes seguma stavokli un ta izmainam sniedz
bitisku informaciju par teritorijas un ainavas situaciju, kuru nemt véra attiecigas jomas
politikas veidotajiem un l@muma pienéméjiem.

Zemes lietoSanas veids ir termins, kas tiek lietots saistiba ar zemes segumu, tacu
tas nozim¢ darbibas, ko cilveéks veic konkréta zemes seguma, lai tur razotu un raditu,
to mainitu vai saglabatu. Piem&ram, rekreacijas teritorijas ir zemes lictoSanas veids,
kas ir saistits ar vairakiem zemes seguma veidiem, ka pludmalém, parkveida meziem,
uzbtivétam atrakciju vietam, parkiem un €kam (Di Gregorio and Jansen, 2005). Tacu
procesus un sakaribas var petit arl zemes seguma konteksta. Visbiezak vienu zemes
seguma veidu izmanto dazadiem lietoSanas veidiem. Tada gadijjuma zemes segums tiek
raksturots ka multifunkcionals. Pieméram, mezs var blit meZzsaimnieciskas darbibas
teritorija, kur ieglist kokmaterialu, bet vienlaikus mezs var but arT rekreacijas telpa, kas
dod iedzivotajiem iesp&ju aktivai atpitai (European Commission, 2001).

Zemes segums ir atzits par piemé&rotu indikatoru, lai raksturotu ainavas stavokli
un izmainas, k@ ari pétitu So izmainu atrumu un kvalitati (Wascher, 2004; Mander
et al., 2005). Zemes seguma mainiba dod iesp&ju novertét tadas ainavas Tpasibas ka
daudzveidibu, ekologisko nozimigumu, stabilitati, atraktivitati u.c., kas ir butiskas
ainavas ekologisko funkciju nodrosinasana. Izmainu pé&tiSana sniedz informaciju, lai
talak noteiktu dabisko un antropogéno procesu c€lonus un sckas, novertétu ietekmes,
saglabatu ekologisko stabilitati un tas ievéro$anu planoSana un lémumu piepemsSana
(Weber and Hall, 2001, Nordic Council of Ministers, 2005).

Zemes seguma struktiira, izvertgjot 15 galvenas zemes seguma klases, ir analizeta
pétijuma par pasaules piekrastes regioniem, kura piekrastes zona ir definéta ka teritorija
no juras krasta Inijas Itdz 100 km iekszemé (Burke et al., 2001). Globali piekraste
doming dabiskais zemes segums, kas aiznem 71% piekrastes sauszemes teritorijas.
Dabiskais zemes segums, kas ictver tadas zemes seguma klases ka dazada tipa mezi,
plavas, ar ledajiem un sniegu klatas teritorijas, ka ari citas dabiskas teritorijas, ir
sastopams neapdzivotas teritorijas, kas atrodas ziemelu platuma grados. 19% sauszemes
dalas piekraste aizpem parveidotas ainavas, kas ir lauksaimniecibas (aramzemes
un ganibas) un apbiivetas teritorijas. 10% piekrastes zemes seguma veido dalgji
parveidotas teritorijas, kuras raksturo mozaikveida ainava, parveidotai vegetacijai
mijoties ar dabiskam eckosisttmam (Burke et al., 2001). 100 km plataja piekrastes
zona mezu ainavas (skujkoku, mizzalie platlapju un lapkoku mezi, jauktu koku mezi)
aiznem 44% teritorijas. Kriimaji aiznem 28%, savannas 19%, bet plavas — attiecigi 7%
piekrastes teritorijas (Martinez et al., 2007). Melnas jiiras, Vidusjuras un Dienvidazijas
regioniem ir visaugstakais parveidoto teritoriju Tpatsvars, kamér Arktika, Klusa okeana
Ziemelaustrumu un Dienvidu piekrasté, Rietumu, Austrumu un Centralas Afrikas,
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Sarkanas juras, Adenas li¢a un Kuveitas regionos ir vismazakais parveidota zemes
seguma Ipatsvars (Burke et al., 2001).

Eiropas Vides agentira 2006. gada sagatavoja visaptveroSu parskatu par galvenajam
tendencém Eiropas Savienibas pieckrastes zona (European Environmental Agency, 20006).
Parskats tika sagatavots, lai novertétu Eiropas Parlamenta un Padomes 2002. gada
pienemto Rekomendaciju par Integrétas piekrastes zonas parvaldibas (European
Community, 2002) ievieSanas progresu Eiropa. Taja piekrastes zona ir definéta ka 10 km
plata sauszemes teritorija, kas no juras krasta linijas iestiepjas sauszemé&. Analiz&jot
Eiropas piekrastes zemes seguma datus laika posmam no 1990. Iidz 2000. gadam, ir
konstatétas trTs galvenas tendences: apbiuivéto teritoriju pieaugums par 1900 km? desmit
gadu laika perioda (jeb gandriz par 8%), plavas un jaukta tipa lauksaimniecibas zemju
samazinajums par 1230 km? (jeb gandriz par 2%), aramzemes un pastavigo graudaugu
platibu pieaugums par 713 km?. Neskatoties uz jau eksistéjosiem dabas aizsardzibas
reZimiem, $aja perioda Eiropa ir turpinajusies mitraju parveidoSana un izzuSana.
Ar piekrastes kapam ir pastavigi apdraudéjumi to parveidosanai citos zemes seguma
veidos. Tom@r zemes seguma izmainas starp Eiropas regioniem un valstim ir novérotas
atSkiribas. Straujakais ar maksligo segumu klato teritoriju picaugums ir novérots
Portugale (34%), Irija (27%), Spanija (18%), kam sekoja Francija, Italija un Griekija.
Vairakas Eiropas valstls pirmaja kilometra zona no krasta linijas sauszemes virziena
urbanas teritorijas ir domingjosais zemes lictojuma veids. Francija un Spanija apbiivéto
teritoriju aiznemtas platibas ir virs 45% no 1 km platas piekrastes joslas (European
Environmental Agency, 20006).

Dabiskam un pusdabiskam pickrastes ainavam ir raksturiga biologiskai daudzveidibai
loti nozimigu sugu un biotopu klatbiitne, tapec bitiski ir saglabat to Ipatsvaru ainavas
struktira (European Environment Agency, 2010). Par dabiskam ainavam tiek uzskatitas
tas teritorijas, kuras esosajos biotopos un ekosisteémas pastav lidzsvars starp abiotiskiem
un biotiskiem faktoriem. Savukart pusdabiskas ainavas tiek definétas ka teritorijas, kuras
ir dabiska vegetacija jeb biotopi, bet tie ir paklauti cilvéka darbibai. Ka piemé&rus var
mingt plavas un zalajus, kuros notiek ganiSana, vai mezsaimniecisko darbibu mezos,
radot pagaidu izcirtumus vai izlases cirtes. Tacu pusdabiskam ainavam ir raksturigs tas,
ka cilveku darbiba ir tada pakapée, ka sugu sastavs, vides apstakli un ekologiskie procesi ir
griti atSkirami no netrauc@ta procesa vai arT tas ir procesa uz dabisku, netraucétu stavokli
(Di Gregorio and Jansen, 2005). Baltijas juiras regiona piekrastes teritorijas ir sastopami
daudzveidigi dabiskie biotopi, pieméram, plavas, laglinas, klinSaini krasti, smilSainas
pludmales gan ar viengadigu, gan daudzgadigu vegetaciju, dazada veida kapas, ieskaitot
pludmales mezainas kapas. Sie biotopi ir noteikti ki Eiropas nozimes aizsargdjamas
dzivotnes (European Community, 1992) un veido dabisko ainavu strukttru.

1.1.2. Ainavas vizualas kvalitates vértéSana

Ta ka ainava ir dabas un cilvéka mijiedarbibas produkts, tad sekmigas ainavas
parvaldibas nodrosinasanai ir javerte arT tas vizuala jeb saskatama strukttra, kas tiek
uztverta ar cilvéka redzi. Skats jeb aina, kas paveras tas verotajam, ir atkariga gan no
skatu vietas augstuma, gan apkartgjiem skeérsliem, gan reljefa iezimém, ka arT konkréta
mirkla laikapstakliem (Melluma un Leinerte, 1992). Vizuala ainavas kvalitates izzinasana
ir ta joma, kur dazado ainavu planotajiem, arhitektiem, parvaldniekiem vai uzraudzibas
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funkciju veicgjiem ir nepiecieSama saskare ar cilvéku uztveri un vinu iecerém (Bell,
2001; Gobster et al., 2007).

Ainavas vizualas kvalitates parvaldibai ir bijusi atSkiriga pieeja un attistibas
pieredze. Novertésanas un planoSanas procesa pastav divi galvenie virzieni: i) ekspertu
sagatavotais novertéjums un izstradatais dizains ainavas kvalitates nodrosinasanai; un
il) ainavas kvalitates nodroSinasana, balstoties uz sabiedribas grupu/cilvéka uztveri.
Pirmais virziens ir saistits ar zemes parvaldibu sabiedribas interes€s, savukart otrais
virziens ir attistijies lietiSko vides un ainavas novertésanas pétijjumu rezultata un atkariba
no valsts politikas tiek pielietots ari praktiskaja planoSana. Abi virzieni ir balstiti uz
vienotu ainavas kvalitates konceptu, kas nosaka, ka vides biofiziskas Tpasibas un cilvéku
uztvere un pieredze ir biitiski savstarpgji mijiedarbojosies komponenti. Veidojot saikni
starp ainavas Tpasibam un So Tpasibu radito efektu uz cilvéku ka verotaju, attistas ainavas
vizualas kvalitates izpratne (Daniel, 2001; Gobster et al., 2007).

Biutiskaka iezime eckspertu pieejai ainavas kvalitates noveértéSana ir dazadu
tehnisko jeb dizaina parametru (linijas, formas, tekstiiras, krasas u.c.) un attiecibu starp
Siem parametriem (daudzveidiba, saderiba, spilgtums, harmonija u.c.) izmantoSana
(Daniel, 2001). Lai nodrosinatu $adu pieeju, ir izstradatas vadlinijas, rokasgramatas
un pat normativie akti. Neskatoties uz pastavosam vadlinijam, ekspertu veiktie ainavas
vizualas kvalitates novertéjumi biezi atSkiras gan starp atseviSku ekspertu sniegtajiem
novertéjumiem, gan starp dazadu ainavu tipu novertgjumiem, tad¢jadi pazeminot sniegto
novertéjumu ticamibu (Palmer and Hoffman, 2001). Subjektivi filosofiskais skatfjums
doming, izmantojot cilvéka uztveres balstito pieeju ainavas kvalitates novértesana. S
pieeja parasti izmanto dazadas p&tnieciskas aptaujas un psihologijas metodes, lai iegtitu
kvantitativi izméramu ainavas kvalitates novertejumu. Ainavas kvalitate tieck novertcta
pec izdaritam cilvéku izvelem, ranz&tiem vai pieskirtiem reitingiem attiecigi eso$am
un potencialam ainavam, kas tiek atspogulotas, izmantojot vizualos materialus (Daniel,
2001). 20.-21. gadsimta mija dazadu ainavu parvaldibas sisttmas arvien vairak tiek
izmantota kombinéta pieeja, kad ainavas vizualas kvalitates novertésanu veic ne tikai
apmacits eksperts saskana ar vadlinijam un pielietojot GIS rikus, bet paraléli tick ari
izmantota cilvéka uztveres pieeja, veicot reprezentativas aptaujas vai organiz&jot fokusa
grupu diskusijas ainavas kvalitates novértésanai (Daniel, 2001; Vouligny et al., 2009).
Ta ka ainavas vizuala novértésana izriet no biofizisko/dabas ipasibu ietekmes uz cilvéka
uztveri, tad autore uzskata, ka $ada integréta pieeja dod lidzsvarotaku novertgjumu.

Praktiska ainavu kvalitates nodro§inasana biezi vien izriet no parvaldibai
izvirzitajiem mérkiem. Piem&ram, viena no ekspertu veidotam pieejam mezu ainavas
parvaldiba ir bijusi redzamas ainavas vizuala skata saglabasana, kuras pamata ir koku
izcirS§anas plano$ana nostak no skatu vietam vai celiem, tadgjadi slépjot ainavas vizualas
izmainas. Saja gadijuma ainavas vizualas parvaldibas pamata ir meZsaimniecisko
aktivitaSsu zon€Sana. Mezu cirSanas dizaina shému izstradé ir cita pieeja: ainavas
izmainas tieck veidotas radosi, lai tas biitu pienemamas sabiedribai, veidojot pozitivu
attiecksmi pret parmainam ainava. Papildinot dizaina shémas metodi ar ainavekologijas
principiem, meza ainavu parvaldiba tiek praktiz&ta ekosistémas dizaina pieeja, kas mezu
parvaldniekiem dod iesp&ju noteikt meza struktiiras raksturu laika un telpa plasaka, t.i.,
ainavas Itment (Bell, 2001).

VEgja energijas attistibas planoSanai saistiba ar v&ja turbinu ietekmi uz sauszemes
un juras ainavas vizualo kvalitati ir pieversta daudzu pétnieku uzmaniba (Krohn and
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Damborg, 1999; Ek, 2005; Kaldellis, 2005). No vienas puses tick definéti tehniskie
parametri (Miller et al., 2005; Bishop and Miller, 2007) un mekléti labakie telpiskie
risingjumi akcept€jamai v&ja turbinu izvietoSanai ainava, izmantojot GIS un citas
programmatiiras (Baban and Parry, 2001; Moller, 2006; Molina-Ruiz et al., 2011). No
otras puses tick praktizéta cilvéku uztveres pétnieciska pieeja, noskaidrojot sabiedribas
velmes par akceptjamo skatu, izmantojot dazadas lidzdalibas metodes (Lange and Hehl-
Lange, 2005; Molnarova et al., 2012).

Ainavas Tpasibam ir liela ietekme uz to, ka cilveks to uztver un kam dod prieksroku.
Tacu vizuala pieredze, kas radusies patikamas vai nepatikamas pieredzes gadijuma,
ietekmé to, ka sabiedriba attiecas pret izmainam ainava. Patikama pieredze veicina
cilveka veélmi pec skaisto ainavu saglabasanas. Savukart bezriipigaka atticksme veidojas
pret ierasto vai pat neizskatigo ainavu, kaut ari tai var bat lielaka ekologiska veértiba
(Gobster et al., 2007). Tapec ainavas vizualas kvalitates vai to izmainu vertésana biitiska
loma ir katra individuala cilvéka raksturojumam: IidzSingjai pieredzei un uzkratajam
zinasanam, ainavas procesu parzinasanai, atticksmei un kultiiras tradicijam (Ribe, 2002;
Bradley and Kearney, 2007; Tveit, 2009). Starptautisko p&tijumu rezultati norada uz
ainavas uztveres un vizualas novertésanas atskiribam starp dazadam sabiedribas grupam.
Vietgjo iedzivotaju vertejums atSkiras no tlristu vai atpiitnicku viedokla (Fyhri et al.,
2009; Hanley et al., 2009), planotaju viedoklis par biivniecibas iecerém dzivojamo
rajonu attistiba atSkiras no biuivnicku vai iedzivotaju redzgjuma (Ryan, 2006), mezu
apsaimniekotajiem atskirtba no sabiedribas ir lielaka tolerance pret kailcirSu ietekmi uz
ainavas vizualo kvalitati (Palmer, 2008). Savukart zemnieku un laukos dzivojusu cilvéku
viedoklis par lauksaimniecibas ainavu kvalitati ir at$kirigs no ta novert€juma, ko sniedz
eksperti, kuru pienakums ir lauku teritoriju planoSana (Rogge et al., 2007; Vouligny
et al., 2009). Tadgjadi ar1 Latvijas p&tijumu biitisks uzdevums biitu noskaidrot, vai pastav
atSkiribas vizualaja vert€juma starp dazadam sabiedribas grupam un kadi faktori ictekme
sniegto Vertgjumu.

Tas, ka individs un sabiedriba kopuma prieksroku dod dabiskai un nevis antropogénai
videi, ka arT atvértam un daudzveidigdm ainavu telpam, ir secinats ievérojama skaita
petljumu par ainavas vizualo uztveri (Van den Berg et al., 1998; Coecterier, 1996; Ryan,
2006; Rogge et al., 2007; Veidemane un Nikodemus, 2013). Tacu attistiba un lidz ar to
saistitas cilvéka veidotas struktiiras ir neatgriezeniska tendence. Tapéc, ievieSot kadas
izmainas tradicionalaja un pierastaja ainava, ir jauzdod jautajums, ka vislabak esosaja
vesturiskaja ainava integrét jaunus elementus, ka noteikt jaunu ainavas lietojuma veidu,
lai netiktu iznicinata eso$o ainavu identitate, ietekméta to morfologija un izskats. Ipasi
svarigs Sis jautajums ir vizuali jutigas ainavas, tadas ka tdens malas, skatu vietas,
kultiirvésturiskie rajoni (Antrop, 2006; Kearney et al., 2008). Sie uzstadijumi sasaucas ar
promocijas darba izvirzito uzdevumu, kas veérsts uz jaunu un vl nepieredz&tu izmainu
vertésanu Latvijas jliras ainava.

Viedoklu un vertéjumu atskiribas starp ekspertu un citam sabiedribas grupam var
veidot konfliktsituacijas, ja eksperti pienem 1@mumus vienpersonigi bez konsulteésanas ar
sabiedribu vai intereSu grupam (Bryhn et al., 2012). Tapéc daudzas valstis ir izstradata
likumdosana vai juridiski saisto$as vadlinijas attieciba uz sabiedribai biitisku attistibas
planosanas objektu, Tpasi pilsétvides objektu, vizualajiem un estétiskajiem krit€rijiem un
standartiem. Tacu, izstradajot un ievieSot standartus, ir butiski arT noskaidrot un nemt
vera dazado grupu uztveri un vélmes attieciba uz ainavas vizualo kvalitati, lai praktiski
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nodro§inatu $o standartu pielietoSanu ainavas turpmakaja veido$sana un parvaldiba
(Kearney et al., 2008). Sabiedribas Iidzdaliba ir arT vislabakais veids, ka panakt labaku
lémumu pienemsanu, neskatoties uz to, ka lidzdalibas procesa nodrosinasana ir resursu
un laikietilpiga (Bell, 2001; Veidemane et al., 2011).

Tapec ainavu planotajiem biitiski blitu apzinaties integrétas pieejas pricksrocibas
(Tress et al., 2003), pielietot dazadus materialus un metodes, kas attieciba uz ainavas
vizualas kvalitates saglabasanu vai uzlaboSanu vizualize iesp&jamos attistibas scenarijus
(Bell, 2001; Lange, 2001; Tress and Tress, 2003). Klasiskie ainavas vizualizacijas riki,
kas palidz ainavu planotajiem un dizainu shému izstradatajiem paradit savas idejas,
ir dazadi plani, skices, zim&jumi, fotografijas, konstructie fiziskiec modeli. Bet ari Sie
pamatriki laika gaita ir attistfjusies, piem&ram, analogo fotografiju vieta tiek izmantotas
digitalas. Attistoties tehnologijam, ir paplasinajusas iesp€jas, ka tiek att€lotas ainavas.
Reljefs, vegetacija un cilvéka veidotie objekti ir galvenie ainavu veidojosie vizualie
elementi (Lange, 2001; Arriaza et al., 2004). Izmantojot satelitu uznemtos attélus, ka
arT 3D vizualizacijas programmatiiras, ir daudz vieglak izstradat integrétus iesp&jamos
ainavas attistibas scenarijus, ko ekspertiem izmantot planoSanas procesa gan meklgjot
alternativas, gan komunikacijas procesa ar sabiedribu (Jude et al., 2006; Wissen et al.,
2008; Lakovskis, 2013).

Tehnologiju attistiba arT noteikusi veidus, ka tiek noskaidrota un analiz&ta
sabiedribas uztvere saistiba ar ainavas vizualas kvalitates jautajumiem. P&tfjumos tiek
testéta interneta aptaujas riku izmantosana (Lange et al., 2008; Ode et al., 2009; Landry
et al., 2012). Tomer atkariba no mérka un regiona specifikas plasi tiek izmantotas pa
pastu nosiititas aptaujas anketas vai tie$as intervijas (Arriaza et al., 2004; Hanley et al.,
2009; Tveit, 2009). Ta ka Latvija ir saméra nelicla pieredze ar ainavas vizualas kvalitates
vertesanas pétljumiem, promocijas darba autore izmanto tiesas intervijas, aptaujajot
izveletas merka grupas. Runajot ar cilvékiem, tiek iegiitas ne vien tiesas atbildes uz
jautajumiem, bet arT paveras iesp&jas precizSt vai labak izprast izteikto viedokli. Turklat
tiesas intervijas ir resursu efektivaka metode, nemot veéra iesp&jamo sanemto atbilzu
Tpatsvaru, salidzinot ar metodi, kad aptaujas anketas tick nostititas pa pastu vai e-pastu.

Ainavas vizualas kvalitates parvaldiba var tikt ietverti divi kvalitates novertéSanas
aspekti: i) vizualas kvalitates novértéSana starp dazadam ainavas teritorijam; ii)
vizualas kvalitates vertéSana, pieskirot vizualai kvalitatei vertibu attieciba pret citam
vertibam/resursiem/cilvéku vajadzibam un vélmém (Daniel, 2001; Ode et al., 2008).
NepiecieSamiba péc ainavas kvalitates novértéSanas radusies, jo, planojot teritorijas
izmanto$anu, dazadi ekonomiskie, biologiskie un juridiskie aspekti un ainavas jautajumi
sava starpa konkuré vides jeb zemes parvaldiba. Turklat arvien vairak uzmanibas tiek
pieversts ne tikai dazadu ainavu kvalitates novertésanai, bet tiesi ainavas vertibas jeb
nozimiguma pieskirSanai, izmantojot vides ekonomikas metodes (Daniel et al, 2001;
Schaeffer, 2008). Sava pétijuma T. Kapers (Kapper, 2004) uzsver, ka pagatng, lai ari
dazadu projektu novertéSana viens no aplikojamajiem aspektiem ir bijis jautajums
par ietekmi uz ainavam, tomér gala lémuma pienemsana potencialo ainavu vizualas
kvalitates izmainu novert€jums ir ticis ignoréts, jo ainavas kvalitatei pret€ji citiem
vides un ekonomiskiem aspektiem nav bijusi noteikta monetara vértiba. Tapec autore
sava darba vizualas kvalitates vértéSana icklauj ekonomiskas veértéSanas aspektus, kas
papildus sniedz informaciju par ekonomisko nozimi, ko var radit potencialas izmainas
ainavas vizualaja kvalitatg.
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1.3. Galvenie ainavas stavokla ietekmeéjoSie faktori

1.3.1. DominéjoSie socialekonomiskie faktori

Zemes lietojums var radit ievérojamu ietekmi uz ekologiskam sistémam. Lai gan
ainavas un geografijas nozares pétjjumiem par ainavas mainibu un tas ietekmg&josiem
faktoriem ir senas tradicijas (Wood and Handley, 2001), tacu izpratne par dazadiem
faktoriem, kas virza izmainas zemes lietojuma un zemes seguma, nav pilniga. Tas tadgl,
ka ietekmg@josie faktori veido kompleksu sistému, kas raksturiga ar savstarp&ju atkaribu,
mijiedarbibu un atgriezeniskam sait€ém, un tie ietekmé& vairakus laika un telpiskos
Itmenus (Lambin et al., 2001; Biirgi et al., 2004). Turklat tie ir atSkirigi p&c to izcelsmes,
rakstura, geografiska méroga, darbibas ilguma un intensitates (Klijn, 2004).

Tiek izdalitas piecas galvenas ietekmé&josas faktoru grupas: dabiskie, politiskie,
socialekonomiskie, tehnologiskie, un kultiiras faktori (Brandt et al., 1999; Hersperger
and Biirgi, 2007). Aiz viena galvena faktora, kas izraisa izmainas, var darboties citi
pakartotie faktori. Tapec biezi izdala tieSos un netiesos jeb primaros, sekundaros un
pat terciaros faktorus. Tacu pé&tfjumi var biit arT koncentréti tikai uz atsevisku faktora
ietekmes analizi laika gaita, pieméram, konkrétas politikas rosinatas izmainas ainava
(Baur, 2002; Nikodemus et al., 2010).

Dabiskos faktorus var iedalit saistiba ar konkréto vietu: klimats, topografija, augsnes
un dabiski traucgjumi (Hietel et al., 2005). Dabiskie traucgumi var bit 1€nas vai atras
darbibas. Sodien viens no Iénas darbibas traucgumiem ir klimata parmainas. Tadu ta
sekas ir jitamas arvien biezak. Atras darbibas dabiski trauc&jumi ir lavinas, viesu]vétras,
noslidéjumi, kas var nozimigi ietekmét gan ainavas, gan regionus.

Socialekonomiskie faktori ir cie$i saistiti ar ekonomikas attistibu. Piemé&ram,
par ainavu ietekmé&joSiem faktoriem musdienas ir atziti tirgus ekonomikas principu
dominance, globalizacijas procesi razoSana un tirdznieciba, Pasaules Tirdzniecibas
organizacijas dalibnicku vienosanas (Biirgi et al., 2004; Antrop, 2005). Straujas zemes
seguma izmainas ir novérojamas tajos regionos, kas integréjas pasaules tirgus struktiiras
un atver savu ekonomiku neierobezotam investicijam (Lambin et al., 2001).

Socialekonomisko faktoru analizei parasti izmanto statistisko informaciju. Biezak
pielietotie socialekonomisko faktoru indikatori raksturo demografiju, nodarbinatibu,
nozaru ekonomiskas darbibas raditajus (Hietel et al., 2005). Ta ka socialekonomiskas
vajadzibas ir izteiktas politiskas programmas, likumos un politikas dokumentos,
socialekonomiskie un politiskie ietekm&josie faktori ir cieSi saistiti. Tomé&r arl
tehnologijas var butiski mainit ainavas. Viens no spilgtakajiem piemériem ir dzelzcelu
un Soseju izveide un to ietekme uz apdzivotibas struktiiru.

Kulttira noteikti atstaj ietekmi uz ainavu strukttiru (Nassauer, 1995; Naveh, 2001).
Salidzinot ainavas starp dazadiem kontinentiem, kultlras ietekme ainavas veidoSana
klast acimredzama. Tomér starp pétnickiem nav vienotas pieejas, ka ainavas mainibas
pétijumos integrét kultiras aspektus. Turklat pastav dazadi uzskati, ko ietvert kultiiras ka
ainavas ietekméjosa faktora definicija (Biirgi et al., 2004). Viens koncepts skata kultiiru
Sauraka konteksta, ietverot attieksmes, ticibas, piepemto normu, vertibu un zinaSanas
aspektus (Rockwell, 1994). Otrs koncepts ar kultiiru saprot plasaku t€mu loku, ietverot
demografiju, ekonomiku, tehnologiju un politiskos procesus (Proctor, 1998). P&dgja
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gadijuma nav iesp&jams nodalit kultiru ka atsevisku faktoru, kas tie$i ietekmétu vidi
(Biirgi et al., 2004).

Lauksaimniecibas attistibas nosacTjumi (tirgus un politiskais regul&jums) kombinacija
ar dabiskajiem augsnes veidojosiem apstakliem nosaka lauksaimniecibas zemes seguma
izmainas gan pasaulé (Lambin et al., 2001; Biirgi and Turner, 2002), gan Eiropa (Klijn,
2004), gan Latvija (Nikodemus et al., 2005; Pengze et al., 2009). Tehnologijas attistiba,
kas dod iespgju zemi izmantot intensivak, bija viens no domingjosiem faktoriem
20. gadsimta otraja pus€. Aramzemes koncentr&jas augligajas zemes, bet neaugligas
zemes aiznéma mezu ainavas (Biirgi and Turner, 2002; Pefia et al., 2007). Ekonomisko
faktoru rezultata pedgjas desmitgades tendences IpasSi uzrada lauksaimniecibas zemju
aizaugSanu (Klijn, 2004; Mander et al., 2004; Pengze et al., 2009).

Mezsaimnieciba, tapat ka lauksaimnieciba, laika gaita ir mainijusies un atstajusi ie-
tekmi uz meza zemeém visa pasaulé. Koksnes iegliSanas intensitate un meza atjaunosanas
prakse starp valstim atSkiras. Lai gan ir izstradatas vairakas ilgtspgjigas meza apsaim-
nickosanas sistémas (Rametsteiner and Simula, 2003; Burger, 2009), kailcirtes un tam
sekojosa maksliga meza atjaunosana ir ierasta mezsaimniecibas prakse daudzos pasaules
regionos (Burgi and Schuler, 2003). Lidzigi ka ar lauksaimniecibu tirgus ir noteicis ari
to, kadus kokmaterialus iegiist no meza zemém, izvertgjot, kadus meza stadijumus veikt
nakotng.

Urbanizacija, kas raksturiga ar apbiivéto platibu izplesanos, ir visbiezak fiksetais
iemesls zemes seguma mainibai daudzas Eiropas valstis (Hersperger and Biirgi, 2009).
Turklat urbanizacijas ietekme izpauzas ne tikai ar jaunu apbiivi, bet $@ procesa ietekme uz
teritorijam un ainavam ir daudz plasaka. Cilvéku ikdienas parvieto$anas no piepilsétam
uz darbu pilsétas pieprasa atbilstosu infrastruktiiru, mainas cilvéku paterina ieradumi,
kas noved pie piepils€tu ainavu izmainam un tas fragmentacijas (Lambin, 2001). Tapec
butiska ir ainavas mérktieciga ekologiskas strukttiras veidosana, lai novérstu nevélamu
procesu attistibu (Melluma, 2002).

Piekraste ir atzita par dinamisku un loti mainigu teritoriju ari picaugosas cilvéka
aktivitates del. Tiek paredzéts, ka iedzivotaju skaits piekrasté 1idz 2025. gadam pieaugs
lidz 75% kopgja planétas iedzivotaju skaita. Ta rezultata slodze un spriedze starp cilvéka
raditam aktivitatém un nepiecieSamo telpu ekosistému saglabasanai pieaugs. Pieaug ne
tikai urbaniz&to teritoriju platibas, bet arT transporta infrastruktiira un tirisma nozare
(Salomons and Turner, 2005).

Juras transporta un ar to saistita ostu attistiba rada ne vien vides problémas, bet arT
krastu un tiem pieguloSo teritoriju noklasanu ar maksligo segumu, kas krastam pieskir
sava veida ,,.brunu” efektu. Lidzigs efekts rodas no krasta preterozijas aizsargbiivém,
kuras Ziemeljura aiznem 16% krasta, Vidusjtra — 8% krasta, bet Eiropa — 10% kopgjas
krasta lmnijas (European Environment Agency, 2006). Lai gan ostu teritoriju attistiba rada
slodzi uz apkartgjo vidi, tomér pieredze rada, ka integréta piekrastes apsaimniekoSanas
planosana ostu teritorijas biezi vien nav ieklautas (Veloso-Gomes and Taveira-Pinto,
2003). Tapéc jo ipaSa uzmaniba tiek pievérsta arl ostu darbibas ietekmei uz biologisko
daudzveidibu. Parakstitas un ratificétas starptautiskas konvencijas, ka ari Eiropas
Savienibas pienemtas direktivas par sugu un biotopu aizsardzibu pieprasa veikt papildu
izvertejumus, ja paredzeta infrastruktiiras projektu, tai skaita ostu, attistiba (Maes and
Neumann, 2004).
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Eiropa ostu teritorijam ir tendence izplesties, jo tas piedava ne tikai ar jliras transportu
saistitus pakalpojumus, bet ir dazadojusas savu ekonomisko darbibu. Piekrastg izvietoto
ripniecisko uznémumu darbiba biezi ir saistita ar ostas darbibu, kas tas nodroSina ar
logistiku, piegadajot izejvielas un materialus (European Environment Agency, 2006).
Misdienas ir novérojama tendence, ka bez ekonomiskas darbibas dala ostu teritorijas
partop par kulttiras vai biznesa, vai dzivojamo rajonu centriem (Swaffield and Primdahl,
2006). Tadi pieméri Eiropa ir Kopenhagena, Oslo, Hamburga, Stokholma, Gdanska.

Tdrisms ir viena no ekonomikas nozarém, kas ipasi nozimiga ir piekrastes regioniem
(Agardy et al., 2005). Sai aktivitatei ir izteikti sezonals raksturs, tadgjadi gada griezuma
videi radot dazada intensitates slodzes. Tai pasa laika tiek uzsverta nepiecieSamiba péc
tarisma nozares ilgtspgjigas attistibas stratégijas (European Environment Agency, 2006).
Tirisms ir viena no svarigakajam ar juru saistitajam ekonomiskajam nozarem, it Tpasi
Dienvideiropas un Baltijas valstis. Tacu ta attistibas rezultata, kas saistits ar viesnicu un
vasaras maju biivniecibu, veidojas jaunas apbiivétas resitorijas. Ipasi augsts gultu skaita
pieaugums Eiropa tika novérots laika perioda no 1990. lidz 2000. gadam.

Ziemelamerika Alaskas pétnieku uzmaniba, savukart, ir pievérsta kruizu kugu
tirisma pieaugumam un ta raditajam sekam uz piekrastes zemju izmantoSanu. Lai
piekrastes mazpils@tas kalpo tikai tiiristu izmitinasanai un izklaidém (Kruger, 2005).
Afrikas valstis starptautiskd tiirisma attistiba izmaina meZu ainavas piekrastes ciemos.
Tarisma bizness, kas pieder starptautiskajiem tiiristu operatoriem, veido masveida
tirisma celojuma piedavajumus, nerékinoties ar viet€jo iedzivotaju piekrastes zemju
izmantoSanas tradicijam (Kéyhko et al., 2011). Citas tendences ir novérotas Australija.
Jauna dzives stila piekritgji, kuri velas iesp&ju vairak briva laika pavadit ar jiiru saistitas
aktivitates, Australijas piekraste ir sekm&jusi jaunu apdzivoto vietu rasanos (Bohnet and
Pert, 2010).

1.3.2. Jaunie ietekmgejoSie faktori

1.3.2.1. Véja energijas raZoSana

VEgja energija ir atjaunojamais energijas resurss, kuru izmantojot netiek raditas
emisijas, tadéjadi ta tiek uzskatita par videi draudzigu elektribas iegiiSanas veidu.
Lidz §im pasauleé v&ja energija liclakoties ir iegita sauszemes v&ja elektrostacijas.
Tomér to turpmaka attistiba ir ierobeZota, jo trikst brivu zemes resursu, ka ari lielas
vEja turbinas rada vizualo piesarpojumu (Bilgili et al., 2011). Salidzinot v&ja energijas
iegliSanas iesp&jas sauszemé un jura, bitiski ir tas, ka virs jiras v&jam ir lielaks atrums,
Iidz ar to turbinas var sarazot vairak elektribas. Tapéc turpmakajos gados tiek planots
vEja energijas attistibas pieaugums, galvenokart, veicot investicijas tieSi juras véja
elektrostaciju buvnieciba. VEja energijas razoSana jlira strauji attistas it ipaSi pedgjos
gados, kad, uzlabojoties tehnologijam, véja parkus ir iesp&jams veidot dzilak un talak
jura (Breton and Moe, 2009). Turklat ir panaktas starptautiskas vienosSanas, kas nosaka
atjaunojamo energijas resursu izmantoSanas pieaugumu, lai samazinatu siltumnicas
efekta izraisoSo gazu emisijas (Watt and Outhred, 2001; Fouquet, 2013).

Latvija ka Eiropas Savienibas dalibvalsts atjaunojamo energijas resursu ieguve ir
apstiprinajusi ilgtermina mérkus. Eiropas Savieniba lidz 2020. gadam gala patérina ir
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apnémusies sasniegt 20% atjaunojamo energoresursu Tpatsvara (European Commission,
2010a). Turpreti Latvija, nemot véra sasniegumus 2005. gada, kad atjaunojamo energijas
resursu Ipatsvars bija 32,6%, ir izvirzijusi augstaku mérki — lidz 2020. gadam gala
patérina sasniegt 40% atjaunojamo energijas resursu ipatsvara (European Community,
2009). Lai to sasniegtu, ir izstradats Latvijas Republikas Ricibas plans atjaunojamas
energijas joma, kura tiek planots, ka 2020. gada v€ja energija veidos 18% kopgjas
sarazotas elektroenergijas no atjaunojamiem energijas resursiem (Latvijas Republikas
Ministru kabinets, 2010b). Ta ka 2012. gada v&ja energijas devums bija 59 MW jeb
tikai 1,7% kopgja elektribas patérina (LR Centrala statistikas parvalde, 2013), tad ir
prognozgjams, ka tuvakajos gados strauji palielinasies v&ja elektrostaciju biivnieciba.
Lidzigi ka Latvija arT Eiropas Savieniba laika posma no 2010.-2020. gadam tiek planots
v€ja energijas izmanto$anas pieaugums. Sauszemes v€ja energijas razoSanas pieaugums
palielinatos apméram divas reizes, savukart sarazota jiiras véja energijas apjoms pieaugtu
13,5-18,7 reizes (European Wind Energy Association, 2011).

Lai nodro$inatu straujo v€ja energijas razoSanas pieaugumu, tam ir nepiecieSams
attiecigi ieplanot vietu sauszemes un juras teritorija. Latvijas planotas sarazotas véja
energijas jauda 2020. gada ir 416 MW, attiecigi 236 MW uz sauszemes un 180 MW
jura. To, cik liela teritorija ir nepiecie$ama, nosaka eso$as un ari nakotnes tehnologijas
attistiba v&ja turbinu razoSana. Saskana ar Eiropas VE&ja energijas asociacijas apkopoto
statistisko informaciju 2011. gada vid&jais juras v&ja elektrostaciju parku izmérs bija tuvu
200 MW, buvnieciba esoSie v&ja parku izméri jau sasniedz 300 MW, bet Lielbritanija
planoto projektu izmérs ir 555 MW. Laika gaita ir pieaugusas arl jiiras vgja turbinu
jaudas, sasniedzot vid€jo jaudu 2 MW 2011. gada, tacu jauno uzbiivéto turbinu jauda jau
irno 3,6 MW un virs 5 MW (European Wind Energy Association, 2012). Tadgjadi vidgji
viena juras v&ja elektrostaciju parka tiek darbinats ap 100 turbinu.

Izmantojot Eiropas v&ja energijas raZoSanas tirgl esoSo projektéSanas un
biivniecibas pieeju, Latvijai pietiktu ar vienu juras v&ja elektrostacijas parku, lai sasniegtu
2020. gadam izvirzito mérki. Taja varétu darboties maksimali ap 90 v€ja turbinu vai,
nemot vera pasreizgjo attistibu, varétu palaist ar1 tikai 36 turbinas, kuru jauda ir 5 MW.
Saskana ar SIA ,,Baltic Wind Park” pieteikumu ietekmes uz vidi noveérte§jumam Baltijas
juras Latvijas teritorialajos fidenos un ekskluzivas ekonomiskas zonas tidenos kompanija
véletos bivet 47-80 v&ja turbinas ar kopgjo jaudu Iidz 200 MW. Sis projekts nosegtu
Latvijas valsts noteikto mérka jaudu.

Vel viens butisks tehniskais raditajs véja parku planoSanai jura ir iespgjamais vEja
turbinu izvietoSanas dzilums. Ar1 Sis raditajs Eiropa un pasaulé turpina augt. Vidgjais
dzilums 2011. gada bija 22,8 m, kas bija strauj§ kapums, salidzinot ar 2010. gadu, kad
vidgjais dzilums bija 17,4 m. Vidgjais attalums Iidz krastam bija 25,3 km. Vacija v&ja
elektrostaciju parku vidgjais attalums lidz krastam bija pat ap 100 km (European Wind
Energy Association, 2012). Savukart Latvija ietekmes uz vidi novert€§jumam iesniegtie
potencialie v&ja elektrostacijas parku atrasanas attalumi no krasta ir no 7,8-26,5 km.

Svarigs aspekts vE&ja energijas razo$ana ir aizpemta teritorija, jo izveidota
infrastruktiira atstaj ietekmi uz ainavas stavokli, kam raksturiga gan zemes/virsmas
seguma izmainas (pieaug ar maksligo segumu klatas teritorijas), gan ar1 vizualas kvalitates
izmainas (paradas jauni ainavas elementi) (European Environment Agency, 2009). Tapec
daudzu valstu zinatnieki pett v&ja elektrostaciju ietekmi uz ainavas struktiru (Warren
et al., 2005; Bishop and Miller, 2007; Wolsink, 2007; Ladenburg and Dubgaard, 2009;
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Gee 2010; Punt et al., 2010; Sdderholm and Pettersson, 2011). Latvija Latvijas—Igaunijas
sadarbibas projekta ietvaros ir veikts pilotp&tijums par v&ja energijas attistibu Rigas licT,
tacu rezultati vél nav publicéti.

NepiecieSamo izvietoSanas attalumu starp vEja turbinam nosaka to izmeéri,
ka arT konkrétais turbinu razotajs. LidzSingja pieredze Ziemeljira rada, ka viena
kvadratkilometra var izvietot tris Iidz Cetras 2 MW vgja turbinas, tris 3 MW turbinas,
savukart jaunaka veida 3,6 MW turbinas ir izvietotas ar blivumu 1-3 turbinas/km?
(Wiersma et al., 2011). Nemot vera $o Eiropas praksi, Latvijas tidenos biitu nepiecieSams
atvelet ne vairak ka 25 km? lielu teritoriju, kas, salidzinot ar kopgjo juras tidenu platibu,
ir neliela.

Lai gan pedgjo gadu tendences rada, ka jiiras v&ja parki tiek projektéti un buveti
talak no krasta, tas tomer atstaj ietekmi uz kop&jam parka izmaksam. Tapéc, ja iesp&jams,
v&ja parka atfistitaji tomar cengas izvéleties biivét véja parkus tuvak krastam. Sis aspekts
arT ir sekmgjis to, ka dazados vides ekonomikas p&tfjumos saistiba ar v&ja elektrostaciju
blivniecibas vietas izveli butisks izp€tes jautajums ir sabiedribas atticksmes maina
atkariba no v€ja turbinu izvietoSanas attaluma no krasta (Ladenburg and Dubgaard,
2009; Landry et al., 2012; Molnarova et al., 2012).

Eiropas Vides agentiira, kas ir sagatavojusi Eiropas vgja energijas potenciala
novertgjumu no telpiskas perspektivas, izvert€jot vides un ekonomiskos ierobezojumus
to attistibai, uzsver nepiecieSamibu pe&c papildu pétjjumiem, kas saistiba ar atseviskam
sugam un ainavam analiz&étu biologiskas daudzveidibas jutigumu. Turklat tick uzsvérta
nepiecieSamiba p&c Baltijas jaras regionaliem pétjjumiem (European Environment
Agency, 2009). Tapéc viens no promocijas darba pétijuma virzieniem ir saistits ar v&ja
energijas izmanto$anu un tas ietekmi uz jiras un sauszemes ainavu.

1.3.2.2. Klimata parmainas

Klimata parmainu prognozes paredz, ka biitiskas izmainas ir sagaidamas saistiba ar
temperatiras, nokrisnu, ka arT ar ekstremalu laikapstaklu biezumu un ilgumu. Lai gan
$im prognozém ir sava nenoteiktibas pakape, lielaka dala zinatnieku ir parliecinati par
klimata parmainu radito ietekmi uz ekologiskiem procesiem un ainavu funkcijam (Opdam
et al., 2009; Bray, 2010). Ainavu ekologijas pamatuzdevums ir vértét mijiedarbibu starp
ainavu struktliru un procesiem, tapec ir svarigi apzinaties un novertét iesp&jamo klimata
parmainu raditas ietekmes uz ainavu, lai arl turpmak tiktu nodro$inati ekosistemu
pakalpojumi. Ipa$i svarigi ir pievérst uzmanibu ainavu pielago$anas aspektam klimata
parmainam, ka arT izstradat dazadas pieejas, ka ainavas jautajumus integrét planosanas
procesa un ka inform&t sabiedribu par vidé notiekoSajiem procesiem un to sekam
(Seabrook et al., 2011).

Ar klimata parmainam saistito apdraud&umu pickrastes zonai, ko rada jiras
limena cel$anas, izmainas vétru biezuma un stipruma, savas 2002. gada pienemtajas
rekomendacijas par integréto pickrastes zonas aizsardzibu ir uzsvérusi ari Eiropas
Padome (European Community, 2002). Ipasi apdraudétas ir zemo krastu teritorijas,
kur pat nelielas izmainpas paisuma rezima var atstat ievérojamus zaud&umus piekrastes
teritorijam (European Environment Agency, 2012).

Juras Iimena celSanas kombinacija ar iespgjamo piecaugosu vetru biezumu un stip-
rumu biis galvenie ar klimata parmainam saistitie faktori, kas noteiks piekrastes zo-
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nas izmainas. Tie ietekm&s krastu erozijas un akumul@Sanas procesu raksturu, plidu
un uzpliidu riska pieaugosu varbiitibu, ka arT izmainas piekrastes biotopu dazadiba un
to izplatiba (Handley, 2007). Klimata parmainu starpvaldibu ekspertu grupas (angl. —
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change) 2007. gada izdotaja zinojuma ir secinats,
ka globali 20. gadsimta jliras Iimenis ir c€lies vidgji par 1,7 £ 0,5 mm/gada, turklat dati
no piekrastes paisuma un beéguma mérfjjumiem, ka arf ar satelitu fikséta informacija no-
rada, ka juras limena cel$anas kops 1990. gadiem ir picaugusi lidz 3 mm/gada (Bindoff
et al., 2007). Starpvaldibu ekspertu grupa savas prognozges ir noradijusi uz iesp&jamo
globalo jiiras limena celSanos lidz 21. gadsimta beigam vidgji par 0,18-0,59 m, salidzi-
not ar 1980.—-1999. gada periodu. Ltmenu amplitidu nosaka siltumnicas efekta izraisoSo
gazu emisijas apjomi, kas ir viens no klimata parmainu ietekméjosiem faktoriem (IPCC,
2007).

Jaras limepa izmainas starp pasaules regioniem atSkiras. Saskapa ar satelita
novérojumiem kop$ 1992. gada Ziemeljira juras limenis ir c€lies par 2 mm/gada,
Vidusjira tas ir svarstijies no picauguma par 6 mm/gada lidz kritumam par 4 mm/gada.
Savukart Baltijas jira picaugums ir bijis par 2—5 mm/gada (European Environment
Agency, 2012). Paisuma ITmepa mérijjumi, kas nem v&éra arT zemes garozas celSanas
efektu uz juras limeni, no 1970. Iidz 2010. gadam norada, ka Baltijas jiras ziemeldala
juras Itmenis ir krities pat Iidz 4 mm/gada, bet dienviddala, savukart, célies par 2—4 mm/
gada. Daudzgadigais vidg€jais relativais juras ITmenis, ka arT gada maksimalais jiiras
limenis ir paaugstindjies arT Latvijas piekrasté. Laika perioda no 1875. lidz 1993. gadam
daudzgadigais vidgjais relativais jlras ITmenis ir paaugstinajies par 26 cm (Ulsts, 1998).

Nakotnes prognozes attieciba uz regionalajam atskiribam pasaulé un Eiropa ir ar
saméra lielu nenoteiktibu. Lielbritanijas zinatnieki (Lowe et al., 2009) ir aprékinajusi,
ka atkariba no emisiju scenarija juras ltmenis ap Lielbritaniju lidz 21. gadsimta
beigam vartu celties par 12-76 cm. Cita pétjjuma rezultati prognozeé Ziemeljiiras
limena celSanos pie Niderlandes krastiem par 40-105 cm (Kastman et al., 2011).
Baltijas juras regionalais klimata modelis norada, ka 1idz 21. gadsimta beigam liclakas
izmainas ir sagaidamas Rigas Iicl, Somu licT un atklatas Baltijas jiras austrumos un
dienvidaustrumos. Pienemot, ka pasaules vidgjais jiiras Itmenis var€tu celties par 48 cm,
iesp&jams, ka Latvijas piekrast€ fidens ITmenis celsies 11dz 40—45 cm (Meier et al., 2004).
Turklat modeléSanas rezultati norada uz to, ka salidzinajuma ar vidg€jam jiiras limena
svarstibam lielaks pieaugums ir sagaidams no arkartas gadijumiem (Meier et al., 2006).
Somu zinatnieku prognozes uzrada, ka lidz 21. gadsimta beigam jiiras [imenis Somijas
piekrastg varétu celties par 26—126 cm, kas ir atkarigs no emisiju scenarijiem (Johansson
et al., 2012).

Vetru radito uzplidu rezultata zinama piekrastes teritorijas dala tiek applidinata
un vietam var notikt juras Gidens intriizija pazemes tidenos. V&tru rezultata pastiprinas
erozijas procesi. Ta ka uzplidu raksturu ietekmé vietgjie topografiskie apstakli, tad
ir samera griti prognozet vétru izraisitos uzpliidus (European Environment Agency,
2012). Viena no noveérotam sakaribam ir ta, ka vetru uzpliidu jeb arkartas gadijumos
tidens limena pieaugums ir proporcionali lidzigs tam, ka pieaug vidgjais jiiras Iimenis
(Haigh et al., 2010, Marcos et al., 2011). Savukart Igaunijas p&tnieki ir noradijusi, ka
20. gadsimta vetras radito vilnu augstums ir biitiski pieaudzis (Suursaar et al., 2009).

Stipri v&ji, augsti vilni un jiiras uzpliidi ir galvenie krasta erozijas izraisitaji
(Mangor, 2001; Eberhards, 2003; Lapinskis, 2005). Pieaugot Siem faktoriem, pastiprinas
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erozijas atrums un pieaug erozijas izplatiba. L1dz 2058. gadam ir sagaidams, ka Latvijas
juras krasta erozijas atrums varétu parsniegt 11dzsingjo par 1-6 m/gada, ka ar1 erozijas
apdraudgto krasta posmu kopgarums pieaugtu par 10-20% (Abolina, 2009).

Klimata parmainu apdraud@umi ir saistiti ar ietekmi uz visu veidu zemes
segumu struktiiru, ckosist€émas pakalpojumiem, ka ari uz cilvéka darbibu. Anglijas
dienvidaustrumu piekraste ir noverots, ka, celoties jiras limenim un pastiprinoties v&ja
uzplidiem, ir pasliktinajies piekrastes biotopu stavoklis. Pieredze rada, ka piekrastes
plavu un lagtinu saglabasana, veidojot olu grédas ka aizsargvalnus, ilgtermina nav bijusi
veiksmiga (Doody, 2012). Ka iespgjamo alternativu zinatnieki iesaka ,,atkapsanos”, kas
nozimé, ka jauna krasta Iinija tiek paredzeta jau iekSzemé, tad€jadi dabiskiem krasta
procesiem atvélot jaunas teritorijas (Ledoux et al., 2005; French, 2006).

Vidusjiiras valstis ir panakuSas vienoSanos un parakstijusas Barselonas Konvencijas
Protokolu par Integréto piekrastes zonas parvaldibu, kas stajas spcka 2011. gada 24.
marta (UNEP, 2008). Bez visparjiem piekrastes parvaldibas pasakumiem protokols ir
noteicis arT vismaz 100 m atkapsSanas joslas izveidi ka vienotu pasakumu, lai pasargatu
piekrastes ciemus un infrastruktiru no negativas krasta procesu ietekmes, tai skaita
klimata parmainu raditas ietekmes. Saja zona nav pielaujama jauna biivnieciba, iznemot
gadijumus, kas saistiti ar sabiedribas interes€m un esoSo urbanizacijas attistibu, ko
nosaka iedzivotaju blivums un socialas vajadzibas (Sano et al., 2011).

1.3.3. Piekrastes ainavas aizsardziba

1.3.3.1. Piekrastes ainavas aizsardzibas veidi

Piekrastes resursu saglabasana ir praktizéta gandriz visos véstures laikos, jo cilveks
ir méginajis parvaldit partikas, Gdens un citus piekrastes resursus, lai nodrosinatu, ka
katra sezona vai gads dod jlras vai zemes veltes. Veésturiski piekrastes aizsardziba
nozimé&ja aizsargat teritoriju, kur piekrastes resursi ir apdraudeti, ka ari, lai ta biitu
pieejama atpttai. Tikai ped€jos gadsimtos sabiedriba ir sakusi specialas darbibas, kas
saglaba piekrastes dabisko floru un faunu. Tas nozimé, ka dazas pickrastes teritorijas
aizsardzibai ir noteiktas ka svarigakas neka citas.

Piekrastes parvaldiba ir izvirziti dazadi saglabasanas vai aizsardzibas mérki,
pieméram, lai nodroSinatu biologiskas daudzveidibas, geomorfologisku objektu, ainavas,
kulttiras un citu veértibu saglabasanu.

Aizsargajamas teritorijas statusa pieSkirSana kadai vietai ir viens no biezak
lietotajiem politikas instrumentiem. Ar likumiem tiek noteiktas gan TpaSas aizsargjoslas,
gan dibinatas aizsargajamas teritorijas. Tacu dazadu valstu pieredze rada, ka likumi biezi
tiek interpretéti un izmantoti savtigos noliikos, ja vien ir pielauti iznémumi. Ipasi detalai
un precizai likumdoS$anai ir jabiit attieciba uz piekrastes teritorijam (Palgindmm et al.,
2007).

Lai nodro$inatu ainavu aizsardzibu, tiek izstradati, pielietoti un uzlaboti dazadi
parvaldibas instrumenti (Conway et al., 2005; Brandt et al., 2012). Izstradajot
Ziemelvidzemes biosferas rezervata ainavu ekologisko planu, ir veértétas pasreiz€jas
Rigas [ica austrumu piekrastes ainavas un sniegti priekslikumi ainavas izmantoS$anai
un apsaimniekosanai (SIA Estonian, Latvian and Lithuanian Environment, 2007).
Lietuvas zinatnieki ir analiz&jusi savu piekrasti un izteikusi priekSnosacijumus, lai
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saglabatu piekrastes kapas un ainavas. Tie balstiti uz tiirisma pliismas parvaldibu, ganibu
atjaunoSanu un papildu smilts pieb&rSanu vietas, kur tas tick aizskalotas (Armaitiene
et al., 2007).

Aizsargajamas teritorijas statuss ietekm& to, kas notiek arpus tas noteiktajam
robezam, bet tas tieSa tuvuma. P&tjjumi liecina, ka aizsargajamo teritoriju tuvuma
notiek straujaka attistiba neka vidgji regiona vai valsti, Tpasi tas attiecas uz urbanizacijas
pieaugumu un mezu samazinasanos (Wang et al., 2009).

Nemot veéra starptautiskas un nacionalas politikas un vienos$anas, zinatnes loma
ainavu politikas planosana un parvaldiba iegilist arvien lielaku nozimi gan plasaka méroga,
gan attieciba uz piekrasti. Tacu ir jauzsver, ka jauna pieeja ir daudz plasaka par mazu
un labi definétu ainavu aizsardzibu ar eso$as likumdosanas pasakumiem (Antrop, 2005;
Petrosillo et al., 2009). Tadgjadi holistiska pieeja un plass skatfjums ir nepiecieSams,
lai sasniegtu vispargjo ainavu parvaldibas politikas mérki — veicinat ainavu aizsardzibu,
parvaldibu un planosanu (Council of Europe, 2000)

1.3.3.2. Piekrastes aizsardzibas vésture Latvija

Baltijas jiiras un Rigas lica piekrastes aizsardzibai ir sena v&sture. Primari ta
bija saistita ar mezu aizsardzibu pret izcirSanu, lai noverstu augsnes erozijas attistibu
(Eberhards, 2003). Pirmie likumi un noteikumi par meza izmantoSanu ir izdoti jau 16. un
17. gadsimta. 19. gadsimta tika veikti pasakumi, lai nostiprinatu Baltijas jliras un Rigas
lica piekrastes kapas. P&c Vidzemes gubernas parvaldes izdota rikojuma 1838. gada visa
Baltijas jiiras piekrasté bija jabiit 320 m platai (bet seviski bistamas vietas Iidz 510 m
platai) aizsargmezu joslai (Liepa et al., 1991).

ledibinatie aizliegumi tika arT nostiprinati ar normativiem aktiem driz péc
neatkarigas Latvijas valsts izveidoSanas, kad 1919. gada 8. augusta tika izdots Latvijas
Pagaidu valdibas rikojums mezu aizsardzibas lieta. 1922. gada 14. janvarl pienemtie
Ministru kabineta ,,Noteikumi par mezaizsardzibu” aizliedz parvérst meza zemi cita
saimnieciska veida zemé&, kurinat uguni no 1. maija lidz 15. septembrim, cirst augosus
kokus bez apstiprinata plana jeb arpus vietam jeb virs ta daudzuma, kas apstiprinats
saimniecibas plana. Tas attiecas uz tiem meziem, kas atrodas uz pliistosas smilts un
aiztur to talaku izplatiSanos gar jiras krastiem, kas aizsarga no plustosajam smiltim
apdraudétas apdzivotas vietas, dzelzcelus, Sosejas, pasta celus un visada saimniecibas
veida zemes, ka arT kuru izcirSana var sekmét plaistoSu smilts izcelSanos un attistiSanos.
Turklat Meza departamentam ir dotas tiesibas aizliegt lopu ganiSanu tadas vietas, kur
to prasa aizsardzibas mérki (Latvijas Pagaidu valdiba, 1922). Ari vélak 1923. gada 18.
junija Saeimas pienemtais Mezaizsardzibas likums parnem Sos pasus meza aizsardzibas
principus un aizliegumus (Latvijas Republikas Saeima, 1923). 1937. gada 14. oktobrT
pienemtais Mezu aizsardzibas likums nosaka saudzgjamo mezu kategoriju, kura
saimniekot atlauts saskana ar Meza departamenta apstiprinatiem noteikumiem vai p&c
mezsaimniecibas planiem. Saudzgjamie mezi tiek definéti ka mezi un krimaji, kas
satur plustosas smiltis vai nelauj tam talak izplatities, aizsarga no plistosam smilttm
apdraud@tas apdzivotas vietas, satiksmes celus un visada veida izmantojamas zemes
(Latvijas Republikas Ministru kabinets, 1937).

Padomju laikos Latvijas PSR Ministru Padomes lémums Nr. 422 par jiras
piekrastes aizsardzibu no izskaloSanas un meza stadijumu saglabasanu tika pienemts
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tikai 1962. gada 4. julija, nosakot Baltijas jiiras un Rigas lica krasta 600 m platu
joslu (300 krasta un 300 m jiiras joslu zem tdens), kura aizliegts izstradat un iegit
celtniecibas materialus, ka arT veikt jebkadus zemes darbus. Ar o [émumu tiek noteikta
arT 1 km plata aizsargmeZzu josla, kura aizliegtas kailcirtes, nav pielaujama meza platibas
samazinasana, ka arT aizliegta augu segas iznicinasana vietas, kur augsni apdraud erozija
(Latvijas PSR Ministru Padome, 1962).

1977. gada 15. aprill Baltijas juras un Rigas lica krasta aizsargjoslas nosacijumi
tiek ieklauti vienotos noteikumus par valsts aizsargajamo Latvijas PSR teritorija esoSo
dabas objektu apstiprinasanu (Iémums Nr. 241). Ar $o lémumu tick saglabata 1 km
plata aizsargajamo mezu josla. Attieciba uz 600 m joslu tiek precizéts aizliegums par
zemes darbu veikSanu, kas ietver zemes parveidosanu, rakSanu, spridzinasanas darbus,
pamatiezu — grants, smilSu, laukakmenu u.c. — ieguvi, izmantoSanu un aizveSanu,
ka arT jebkadus buivdarbus. Tomer $is [émums pielauj arT iznp@mumus no noteiktajiem
aizliegumiem, kas katra atseviska gadijuma tiek apstiprinati ar Latvijas PSR Ministru
Padomes atlauju. Ipasi nosacijumi attiecas ari uz apdzivotam teritorijam, kur $a
reZima ievéroS$ana tick saskanota ar atbildigajam institicijam (Latvijas PSRS Ministru
Padome, 1977).

1987. gada 10. aprili tika pienemts jauns Latvijas PSR Ministru Padomes lémums
Nr. 107. Tapat ka ieprieks 1émums defin€ja Baltijas jiiras un Rigas jiiras lica piekrastes
aizsargjoslas platumu lidz 1 km, tacu Soreiz robezas bija noteiktas pa celiem, meza
stigam un dabiskam robezam. Lémuma ietvertaja nolikuma par aizsargjoslas rezimu
tieck sniegts jauns paplasinats aizsargjoslas izveides mérkis. Lidzas tradicionalajai
meza aizsargfunkcijai aizsargjoslas meérkis bija nodroSinat arT piekrastes ainavas
aizsardzibu, nodroSinat piekrastes dabas resursu — to skaita arT atpiitai nepiecieSsamo
resursu — racionalu izmanto$anu un aizsardzibu. Nolikuma atseviski tika izvirziti dazadi
aizsardzibas nosacTjumi: vispargjais rezims visai aizsargjoslai, 1 km aizsargjoslai, 300 m
platai sauszemes aizsargjoslai un 300 m platai zemudens aizsargjoslai (Latvijas PSR
Mezsaimniecibas un mezriipniecibas ministrija, 1988). Nolikuma ietvertie nosacijumi
aizsargjoslu rezima prasibam tika balstiti uz priekSlikumiem, ko izstradaja Latvijas
PSR Mezsaimniecibas problému zinatniskas pétniecibas institiita dabas aizsardzibas
laboratorijas specialisti, nemot véra 1981.—1982. gada Rigas lica piekrasteé no M&rsraga
l1dz Ainaziem veiktos petijumu rezultatus (Emsis un Melluma, 1986).

D11z péc Latvijas neatkaribas deklaréSanas Latvijas Republikas Ministru Padome
1990. gada 18. junija pienem Iémumu par Baltijas jliras un Rigas juras lica piekrastes
aizsargjoslas paplasinasanu, atcelot vispargji noteikto 1 km plato aizsargjoslu. Lémums
papildina lidz$ingjo vispargjo reZimu arf ar jauniem nosacijumiem attieciba uz btivniecibu,
militaram darbibam u.c. prasibam (Latvijas Republikas Ministru padome, 1990).

1996. gada pienemtie Ministru kabineta Noteikumi Nr. 324 | Par aizsargjoslam”
bez cita veida aizsargjoslam no jauna definé arT Baltijas jlras un Rigas Ii¢a piekrastes
aizsargjoslu, iedalot to tris zonas (1.3.1. tab.). Noteikumi arT definé daudzfunkcionalaku
aizsargjoslas merki: samazinat piesarnojuma ietekmi uz Baltijas juru, saglabat meza
aizsargfunkcijas, novérst erozijas procesu attistibu, aizsargat piekrastes ainavas,
nodro$inat piekrastes dabas resursu, arm atpiitai un tlirismam nepiecieSamo resursu,
saglabaSanu un aizsardzibu, to lidzsvarotu un ilgstosu izmantoSanu (Latvijas Republikas
Ministru kabinets, 1996).
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1.3.1. tabula
Grozijumi normativajos aktos par Baltijas jiru un Rigas lica piekrastes aizsargjoslas
definiciju 1996.-2011. gadam
Table 1.3.1.

Amendments in legal acts on definition of the protection belt of the Baltic Sea and the Gulf
Riga coastal areas in 1996-2011

1996 2002 2003
Krasta kapu Ne mazak ka 300 m Platums ir atkarigs no kapu zonas pla-
aizsargjosla atkariba no kapu zonas tuma, bet nav mazaks par 300 metriem
platuma, skaitot no vie- sauszemes virzienda, skaitot no vietas,
tas, kur sakas dabiska kur sakas dabiska sauszemes vegetacija,
sauszemes vegetacija iznemot $adus gadijumus:

a) ja pilsétas ir apstiprinats vietgjas pas-
valdibas teritorijas planojums, krasta
kapu aizsargjoslas platums tajas nav
mazaks par 150 metriem, obligati ie-
klaujot taja 1pasi aizsargajamos bio-
topus;

b) ja ciemu robezas ir apstiprinatas $a
likuma 67. panta noteiktaja kartiba
un noteiktas vietgjas pasvaldibas te-
ritorijas planojuma, krasta kapu aiz-
sargjoslas platums $ajos ciemos nav
mazaks par 150 metriem, obligati
ieklaujot taja Ipasi aizsargdjamos bio-

topus.

Juras Aptver pludmali un | Lidz Nav grozits
aizsargjosla zemudens Selfa dalu, | 10 m

bet ne mazak ka 300 m | izobatai

juras virziena, skaitot

vietas, kur sakas vien-

laidu dabiska saus-

zemes vegetacija
lerobezotas Lidz 5 km, kas tiek no- | Nav Nav grozits

saimnieciskas | teikta, nemot véra da- | grozits
darbibas josla | biskos apstak]us

1997. gada tika pienemts Aizsargjoslu likums, un kops ta laika likums saistiba
ar aizsargjoslu ir grozits piecas reizes. Bitiskakas izmainas tika veiktas 2003. gada,
samazinot krasta kapu aizsargjoslu platumu pilsétas un ciemos no 300 uz 150 m.

Aizsargjoslu likuma katrai aizsargjoslas zonai ir noteikti savi ierobezojumi, kas
laika no 1997. Iidz 2011. gadam ir mainiti vairakas reizes, 1pasi precizgjot biivniecibas
nosacijumus. Viens no bitiskakiem aspektiem, kas limité ainavas struktiiras (zemes
seguma) izmainas, ir zemes vienibu fragmentacijas ierobezoSana. Aizsargjoslu likums
(Latvijas Republikas Saeima, 2011) nosaka, ka, sadalot Baltijas jiras un Rigas lica
pickrastes aizsargjosla esoSo zemes gabalu vairakos zemes gabalos arpus pilsétam un
ciemiem, katra zemes gabala platiba nedrikst biit mazaka par trim hektariem. Pilsétas
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un ciemos $adi ierobezojumi nepastav. Tur jaunveidojamas zemes vienibas platibu un
apbiives nosacTjumus nosaka vietgjas pasvaldibas teritorijas planojuma.

300 m vai attiecigi 150 m krasta kapu aizsargjosla ir noteikti biivniecibas
ierobezojumi, nepielaujot jaunu &ku blvniecibu arpus apdzivotam vietam, tadgjadi
ierobezojot ar maksligo virsmas segumu klato teritoriju palielinasanos. Ciemos jauna
apbiive ir pielaujama vietas, kur jau bijusi ieprieksgja apbiive. Savukart pilsétas apbiive
ir pielaujama saskana ar teritorijas planojumu un Valsts vides dienesta saskanojumu,
kas biitiba nozimé iesp&jamu maksligas virsmas seguma palielinaSanos. Biivniecibas
ierobezojumi principa neattiecas ari uz ostu un zvejniecibas un zivju parstrades
uzpe@mumiem, kuru attistiba ir pielaujama. Likums pielauj mehanisko transportlidzeklu
stavlaukumu un glabsanas staciju btivniecibu un tiem nepiecieSamo pievedcelu
un teritorijas labiekartoSanai nepiecieSamo mazeku buvniecibu, ka arT veikt krastu
nostiprinasanu esoso biivju un infrastruktiiras aizsardzibai.

Ar likumu speka ir aizliegums ieglit un izmantot derigos izraktenus, izpemot
pazemes tdenu ieguvi Udensapgades vai rekreacijas vajadzibam, ierikot atkritumu
apglabasanas poligonus krasta kapu aizsargjosla.

Attieciba uz meziem krasta kapu aizsargjosla ir aizliegts veikt galveno cirti,
iznemot arkartas gadifjumus, ka arT transform@ meza zemes citos izmantoSanas veidos
bez ikreiz€ja Ministru kabineta rikojuma. Attieciba uz ierobezoto saimnieciskas darbibas
zonu, kura ieklauj sausas mineralaugsnés augosas mezaudzes, tiek piemérots kailcirtes
aizliegums (Latvijas Republikas Ministru kabinets, 2001; 2012). Tomér citos Baltijas
juras un Rigas jiras li¢a piekrastes ierobezotas saimnieciskas darbibas josla esoSajos
meza tipos pielaujamais kailcirtes apjoms ir divi hektari.

Bez piekrastes aizsargjosla paredzE€tajiem ierobezojumiem dabas aizsardzibas
likumdos$ana ir noteikusi Tpasi aizsargajamas dabas teritorijas, kuru robezas atskiras no
piekrastes aizsargjoslu aiznemtajam platibam. Ipasi aizsargajamas dabas teritorijas iedalas
vairakas kategorijas, ka arT to teritorijas tiek zongtas, nosakot dazadus ierobezojumus
saimnieciskai darbibai, ka arT v€lamos pasakumus sugu un biotopu saglabasanai
(1.3.2. tab.).

Viena no kategorijam ir aizsargdjamo ainavu apvidi. Piekrastes 10 km plataja
zona atrodas dala no Adazu aizsargajama ainavu apvidus (Adazu AAA), kuru izveidoja
pirms pievieno$anas Eiropas Savienibai 2004. gada. Adazu AAA tika izveidots, lai
primari aizsargatu ekologiskas vertibas, ko nodrosina regularas militaras darbibas. Te
atrodas Latvija reti sastopami biotopi — sausie virsaji un klajas iekSzemes kapas ar
kapsmildzenes plavam, zilganas molinijas plavas un mezotrofi ezeri, ka arT ievérojams
skaits Tpasi aizsargajamu augu un dzivnieku sugu (Latvijas Dabas fonds, 2008). Papildus
tam ar1 tadas aizsargajamo teritoriju kategorijas ka biosféras rezervats, nacionalie parki
un dabas parki ietver ainavu aizsardzibas zonas. Turklat TpaSi aizsargdjamas dabas
teritorijas noteiktie saimniecisko darbibu regul&joSie pasakumi skar arT ietekmi uz
ainavu struktliru. Piem@ram, nacionalos parkos ir zonas, kuras visi dabas resursi pilniba
tiek izslégti no saimnieciskas un citadas darbibas, bet pargja nacionalo parku teritorija
atlauta tikai tada saimnieciska darbiba, kas bitiski nemaina v&sturiski izveidojusas
ainavas strukttiru. Savukart dabas parkos atpiitas organizéSana un saimnieciska darbiba ir
veicama, nodrosinot tajos esoSo dabas un kultirvesturisko vertibu saglabasanu (Latvijas
Republikas Saeima, 1997).
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1.3.2. tabula
Ipasi aizsargajamas dabas teritorijas vai to dalas, kuras ietilpst
Baltijas jiiras piekrastes 10 km plataja zona
Table 1.3.2.
Nature protected areas or their parts situated at the 10 km
wide coastal zone of the Baltic Sea
Kategorija Skaits Teritorijas
Biosféras rezervats 1 Ziemelvidzemes BR, kura ietilpst arf citu kategoriju IADT
Nacionalie parki 2 Kemeru un Sliteres nacionalie parki
Dabas parki 6 Salacas icleja, Piejlra, Ragakapa, Engures ezers, Bernati, Pape
Dabas liegumi 31 |Randu plavas, Vitrupes ieleja, Vidzemes akmenaina jtrmala,

Stompaku purvi, Lieluikas un Mazuikas ezers, Ummis, Jaunciems,
Vecdaugava, Lielupes grivas plavas, Babites ezers, ApSuciema
zalu purvs, Plienciema kapa, Gipka, Gipkas lankas, Kalkupes
ieleja, Ovisi, Ances purvi un mezi, Klanu purvs; Platenes purvs,
Basnieku ezera krasts, Uzava, Sarnates purvs, Ziemupe, Alsungas
mezi, Sakas grini, Medze, Tomsare, Liepajas ezers, Jecu purvs,
Rucava 1vju audze, Kirbas purvs

Dabas rezervati 1 Grinu dabas rezervats
Aizsargajamie 1 Adazu aizsargajamais ainavu apvidus
ainavu apvidi

1.4. Ainavu pakalpojumi

1.4.1. EKosistémas pakalpojumu koncepts

Ekosisteémas pakalpojumu koncepta, kas tika precizak izstradats, veicot Tikstos-
gades ekosistemas novertgjumu (Millenium Ecosystem Assessment, 2003), mérkis ir
atbalstit dazadu nozaru politikas veidotajus ar zinatniski pamatotu informaciju par to,
ka izmainas ekosistéma un tas nodroSinatajos pakalpojumos ietekm& un nakotné ietek-
mges cilvéci. Galvena uzmaniba ir veltita cilvéka labklajibas novértésanai, atzistot, ka
biologiskai daudzveidibai un ekosisttmam ir noteiktas vértibas un ka cilvéks, pienemot
lémumus attieciba uz ekosistémam, rékinas gan ar cilvéka labklajibu, gan ekosistemu
realajam vertibam.

Lai gan ekosistémas pieeja ir definéta jau 20. gs. vidi (Odum, 1953), vienota eko-
sisttmas definicija ir sniegta ANO konvencija par Biologisko daudzveidibu. Ekosiste-
ma ir augu, dzivnieku un mikroorganismu sabiedribas un to nedzivas vides dinamisks
komplekss, kur§ mijiedarbojas ka funkcionala vieniba (United Nations, 1992). Dzivie
organismi mijiedarbojas gan savstarp&ji, gan ar fizisko vidi. Tie rada, uznem vai noarda
biomasu un ar to saisttto oglekla vai organiskos savienojumus. Tie arT parvieto mineralus
no vides organismos un atpakal, ka arf nodrogina idens cirkulaciju. Sajos procesos orga-
nismi nodro$ina cilv&ci ar partiku, Skiedram un izejvielam razoSanai, ka arT tie piedalas
augsnes, gaisa un Gdens kvalitates regulacija. ANO konvencijas ekosisteémas definicija
ir pamata turpmakas zinatniskas ekosist€mas pakalpojumu pieejas izstradeé (Millenium
Ecosystem Assessment, 2003).
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G.C. Deilt (Daily, 1997) ckosistémas pakalpojumus defingja ka apstaklus un
procesus, kuru dabiskas ekosistémas un to veidojosas sugas uztur un garanté cilvéka
dzivi. Tie saglaba biologisko daudzveidibu un nodroSina ar ekosistémas resursiem,
pieméram, jiras produktiem, koksni, lopbaribu, biomasu, degvielu, Skiedrvielam un
citam izejvielam, kuras nepiecieSamas razoSanai. R. Kostanca u.c. (Costanza et al., 1997)
ekosistémas pakalpojumu definicija atseviski nodalfja ekosistémas raditos produktus
(partika) jeb resursus no ekosistémas pakalpojumiem (piesarnojuma asimilé$ana)
un noradija, ka tie ir labumi, ko no ekosistémas funkcijam sabiedriba iegiist tiesa vai
netiesa veida. Nemot véra abas definicijas, zinatnieku grupa, kas izstradaja TtkstoSgades
ckosistémas novértéjumu (Millenium Ecosystem Assessment, 2003), ir defingjusi
vienkarsu, bet politikas veidosana plasi pielietotu definiciju, ka ekosist€émas pakalpojumi
ir jebkuri labumi, ko sabiedriba iegiist no ekosistémam.

Nemot véra ekosistémas procesus, funkcijas un sniegtos labumus, zinatnieku grupas
ir izstradajusas dazadas pieejas ekosistémas pakalpojumu klasifikacijai un novértésanai
un tas var tikt izmantotas atkariba no novérté$anas uzdevuma un l€émumu pienemsanas
konteksta (Costanza, 2008; Fisher and Turner, 2008; Rounsevell et al., 2010). Kopgju
starptautisku diskusiju rezultata tika izstradata sistéma, kas pakalpojumus iedala Cetras
galvenajas kategorijas (de Groot et al., 2002; Millenium Ecosystem Assessment, 2003):

o apgades pakalpojumi ir tie, kas cilvékus nodroSina ar produktiem (partiku,
tdeni, koksni, skiedram u.c.);

o reguléjosie pakalpojumi ir tie, kas nodroSina ekosisttmu procesus, kas
sniedz labumus cilvékiem (klimatisko apstaklu reguléSana, gaisa kvalitates
nodrosinasana, Tdensobjekta piesarnojuma pasattirisands, apputeksnéSanas
u.c.);

o kultiuras pakalpojumi ir tie, kas sniedz nematerialos labumus, kas iegiti
no ckosisttmam (garigos un religiozos, atpiitas un estétiskos, iedvesmu un
izglitibu, vietas izjiitu, kultiras mantojumu). STs kategorijas ekosistemas
pakalpojumi butiba ietver sniegtos labumus, kas atrodas arpus ekologiskas
sisttmas (Fisher et al., 2009);

o atbalsta pakalpojumi ir tie, kas nodroSina tiTs iepriek§ mingto pakalpojuma
veidu iespgjamibu (pieméram, augsnes veidosanas, baribas vielu aprite, primaras
produkcijas razo$ana). Cilvéku labums no Siem ekosist€mas pakalpojumiem ir
netiesa veida vai ieglistams ilgaka laika perioda. Novertgjot kop&jo ekosisteémas
pakalpojuma ekonomisko nozimigumu, lai noverstu vértibas dubulto
aprékinasanu, So pakalpojuma veidu neietver kopgjas ekonomiskas vertibas
aprékinasana (Hein et al., 20006).

St ekosistemu pakalpojumu klasifikacijas pieeja ir pielietota dazada méroga pétijumos.
Papildinata ekosisteému klasifikacijas sisteéma ir izstradata, integréjot ekosistémas telpisko
raksturu (Fisher et al., 2009). Tas nepiecieSams, ja uzdevums [émumu pieneméjiem biitu
saistits ar ainavas parvaldibu ar merki nodro$inat ekosistémas pakalpojumus arpus vienas
ekosisteémas robezam. Augu un dzivnieku sugas atrazojas, medi, mekle baribu un migré
pari ekosisteémas un ainavas robezam. Procesu Iiment pazemes, virszemes tdeni, ka art
nokri$ni sasaista attalinatas teritorijas (Boyd and Banzhaf, 2007). Tap&c pakalpojumu
klasifikacijas sisteéma tiktu papildinata ar raksturojumu par to, vai sniegtie labumi attiecas
uz vietu, kur tie raditi, vai sniedz labumus arT apkartgjai teritorijai, vai tie sniedz labumus
tikai apkartgjam teritorijam. Telpiskais raksturs ir ne tikai ekologiskam, bet arT socialajam
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vertibam. Ekosistemas pakalpojumu sasaiste ar konkrétu vietu ir arT biitiska ekonomiskas
vertibas noteikSanai, jo cilvéks, majsaimniecibas, bizness vai valdiba patéré ekologiskos
komponentus, kuri parasti ir saistiti ar teritoriju, pieméram, zivis ar ezeru vai juru
vai atpiitai pievilcigs mezs nevar tik parcelti uz citu vietu. Tapéc daudzu ekosisteémas
pakalpojumu klasifikacija un nodalisana ir veikta, lai atspogulotu arT telpisko piederibu
(Boyd and Banzhaf, 2007, Hein et al., 2006). Telpiskais un dazadais méroga skatijums
sniegtu 1@mumu pienéméjiem informaciju par to, kur blitu nepiecieSsama kada politiska
riciba (Naidoo and Ricketts, 2006).

Ainavam ir raksturiga daudzfunkcionalitate, kas nodrosina dazadu zemes lietoSanas
iespgjamibu (de Groot, 2006). Nemot véra sabiedribas vajadzibu pec ainavas sniegtajiem
pakalpojumiem, l€mumu pienéméejiem biutiski ir novertét ekosistémas nodrosinatas
funkcijas un sniegtos pakalpojumus ainavas Iimeni (ICSU et al., 2008). Ainavas
funkcijas tiek definctas dazadi. Vieni $o terminu lieto, lai raksturotu ainavas sp&ju razot
un sniegt pakalpojumus (Willemen et al., 2008; Kienast et al., 2009), cita zinatnicku
grupa (Helming et al., 2008; Perez-Soba et al., 2008) ainavas funkcijas defin€ ka zemes
nodro$inatos ekologiskos, socialos un ekonomiskos labumus. Ainavas funkcijas robezu

," o we s — we . “‘
Tiesi ietekmgjosie faktori | Ainavas struktiira un ekosistémas procesi

- izmainas zemes lietojuma

- sugu izplatiSana vai aizvakSana

- tehnologiju ievieSana un lictoSana

- piesarnojuma izpliudes un ievadiSana

- resursu ieguve un paterésana
klimata parmainas

- dabiskie fiziskie un biologiskie
procesi (evoltcija, vulkani
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1.2. attéls. EKosistémas novértésanas koncepts (péc Millenium Ecosystem assessment,
2003; Kienast et al., 2009)

Figure 1.2. Framework of the ecosystem assessment (adapted from Millenium Ecosystem
assessment, 2003; Kienast et al., 2009)
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noteikSanai var izdalit tris dazadus ltmenus: i) funkciju robezas nosakot saskana ar
noveroto zemes seguma struktiiru vai politiski noteiktu zemes lietojumu; ii) funkciju
robezas nosakot, izejot no lauku p&tijumos ieglitiem datiem; $a veida funkciju grupai
nav tie$a sasaiste ar noveéroto ainavu, bet papildus tiek nemti véra ar socioeckonomiskie
parametri; iii) nav telpiskas informacijas, kas nodrosinatu ainavas funkciju noteiksanu
(Willemen et al., 2008).

Ekosistémas novertésanas koncepta ietvara pamata ir pienémums, ka starp sabiedri-
bu un ekosistému pastav dinamiska mijiedarbiba, kas raksturiga ar to, ka cilvéka darbiba
tiesi vai netie$i nosaka izmainas ekosistéma un, savukart, izmainas ekosistéma ir iemesls
cilveka labklajibas limena izmainam. Tai pasa laika pastav ari citi no vides neatkarigi fak-
tori, kas nosaka izmainas cilvéka labklajibas stavokli, ka arT ekosistémas ietekmé daudzi
dabiski faktori. 1.2. att€la ieklautos tiesos faktorus daudzos vides petfjumos un novertgju-
mos defing ka slodzes, savukart netieSos ietekmé&josos faktorus ka ietekmgjosos faktorus.

Lai So ckosistémas novértésanas konceptu izmantotu plasak ari zemes, teritoriju un
ainavu parvaldiba, ainavu ekologijas zinatnieki ir uzsvérusi nepiecieSamibu veértésanas
ietvara ieklaut aspektus, kas lautu noveértét spju sniegt ekosist€mas pakalpojumus
regionala méroga, attiecigi papildinot novértésanas sisteému ar ainavas funkciju un struk-
tiru raksturojosiem elementiem (1.2. att.). Turklat ekosist€émas pakalpojumu nozimigums
jeb vertiba tiek noteikta péc trim parametriem: ekologiska vértiba, sociala vertiba un
ekonomiska vertiba (de Groot et al., 2002; de Groot, 2006).

Saskana ar dazadiem pétjjumu rezultatiem ir noteikta saikne starp ekosistémas
procesiem un ainavas funkcijam, kas ir kvantificéta un kartéta Eiropas méroga.
(1.4.1. tab.).

1.4.1. tabula
Ainavas pakalpojumi (péc Kienast et al., 2009; Layke et al., 2012)
Table 1.4.1.
Landscape services (after Kienast et al., 2009; Layke et al., 2012)
NepiecieSamie ekologiskie procesi Ainavas funkcijas ‘ Ekosistemas pakalpojumi
1. Apgades pakalpojumi
Saules energijas parveide @damos | Savvalas produkti Partika (zivis, medijumi)
augos un dzivniekos
Savvalas augu un dzivnieku Izejvielas (piem., Skiedras,
gengétiskais materials koksne)
Kimisko vielu dazadiba flora un Dabiskas kimiskas vielas
fauna Gengétiskie resursi
Saules energijas parveide Audzeti produkti Lauksaimniecibas zemju un
kulttiraugos un majdzivniekos akvakulttras sarazota partika un
izejvielas
Saules energijas parveide mezos | Saimniecisko mezu Koksne, skiedra
produkti Citas meza veltes
Ainavas spgja sniegt patvérumu Transports un Sauszemes un tidens transports
un drosu transportu majoklis Majokli
Ainavas sp&ja nodro§inat dazada | Energija V&ja un adens energija
veida (hidro, naftas, v&ja, ogles
u.c.) energijas razoSanu
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Nepieciesamie ekologiskie procesi

Ainavas funkcijas

Ekosistemas pakalpojumi

2. Reguléjosie pakalpojumi

Zemes seguma ietekme un
biologiskie klimata ietekmg&josie
faktori (SEG emisijas)

Klimata regulacija

Oglekla fiksacija
Citu SEG regulacija

Ekosistéma struktiiras ietekme uz
vides traucgjumu noslapesanu

Dabisko katastrofu
samazinasana

Aizsardziba pret veétram (piem.,
akmenu rifi)
Pladu un uzplidu noveérsana

Zemes seguma ietekme uz tidens
noteci un upju caurpliidumu,
tdens krajumu nodro$inasana

Udens regulacija

Dzeramais tidens, razo$anas tidens
Dabiska melioracija

Ekosistému loma bio—ktmiskos
aprites ciklos (CO,/O, bilance, N
un P bilance u.c.)

Baribas vielu
aprite un atkritumu
noardiSana

Aizsardziba no UV starojuma
Laba gaisa stavola uzturéSana
Udens attirisana

Vegetacijas, saknu sistémas un
augsnes eso$as faunas un floras
loma erozijas kontrolé un augsnes
noturiba

Erozijas novérsana

Aramzemes uzturéSana augsnes
veidosanas rezultata

Erozijas un nogulumu izraisito
zaud€jumu novérsana

Partikas keédes attistiba

Biologiska kontrole

Kukainu un slimibu kontrole
Apputeksné$ana

3. Atbalsta pakalpojumi

Savvalas augiem un dzivniekiem
piemeroti dzives telpa un
vairoSanas apstakli

Dzivotnu uzturéSana

Biologiskas, tai skaita genétiskas,
daudzveidibas uzturésana
(evolicijas process)

4. Kultiras pakalpojumi

Atraktivas ainavas Tpasibas

Estetiska informacija

Skatu baudiSana (ainaviskie celi,
apbiives izvéle)

Dazadiba ainava ar atpiitas
iespgjam

Rekreacija un tirisms

Ekotlirisma un dabas celojumi
dabiskas ekosistemas

Dabas ipasibu dazadiba ar
kulttiras un maksliniecisko vértibu

Kulttiras un
makslinieciska
informacija

Dabas izmanto$ana filmu,
gramatu, gleznu, folkloras,
nacionalo simbolu, arhitekttras
un reklamu motivos
Kulttrvesturiskais mantojums

1.4.2. Piekrastes ainavas pakalpojumi

P&dgjo gadu pétijumi par ekosistému un ainavu pakalpojumiem ir veltiti kvantitativu
un kvalitativu indikatoru atlasei, kas politikas veidotajiem un sabiedribai sniegtu viegli
uztveramu informaciju par resursu un biologiskas daudzveidibas ilgtsp&u (Layke
et al., 2012). Viens no principiem ir izmantot jau esos$o pieejamo informaciju, tai skaita
telpisko un statistisko, lai novértétu ekosistémas un ainavas potencialu sniegt ainavas
pakalpojumus. Viena no metodiskam pieejam ir vertét attiecibas starp zemes segumu
un to sp&ju sniegt pakalpojumus. Pielietojot B. Burkharda u.c. (Burkhard et al., 2009)



35

izstradato metodiku, promocijas darba ietvaros ir izveidota matrica, kas raksturo pie-
krastes ainavas sniegto pakalpojumu daudzveidibu (1.4.2. tab.).

Saskana ar ekosistémas pakalpojuma konceptu (1.4.1 un 1.4.2. tab.) rekreacijas
un atpiitas pakalpojumi ir klasificéti ka kultiras pakalpojumu veids. Piekrastes sniegtie
rekreacijas pakalpojumi ir saistiti ar celojumiem un aktivo atpiitu daba, Tpasi izmantojot
tikai piekrastei raksturigas ainavas. Atpiitas iesp&jas piekraste ir dazadas un atkarigas no
sezonas: peldvietas, pastaigas iespgjas, brivais laiks ar bérniem, sporto$ana, ainavisko
skatu baudiSana, putnu vérosana, makskergSana un citas aktivitates (Agardy et al. 2005;
Atkins et al. 2011).

1.4.2. tabula
Piekrastes ainavas pakalpojumi (péc Burkhard et al., 2009 un Kienast et al. 2009)
Table 1.4.2.
Coastal landscape services (after Burkhard et al., 2009 and Kienast et al. 2009)
=
IE -
: g
s :
9] E N
~ % 13 E
a @ | o= o=
g B == =] o=
o |2 |58 2z
9 =y > o ‘==
= = AR E|=
= (=] s E = 2|8
) = S|l o w =
@l Q9 RN = = 5| = =
<| o = @ o @ w = £ =
S| s &n WIS N @ &
S| = =) 2 2 > K S|l El @ = = @
N| 1= = == P> )g E 1= & Z o= =
v | & =9 B N >|E2|a|5|=|E
EREHBEEEEEHE R EREPRE
HHEERE B R EREREEE
AEHEPEEREEE R R R R EEE
2z N HEEFIEEIBEIEEEEB s
v e 2[E|2]N| 22 2| s|@|=| El2|E @ @
Sl 5 5|H 5| 2|2 E| Bl EE|5 52222 B8l
R == SRz = BRI ==
N @|<[<|O|a|=<|a|nS|a|S || 2(E|a|m|=|=
1. Apgades pakalpojumi
Savvalas produkti
Partika (zivis, medijumi) X X[X|x[x]|x X[X|x[X|x[X
Izejvielas (piem., skiedras, koksne) X|X|x|x]|x
Dabiskas kimiskas vielas X X[X[x|[x]|x X|x[x X
Audzeti produkti
Lauksaimniecibas un akvakultiiras
.o o X[x|[x[x]| x X[ x
sarazota partika un izejvielas
Saimniecisko meZu produkti
Koksne, Skiedra X X X X|X|X X
Citas meza veltes X X|x|x X X[ x
Transports X X
Majoklis X
Energija X |x X| x X X X X X
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2. Reguléjosie pakalpojumi
Klimata regulacija (oglekla
_ X X[x[x|[x| x [x|x|x|[x]|[x X |[x|x
fiksacija)
Aizsardziba pret vétram X X|[X|x X | X X
Pladu un uzplidu novérsana X[X|x| x |x[x|x]|x]|x X X|x|x
Udens regulacija (dzeramais
un razoSanas tidens, dabiska X X[X[|X|[X]| X [X|X|X]|X]|X X | X X | X
melioracija)
Aizsardziba no UV starojuma X X X|X|[x
Laba gaisa stavola uzturéSana X X X [X|x[x
Udens attirisana X X X | X|X[xX[X[X x| x[x|[x|x|X
Kukainu un slimibu kontrole X X|[x[x|x
Apputeksnésana X X | x X [x|[x|[x|x]|x
3. Atbalsta pakalpojumi
Erozijas novérSana un augsnes
S X X[x[x| x [x|x|x[x[x|[x]|x]|x]|x
veidoSana
Biologiskas un genétiskas
daudzveidibas uzturésana X X[X|X[X| X [X|X|[X|X[X|X|[X|X[X|X|X]|X
(evoliicijas process)
4. Kultiras pakalpojumi
Skatu baudisana (ainaviskie celi,
o X X x| x [x|[x|x]|x X p'e x| x|x
apbtives izvele)
Ekottirisma un dabas celojumi
A Lo X | x X x| x [x[x|x|x X|x[x[x[x|x|x
dabiskas ekosisteémas
Dabas izmanto$ana filmu, gramatu,
gleznu, folkloras, nacionalo X X[X[|xX|xX] X |[X[x]|X]|X X|x|x|x[x|x]|x
simbolu, arhitektiiras u.c. motivos
Kulttirvesturiskais mantojums X[X|x| X [xX[x X
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1.3.3. Ainavas pakalpojumu ekonomiska vértesana

Ainavas pakalpojumus verte ne tikai péc ekologiskas, bet ari péc ekonomiskas un
socialas nozimibas, attiecigi izstradajot un pielietojot dazadas metodes. Ekonomisko
novertéjumu metozu izmantoSana kliist arvien pienemamaka, jo situacija, kad resursi ir
ierobezoti, ekonomiska novertéjuma rezultati var piedavat kompromisu starp piecjamam
alternativam un atbalstit prioritasu noteiksanu (Schaeffer, 2008).

Lai novertetu resursus, tirgus cena ir viens no pievilcigakajiem ekonomiskajiem
instrumentiem, jo informacija par cenam ir saméra viegli ieglistama un pie noteiktiem
nosacljumiem tai ir nepiecieSamie parametri, lai sagatavotu ekonomisko vertgjumu.
Tomér tirgus cenas metodes nevar tikt pielietotas, ja: i) tirgli starp resursiem nav
konkurences; ii) resursiem ir sabiedriska labuma pazimes; iii) konkrétiem resursiem
nepastav tirgus. Tadiem gadijumiem ir izstradatas ne—tirgus ekonomiskas vertéSanas
metodes. Saja nodala dots ieskats par tam metodém, kas ir testétas promocijas darba
veiktajos petfjumos.

Kontingenta novértejuma metode ir viena no visbiezak izmantotajam ekonomiskas
novértéSanas metodém, lai noskaidrotu ekosistémas ekonomisko vértibu, kas nav saistita
ar tas tieSu izmantoSanu. Ipasi biezi ta tiek pielietota, lai novertétu estétiskas vertibas
(Schaeffer, 2008). Kontingenta metode ir tieSas vértibas noskaidrosana, kad cilvékiem
individuali tiek prasits par vinu gatavibu maksat par sabiedrisko labumu vai gatavibu
pienemt kompensaciju par sabiedriska labuma zaudgjumu (Leibenaths un Badura, 2005;
Pakalniete, 2008).

Metodes pamata ir specifiska sabiedribas aptaujas anketa, kuras viens no
galvenajiem blokiem ir saistits ar hipotétisku kada vides labuma noveértésanu. Anketa
svarigi nodefinét to preci/produktu/resursu/pakalpojumu, ko respondentiem piedava
verteéSanai. Svarigi ir sniegt ta raksturojumu, izmantojot dazadus raksturliclumus. Anketa
ir arT jaieklauj jautajums saistiba ar maksajuma mehanismu, kada veida respondenti, ja
piekristu, veiktu maksajumu par hipotétisko labumu. Svarigi ir, lai maksajuma veids
biitu ticams un juridiski saisto$s (US Environmental Protection Agency, 2010). Aptaujas
anketa par gatavibu maksat tiek ietverts atklata tipa dihotomas atbildes jautajums par to,
vai respondents biitu gatavs maksat par kadam kvantitativam jeb kvalitativam parmainam
saistiba ar vides resursiem jeb pakalpojumiem. Lai respondentiem buitu vieglak nosaukt
summas, anketas biezi icklauj maksajuma karti jeb summu sarakstu, no kura var
izveleties atbilstosako naudas lielumu. Kontingenta vérté$anas aptauja tradicionali ir
veikta pa telefonu, interviju veida vai pa pastu. Tacu pedgjos gados, izmantojot interneta
iespgjas, respondentu atbildes tiek iegiitas arT ar interneta starpniecibu.

Celojuma izmaksu metode ir netie$a ckonomiska vertesanas metode, kuras pamata ir
noverojumi par cilvéka individualajiem celosanas ieradumiem. Noskaidrojot, cik daudz
tiek celots un celosanas laika teréts, tiek noskaidrota ar ekosist€émas izmantosanu saistita
vértiba. So metodi plasak pielieto, lai novértstu ieguvumus no rekreacijas iespgjam, kuras
nodroSina ekosistémas un ainavas, vai ari lai novertétu ieguvumus vai izmaksas, kas
rodas, mainoties pickltiSanas izmaksam rekreacijas vietai, likvid€jot esoSo vai rekreacijas
vieta mainoties vides vai ainavas kvalitatei (Leibenaths un Badura, 2005; Shaw, 2005).

Kopgjas celojuma izmaksas tiek aprékinatas, summgjot celojuma izdevumus
monetara izteiksmé un laika izmaksas. Celojuma izdevumos ietilpst gan benzins,
automa$inas nomas, stavlaukumi, icejas biletes, nakSnoSana, gan citi ar celojumu
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saistitie izdevumi. Laika izmaksas ir tas saucamas alternativas izmaksas, kuras parada
celotaja ieguldita laika vertibu, apmeklgjot konkréto vietu (US Environmental Protection
Agency, 2010). Petijumos tiek pielietotas dazadas pieejas, ka aprékinat laika izmaksas
(Mendelshon and Olmstead, 2009). Visbiezak tick pielietota stundas algas likme vai nu
vienas tre$dalas, vai pat pilnas stundas algas likmes apméra. Ta tiek reizinata ar celojuma
pavadttajam stundam, tadgjadi iegiistot laika izmaksas. Tomer zinatnieku starpa nepastav
vienota viedokla, ka laika likmi noteikt vispareizak (Fezzi et al., 2012; Palmquist et al.,
2010).

Celosanas izmaksu aprékinasana var izmantot gan pieejamo statistiku, gan ari
izmantot specifiskas aptaujas, kas precizak noskaidrotu celojuma paradumus attieciba
uz pétamo rekreacijas objektu. Turklat aptaujas anketas formats var biit dazads — tas var
tikt siititas gan pa pastu, gan veikta tieSsaistes anket€Sana interneta. Tom&r neviena no
gadijumiem nevar nodroSinat izlases atbilstibu vienkar$as vai nejausas gadijuma izlases
principiem, tadgjadi izvairities no kltidu nenoteiktibas, ko rada izlases sastavs (Dolnicar
et al., 2009). Veicot klatienes intervijas, tas laika var noskaidrot ne tikai pasreizgjas
celoSanas izmaksas, bet arT to, ka mainitos celojuma paradumi, ja konkréta atpiitas vieta
piedzivotu kadas izmainas. Hipotétiska atpiitnicku uzvedibas maina lauj noskaidrot
visefektivako parvaldes modeli, kas raditu vai nu vismazakos ekonomiskos zaud&jumus,
vai tiesi otradi — nodro$inatu vislielakos ieguvumus (Starbuck et al., 2006).

Celojuma izdevumu noskaidrosanai bitiska ir intervé$anai izvélcta vieta un laiks.
Ja intervija notiek kada pasakuma (festivala, sporta, izstades, svétku) laika, kas ir bijis
specials iemesls, lai respondents dotos uz pétamo teritoriju, tad izmaksas atskirsies no
ikdienas thristu un atpiitnieku celojuma izdevumiem (Frechtling, 2006). Attieciba uz laiku
thristi un atptitnieki var tikt interveti celojuma laika (sakuma, vida vai atstajot teritoriju),
ka ar var tikt izsniegtas anketas un aicinats, lai celotaji registré savus izdevumus un
attiecigi aizpilditu anketu atsiita pétijuma organizatoriem (Daniels et al., 2004).

P&dgjas desmitgad@s ir veikti dazadi ekonomiskas vertéSanas petijumi, kas veltiti
pickrastei un okeana resursiem. Lielaka dala no tiem ir bijusi saistiti ar rekreacijas labumu
verteésanu, taéu galvenokart peétijumi ir veikti Amerikas Savienotajas Valstis (Ledoux
and Turner, 2002). Lai gan ASV ir saméra liela pieredze vides ekonomisko metozu
pielictosana, tomér lielaka interese ir bijusi tiesi par pludmalém, atpiitas zvejniecibu un
makskeré$anu un piekrastes mitrajiem (Pendleton et al., 2007).
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2. MATERIALI UN METODES

2.1. Piekrastes ainavas struktiira un tas mainibas izpéte

Nemot véra lidziga rakstura piekrastes pétijumus (Kull et al., 2007; Lopez y Royo
et al. 2009) un iesp€ju starptautiski salidzinat Latvijas situaciju ar citam valstim Eiropa
(European Environmental Agency, 2006; DEDUCE, 2007), pétama teritorija tika noteikta
ka 10 km plata pickrastes sauszemes josla, kas stiepjas no jiiras krasta linijas ickSzemes
virziena. Lai precizak analizStu telpiskas ainavas izmainas, 10 km plataja zona no jiiras
krasta linijas sauszemes virziena vél tika izdalitas 1 km un 300 m platas joslas. Sads
papildu p&tamas teritorijas dalijums tika veikts, lai novertctu ar likumu noteiktas Baltijas
jiras un Rigas Ii¢a pickrastes aizsargjoslas ietekmi uz ainavas strukttru.

2.1.1. Talizpéte un telpiskie dati

Talizpéte ir jau sevi pieradijusi metode, kas tiek arT izmantota, lai raksturotu un
kartétu dabas un vides problémas (Gimona et al., 2008; Mander et al., 2005; Smith
and Wyatt, 2007). Talizpéte dod iesp&ju noverot un izmgerit ar ainavas struktiiru un
sekot tas izmainam laika. Promocijas darba ietvaros pickrastes ainavas izmainas
atspogulotas ka zemes seguma izmainu analize, kurd tika izmantoti Eiropas Vides
agentiiras (EVA) CORINE Land Cover (CLC) projekta sagatavotie datu slani. Eiropa
zemes seguma inventarizacija tika veikta trTs reizes apméram ar piecu gadu intervalu —
1995., 2000. un 2006. gada. Nakamais visas Eiropas aptvero$s zemes seguma stavokla
inventarizacijas gads bija 2012. gads, tacu apstradatie dati, kas tiek saukti ka GIO
Land informacija, bts pieejami tikai 2014. gada. CORINE Land Cover (CLC) dati
parada gan zemes seguma stavokli Eiropas Savienibas dalibvalstis, tai skaita Latvija,
gan ari ta izmainas laika gaita. CLC1990 parada Latvijas situaciju 1994.— 1995. gada,
savukart CLC2000 un CLC2006 dati atspogulo attiecigo zemes seguma stavokli
1999.— 2001. un 2005.-2006. gada.

Standarta CLC zemes seguma nomenklatiira ictver 44 klases. Tas tiek grupétas
tris limena kategorijas. Piecas pirma limena kategorijas ir 1) maksligais virsmas
segums, 2) lauksaimniecibas zemes, 3) mezi un dalgji parveidotas teritorijas, 4) mitraji,
5) Gdens objekti (Bossard et al., 2000). Lai gan 44 klasu iedalfjums nav mainijies
kops pirmas CLC inventarizacijas veikSanas (1986.—1998.), tomér gandriz visu
nomenklatiiras elementu definicijas ir uzlabotas un precizétas (European Environment
Agency, 2007a).

CLC dati ir iegiiti ar 1:100 000 mé&roga iz8kirtsp&ju, minimala kartografiska vieniba
ir 25 hektari, bet minimalais linearo elementu platums ir 100 metru. Papildus zemes
seguma kartem EVA ka atsevisku produktu ir sagatavojusi arl zemes seguma izmainu
kartes (CLC-Changes). Saja datubazé minimala kartografiska vieniba ir 5 ha, noradot
patieso zemes mainibu (European Environment Agency, 2007a). Latvijas pickrastes
zemes segums stavokla un ta izmainu analizei tika izmantotas abas Eiropas Vides
agentlras sagatavotas datubazes, t.i., lietotais datu avots bija 02.2010 13.versija.
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Latvijas krasta linijas geomorfologiska raksturojuma sniegSanai tika izmantota
CLC2000 Coastline datubaze, kas apvieno informaciju par krasta tipiem un erozijas
tendencém. Ta apvieno zemes seguma raksturojuma datus par 2000. gadu un EVA
datubazes Eurosion shoreline 2.1 2004. versiju.

Lai sekotu I1dzi, ka dazadi dabas aizsardzibas un apsaimniekoSanas pasakumi tiek
ieviesti konkréta ainava un ka tie atstdj ietekmi uz resursiem, zemes virsmu un dazadam
slodzém, ir nepiecieSami augstakas izSkirtsp&jas att€li (Wiens et al., 2009). Tapéc, lai
telpiski novertétu Latvijas piekrastes meza ainavu izmainas zemes seguma, promocijas
darba tika izmantoti LU GZZF WMS sistema (http://kartes.geo.lu.lv) ievietotic Latvijas
Geotelpiskas informacijas agentiiras aerofoto att€li, kas uznemti 2007.-2008. gada
(ORTOFOTO 3. LGIA Latvijas 3. etapa ortofoto karSu mozaika). Tos izmantoja, lai
vizuali novertétu izmainas ainava, kas attiecigaja laika posma radusas galvenas cirtes
rezultata. Piksela izSkirtsp&ja bija 0,5 m, nodroSinot iesp&ju veikt detalizétu ainavas
struktliras novertgjumu.

Dabas aizsardzibas telpiskie dati par IpasSi aizsargajamam dabas teritorijam tika
iegtiti no GIS Latvija 9.2 datubazes, ko izstradajusi SIA ,,Envirotech”, Latvija. Turklat
no §Ts datubazes ir iegiiti arT promocijas darba izmantotie kartografiskie izejas dati.

Datu telpiska analize tika veikta, izmantojot geografiskas informacijas sisteémas
(GIS) metodes un rikus, ko nodroSinaja ArcMap 9.3 versija. Parklajot un atlasot
Eiropas CLC datus p&tamaja teritorija, kas ir 10 km plata sauszemes piekrastes josla,
tika iegliti zemes seguma dati nepiecie$amaja meéroga un griezuma. Veicot divu periodu
zemes seguma izmainu datu parklasanu, tika iegiita karte, kas parada izmainu telpisko
sadalfjumu. Arc Map 9.3 versijas programmatira dod iesp&ju analizSt ari zemes seguma
struktiiras statistiskos parametrus, pieméram, laukumu izméru, vienibu skaitu.

2.1.2. Statistiska informacija

Veicot telpisko analizi, izmantojot kartografiskos, aerofoto un satelttattelus, tika
noskaidrotas piekrastes ainavu izmainas telpa un laika gaita, tacu tas nedeva iespgju
noskaidrot, kapec §Ts izmainas ir radusas, kas ir bijuSi piekrastes ainavas izmainu
galvenie faktori. Tapec pétjjuma tika izmantoti statistiskie raditaji, kuri apkopoti
par administrativam vai apsaimniekoSanas vienibam. Galvenie statistikas datu avoti
promocijas darba izstradé bija Latvijas Republikas Centrala statistikas parvalde un
Eiropas Savienibas Statistikas birojs (Eurostat). Tika izmantoti socialekonomiskie
raditaji, kas raksturo iedzivotaju migraciju, blivniecibu, mezizstrades apjomus, eksportu
un tlrisma nozari.

ledzivotaju skaita izmainas piekrastes apdzivotajas vietas tika apkopotas, lai
novertétu sakaribas starp izmainam maksligaja seguma un urbanizacijas tendencém
piekrastes ainavas. Urbanizacijas tendences raksturo arT biivniecibas tendences, tapéc
petjuma ir izmantoti Centralas statistikas parvaldes apkopotie dati par izsniegto
biivniecibas atlauju skaitu un uzbtivéto dzivojamo maju skaitu.

Savukart koksnes un tas produkcijas pieprasijums viet€jos un globalajos tirgos rada
slodzi uz mezu ainavam. Tapéc attiecigie Centralas statistikas parvaldes apkopotie dati
par nozares razoSanas apjomiem un eksporta raditajiem tika izmantoti, vertgjot izcirto
meza platibu dinamiku. Savukart Latvijas Valsts meza dienesta ikgadgjie statistiskas dati
sniedza informaciju par izcirsto meza platibu dinamiku piekrastes pasvaldibas.
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2.2. ledzivotaju un tiristu viedoklu un uztveres izpete

2.2.1. V§&ja energijas raZzosanas ietekmes uz piekrastes ainavas vizualo kvalitati
noveértésana

2.2.1.1. Petama teritorija

Potencialo juras un sauszemes v&ja elektrostaciju (VES) parku izveides ietekme
uz ainavas vizualo kvalitati tika pétita Baltijas jliras Latvijas piekraste, aptverot divas
apdzivotas vietas — Jarkalni (apméram 360 iedzivotaju) un Pavilostu (apm&ram 1100
iedzivotaju). Izveleta teritorija ir raksturiga ar Latvijai unikalu ainavu — jiiras augstie
stavkrasti, vidgji 10-15 m augsti (maksimali Iidz 20 m augsti) (Eberhards, 2003). Si
ainava ir unikala ne tikai no ekologiska, bet arT no ainaviski vizuala aspekta.

Jiras teritoriju izmanto galvenokart tradicionala veida, t.i., zvejniecibai un
kugniecibai. Tacu, ta ka pieejamie zivju resursi ir kluvusi ierobezotaki un zvejas flote tam
tiek attiecigi pielagota, tradicionala piekrastes zvejnieciba nodarbinato skaits samazinas
(Latvijas Republikas Zemkopibas ministrija, 2006). Tap&c pickrastes pasvaldibas tlirisma
nozare tiek izv€leta ka alternativa attistibas iesp€ja, tai skaita Jirkalne (Rigas Ekonomikas
augstskola, 2005) un Pavilosta (Pavilostas novada dome, 2009). Pateicoties labveligiem
klimatiskiem apstakliem, $T teritorija ir piem&rotaka vg&ja elektribas razoSanas attistibai
(European Environment Agency, 2009; Latvijas Republikas Ministru kabinets, 2010b).
Tris no juras veja parku alternativam vietam, kam Latvijas Republikas Ekonomikas
ministrija ir pieskirusi atlauju uzsakt elektroenergijas raZo$anas iekartu ievie$anu, atrodas
Pavilostas un Jarkalnes apdzivoto vietu tuvuma (2.1. att.). Tuvakie planotie VES parki
atrodas 8 un 10 km attaluma no krasta.

2.2.1.2. ledzivotdju aptaujas anketa par véja parku ietekmi uz ainavu

Lai noskaidrotu Jurkalnes un Pavilostas iedzivotaju attieksmi pret potencialo VES
parku biivniecibu jura, tika izstradata atseviska aptaujas anketa (skatit 1. pielikuma).
Tas struktiira un jautajumu kartiba tika balstita uz kontingenta novert€Sanas metodi,
ietverot jautajumu par gatavibu maksat attieciba uz v&ja parka atraSanas attalumu no
krasta (Koundouri et al., 2009; Mendelshon and Olmstead, 2009; Pendleton et al., 2007).
Aptaujas anketas uzdevumi bija uzzinat viet§jo iedzivotaju attiecksmi pret VES parku
biivniecibu Latvijas piekrasté, VES parku atrasanas vietu, to iesp&jamo ietekmi uz vidi,
tai skaita uz piekrastes ainavu, ka arT noskaidrot, vai un cik iedzivotaji bitu gatavi maksat
par to, lai v&ja parki jiira atrastos vinu izveletaja attaluma.

Izveidotajai anketai bija vairakas tematiskas dalas. Vispirms tika iegiits vietgja
iedzivotaja raksturojums, kas parada vipa saistibu ar vietu un piekrastes izmantoSanu
vasaras un ziemas, attieksmi pret ainavas saglabasanu. Ainavas saglabasanas nozimiguma
vertgjumu iedzivotaji tika lugti sniegt Cetru pakapju noteikta verbalaja skala no ,loti
nozimigi” 11dz ,,pilnigi nenozimigi” (Gideon, 2012).

Nakama jautdjumu grupa tika saistita ar iedzivotaju IidzSingjo saskari ar VES,
konkréti, vai un kur respondents ir redzgjis sauszemé un jura izvietotus VES. Tika
noskaidrots, vai respondenti ir jau dzirdgjusu par iesp&jamo jiiras VES biivniecibu un kas
ir bijis informacijas avots.
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2.1. attéls. Potencialas veja elektrostaciju parku attistibas teritorijas (avots: Vides
parraudzibas valsts birojs, www.vpvb.gov.lv)
Figure 2.1. Locations of the potential wind parks areas (data source: Environment State
Bureau, www.vpvb.gov.lv)

Atsevisks jautajumu bloks tika veltits, lai noskaidrotu vietgjo iedzivotaju viedokli
VES biivniecibas atbalstam Latvijas piekrasteé. Izmantojot piecu pakapju noteikto
verbalo skalu (noteikti ja; drizak ja; drizak n€; noteikti n&; nezinu), respondenti izteica
savu viedokli par iespgjamo VES biivniecibu pickraste, sauszemé, jlira un jira iepretim
Jurkalnei un Pavilostai. Respondenti, kas sniedza noraidoSu viedokli, atbildgja arT uz
papildu jautajumu, kas noskaidroja, vai negativa atticksme mainitos, ja VES dotu papildu
ien@émumus pasvaldibas budzeta. Lai labak izprastu iemeslus iedzivotaju attieksmei pret
VES, tika luigts novertét dazadus aspektus, ko un ka ietekmgétu, ja jura Latvijas pickraste
tiktu uzbtivétas VES. Lai noskaidrotu, vai viedokli ietekmé cilvéku I1idz$ingja pieredze
un saskarsme ar VES (Ladenburg 2009; Molnarova et al. 2012), respondentiem bija
jamin, vai vini pasi personigi jau ir izjutusi VES ietekmi un, ja ,;ja”, tad kada veida.

Nakamais jautajumu bloks ietvéra vizualo VES ietekmes novértéjumu. Radot
sagatavotas fotomontazas, tika noskaidrots, vai iedzivotaju atbalsts VES buvniecibai
mainitos atkariba no to izvietoSanas attaluma no krasta. Lidzigi ka visparcja atbalsta
pausanai respondentiem tika piedavats viedokli izteikt piecu pakapju noteiktaja verbalaja
skala. P&c Cetru scenariju novertésanas iedzivotajiem tika uzdots preciz€joss dihotomas
izvEles jautajums par attaluma svarigumu VES biivniecibas atbalstam. Ja atbilde bija
,ja”, tad sckoja jautajums par vispienemamako attalumu un gatavibu maksat, lai v&ja
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parki atrastos vinu izvEletaja attaluma. Respondents tika ltigts arT skaidrot iemeslus, kas
noteica vina pozitivo vai negativo atbildi attieciba uz gatavibu maksat. Ja intervéjama
persona bija gatava maksat par VES atraSanos vinu izvEletaja attaluma, tad tika lugts
minét ikgad&ju maksajuma summu, ko varétu maksat, ka art min&t iespgjamo maksasanas
mehanismu.

Anketas nosléguma tika uzdoti socialekonomiska rakstura jautajumi par respondenta
dzimumu, vecumu, izglitibu, profesiju un ienakumiem.

2.2.1.3. Taristu un atpiitnieku aptaujas anketa par véja parku ietekmi uz ainavu

Lai noskaidrotu tiiristu un atptitnieku, kas izmanto Jirkalnes un Pavilostas piekrastes
unikalas ainavas un dabas resursus atpiitai, viedokli par iesp&jamo VES biivniecibu, tika
izstradata aptaujas anketa (skatit 2. pielikuma), kas ari balstita uz vides ekonomikas
vertésanas metodém, bet Soreiz, izmantojot celojuma izmaksu metodes elementus.
Anketas uzdevums bija noskaidrot, vai VES atrasanas jura Latvijas piekrasté ictekmétu
tlristu un atpiitnieku celosanas ieradumus, apmeklI&jot vai neapmeklgjot $adu ainaviski
izmainTtu atpiitas vietu, ka ar, vai VES esamiba ietekmé&tu uzturé$anas ilgumu. Tas,
savukart, sniedz iesp&ju aprékinat iesp&jamos zaud&tos ieguvumus jeb jaunus ienakumus,
kas rastos vietgjai ekonomikai (Ladenburg and Lutzeyer, 2012).

Lidzigi ka ar iepriek$gjo anketu tematiski ta ir strukturizéta vairakos blokos,
galvenokart ieklaujot slégta tipa jautajumus ar dalgji strukturétam atbildém vai
nepiecieSamibu sniegt vertg&jumu verbalaja skala (Altinay and Paraskevas, 2008; Gideon,
2012). Vispirms tika ieglts respondentu raksturojums, kas sniedz informaciju par to
lidzsingjiem atpiitas paradumiem. Tiek noskaidrots, no kurienes respondents ir ieradies,
cik ilgi un kur plano apmesties, ka ari, cik biezi tiek apmekléta Latvijas piekraste un
kads ir iemesls $im atpiitas vietas apmekl&jumam.

ATl tliristiem tapat ka vietgjiem iedzivotajiem tiek jautats par vinu IidzSingjo saskari
ar VES, konkréti, vai un kur respondents ir redz&jis sauszemé un jura uzstaditus VES.
Tika noskaidrots, vai respondenti ir jau dzird€jusi par iesp&jamo jiras VES biivniecibu
un kas ir bijis informacijas avots. Tam seko jautajumu bloks, kas noskaidro ttristu un
atpiitnieku atbalstu iesp&jamai VES biivniecibai Latvijas piekrasté: sauszemé, jura un
jura iepretim Jirkalnei un Pavilostai. Lai labak izprastu iemeslus respondentu attieksmei
pret VES, tika ltigts novértét dazadus aspektus, ko un ka ietekmétu, ja jura Latvijas
piekraste tiktu uzbtvétas VES.

Nakamais jautajumu bloks ietvéra vizualo VES ietekmes noveértg§jumu. Radot sa-
gatavotas fotografijas, tika noskaidrots, vai tiristi apmekl&tu jiras piekrasti, ka ari uz-
turétos ilgak, ja VES atrastos jiira dazados attalumos no krasta. Respondenti iesp&jamo
situaciju vargja novertét piecu pakapju skala no ,,noteikti ja” lidz ,,noteikti né”, dodot
iespgju izveleties ari atbildi ,,griiti pateikt”. Papildus ttristiem un atpiitniekiem tika pie-
davats veértét ar alternativu, kura VES buivnieciba notiktu pickrastes sauszemes teritorija.

Promocijas darba ietvaros veiktaja dazadu mérka grupu anketéSana tika icklauts
jautajums par piekrastes ainavas saglabasanas nozimigumu. Anketas saistiba ar
potencialo VES biivniecibu atseviski tika lfigts novertet gan jliras, gan sauszemes ainavas
saglabasanas svarigumu.

Ta ka petjjuma mérkis bija noskaidrot iesp&jamo ekonomisko ietekmi, kas rastos
tlristu un atptitnieku ieradumu mainas rezultata, tad respondentiem tika uzdots jautajums
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par planotajiem celo$anas izdevumiem. Anketas nosléguma tika uzdoti socialekonomiska
rakstura jautajumi par respondenta dzimumu, vecumu, izglitibu, profesiju un ienakumiem.

2.2.1.4. Vizuala materiala ieklauSana anketeSana

Anketas icklava Cetrus scenarijus, kas vizuali paradija iesp&jamo VES atra§anos
jura dazados attalumos no krasta. A3 formata horizontala lapas izkartojuma tika
izveidota fotomontaza, kas tika izmantota respondentu viedoklu noskaidro$anai. Katra
no Cetram fotomontazam tika paraditas 20 v&ja turbinas, kuru augstums ir 100 m, bet
sparnu garums ap 40 m. Tas novietotas proporcionali tam, ka tas atrastos jura 8, 10, 15

un 20 km attaluma no krasta (2.2. att.). Vizualizacija izmantotie v€ja turbinu tehniskie

2.2. attels. VES fotomontazas Cetros attalumos no krasta: a) 8 km no krasta; b) 10 km no
krasta; ¢) 15 km no krasta d) 20 km no krasta (autore: Lolita Piterniece)

Figure 2.2. Photomontages of the wind park located in four distances from the shoreline:
a) 8 km from the shoreline; b) 10 km from the shoreline; ¢) 15 km from the shoreline;
d) shoreline 20 km from the shoreline (author: Lolita Piterniece)
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parametri ir npemti no to modelu aprakstiem, kurus VES attistitajs (SIA ,,Balt Wind
Park”) mingjis sava iesnieguma ietekmes uz vidi izvért§juma procediiras uzsaksanai.
V@ja turbinu izvietoSanas dazadie attalumi izveleti, balstoties uz Ekonomikas ministrijas
attistitajam pieskirtajam atlaujam. Vizualizacija izmantota fotografija uznemta, stavot
Jurkalnes stavkrasta, kas raksturo So Latvijas piekrastes daJu un kas ir viens no tiristu
apmeklgjuma iemesliem. Vgja turbinu redzamibas talumu ietekmé tas, kur atrodas
verotajs — jo augstak virs zemes tas atrodas, jo talaka ir iesp&jama redzamiba.

2.2.1.5. Izlases veidoSanas stratégija

Nemot vera, ka aptauja tika versta uz divam sabiedribas grupam (vietgjiem
iedzivotajiem un turistiem un atpitniekiem), katras izlases veidoSanas stratégija bija
atskiriga. Ta ka pétljuma veicgjiem nebija pieejami iedzivotaju vai majsaimniecibu
registra dati, kas noteiktu kop€jo generalkopas sastavu un dotu iesp&u izmantot
kvantitativajos pétijumos visbiezak piclictoto nejausa gadijuma izlases metodi, tad
vietgjo iedzivotaju izlasi noteica, izmantojot gadijuma marSruta (angl. — random route)
metodi (Dixon un Leach 1977). Lai nodrosinatu vienotu pieeju respondentu aptaujasana,
precizi fiks€tu sniegtas atbildes un nepielautu nekontrolétu izveli intervéjamo personu
atlas€, lauku petfjumus Jurkaln€ un Pavilosta veica darba autore kopa ar trim apmacitiem
intervétajiem. Tiesas intervijas tika veiktas 2012. gada aprili un maija. Vienas intervijas
vidgjais garums bija apméram 15-20 mindtes. Tas notika gan darba dienas, gan ned€las
nogal@s, tadgjadi aptverot dazadu dienas laika spektru. Lai sasniegtu lielaku iedzivotaju
dalu, intervétaji apmekl&ja arT izveéletajos marSrutos esos$as sabiedriskas €kas. Tomér
jaatzist, ka dala no apmekl&tajam majsaimniecibam vairaku dienu garuma neviens nebija
sastopams vai intervétajiem tika atteikta daliba aptauja.

Taristu un atpltnieku aptaujas izlases veidoSanas stratégijas pamata bija
mérktiecigas izlases metode, ko parasti izmanto tirisma pétniecibas joma (Dixon and
Leach, 1977; Altinay and Paraskevas, 2008). Izlases dalibnieki tika interveti Jurkalnes un
Pavilostas pludmalg, autostavvietas un naktsmitnu vietas. 2011. gada augusta—septembr1
un 2012. gada junija- julija darba autore ar trim intervétajiem aptaujaja Sajas vietas
sastopamos tliristus un atpiitniekus. Apméram 20% uzrunato mérka grupas parstavju
tom@r atteica dalibu aptauja. DiemzEl preciza tarismu pliismas uzskaite, kas lautu
noteikt generalkopas apjomu, Jirkalné un Pavilosta netiek veikta. Tomér, balstoties uz
Centralas statistikas parvaldes datiem, kas sniedz ikgadéju parskatu regionu un novadu
(I1dz 2009. gadam — rajonu) griezuma un vietgjo tiirisma informacijas centru datiem, tika
aprekinats, ka gada p&tamo teritoriju varétu biit apmekl&jusi apmeram 45 000 tristu un
atputnieku. PEdgjo tris gadu laika vid&jais nak$nojoso tiristu Ipatsvars veidoja 33%, bet
vienas dienas atpiitnieku Tpatsvars bija 67% apmeklétaju (Latvijas Republikas Centrala
statistikas parvalde, 2012b).

Kopuma tika intervéti 270 vietgjie iedzivotaji — 125 Jurkalné (apméram 40%
kopgja iedzivotaju skaita) un 145 Pavilosta (apméram 13% iedzivotaju). Pavilostas
iedzivotaji nelabprat piekrita intervijai, tapec to parstavnieciba kopgja iedzivotaju izlase
ir zemaka. Tome@r kopgjais izlases apjoms bija pietickams, lai veiktu statistisko analizi
ar 95% konfidences ltmeni (Champ and Welsh, 2006; Hibberts et al., 2012). Taristu un
atpiitnieku izlasi veidoja 400 respondentu.
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2.2.1.6. Respondentu raksturojums

Dzimumu parstavnieciba atspoguloja iedzivotaju sadalijumu regiona, savukart
tiristu un atpitnieku izlases virieSu un sievieSu ipatsvars atbilda tdristu statistikai
valstl, t.i., petfjuma izlasé 44-46% respondentu bija viriesi. Intervéto vietgjo iedzivotaju
sadalijums pa vecuma grupam atbilda vecuma struktiirai Kurzemes regiona. Tre$dala no
intervétajam personam bija vecaka par 60 gadiem, savukart apmeram 10% respondentu
parstavéja jauno paaudzi vecuma no 18-24 gadiem. Tiristu un atpiitnieku izlases vecuma
struktiira bija lidziga nacionalas statistikas (Latvijas Republikas Centrala statistikas
parvalde, 2012b) un Eurostat (European Commission, 2010b) parskatos noraditajiem
raditajiem, t.i., vecaka paaudze celo mazak, bet cilvéki vecuma no 25-39 gadiem ir
visaktivakie tiirisma un rekreacijas pakalpojumu izmantotaji. Interesanta petijuma iezime
bija augstais respondentu Ipatsvars, kuriem bija augstakais izglitibas [Tmenis (66% visu
tlristu un atpiitnieku grupas respondentu).

Vairakums intervéto vietSjo iedzivotaju (92%) Jurkalné un Pavilosta dzivoja
visu gadu, gandriz puse no viniem dzivoja S$ajas apdzivotajas vietas kop$ dzimsanas.
ledzivotaju pludmales apmekléSanas biezums bija sezonali atSkirigs. Ja treSdala
respondentu vasara pludmali apmekl&ja gandriz katru dienu, tad ziemas laika ik dienas to
darTja tikai 7% respondentu. Dzivot Baltijas juras tuvuma nebiit nenozimé, ka cilveki to
izmanto arT atpiitai. P&tamaja teritorija neliela dala respondentu pludmali apmekl&ja pat
retak neka reizi gada — attiecigi 4,4% vasara un 10,7% ziemas sezona. Vietgjie iedzivota;ji
juru un tas pludmali izmantoja pastaigam, peldéSanai, maksker&Sanai, zvejoSanai,
vienkarsi atpiitai, sportoSanai, buraSanai vai dzintaru mekl&Sanai; vai arT tie darbojas
tirisma nozar€, tapec juru un tas pludmali izmantoja savam biznesa vajadzibam.

2.2.2. Latvijas piekrastes pludmales ainava ka rekreacijas pakalpojuma
nodroSinataja novértéSana

2.2.2.1. Peéetama teritorija

Pludmales ainavai un tas raksturam ir butiska nozime rekreacijas pakalpojumu
izmanto$ana (Brenner et al., 2010), tap&c promocijas darba izstrades ietvaros veiktaja
petijuma tika izveletas tas atpiitas vietas, kas parstav smilSaino pludmalu tipu un vietam
sasniedz 100 un vairak metru platumu. Turklat Igaunijas kolégu (Reimann et al., 2011)
veiktais petljums par savas valsts pickrastes ekonomisko noveértésanu apliecina to, ka
smilSaino piekrastu pludmalu ainavas ir visaugstak noverttais krasta tips ari naudas
izteiksmée.

Tapat pétijuma ieklautas atpiitas vietas tika izve€létas arT péc $adiem kriterijiem:
i) Baltijas juras, tai skaita Rigas Iica piekrastes, lielo pils€tu, mazpils€tu un ciemu
pludmales apmekl&juma intensitates; ii) atSkirigajam piekluves iesp&jam, kas ietekm¢ to,
kura sabiedribas dala to izmanto (proti, sasniedzama ar sabiedrisko transportu (dzelzcelu,
autobusu satiksmi) vai personigo automasinu); iii) atSkirigs pludmalu labiekartotibas
Itmenis (tGrisma un atpitas infrastruktiira (tualetes, atkritumu konteineri, sporta
laukumi, gerbtuves, rotalu laukumi, glabgji u.c.)). Tadgjadi jau p&c pétijuma dizaina $im
darbam netiek pielietotas nejausas gadijuma izlases pétnieciskas metodes (Altinay and
Paraskevas, 2008).
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Balstoties uz iepriek§ min&tajiem vietu izve€les raditajiem, p&tijumam tika izvEl&tas
sadas Latvijas pludmales (2.3. att.): Jurmalas pilséta — Majoru, Bulduru un Dzintaru
pludmale, Liepajas pilséta — pilsetas pludmale, Saulkrastu pilséta — visa pilsétas teritorijas
pludmale, Engures novada — pludmale no ApSuciema lidz Lapmezciemam.

s V
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ISAULKRASTI

ENGURES

JURMALA
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2.3. attels. Pludmales apmeklétaju aptaujas vietas

Figure 2.3. Locations of the beach visitors’ survey

2.2.2.2. Pludmales apmekletaju aptaujas anketa

Pludmales apmekletaju viedokla noskaidroSanai tika izmantota specifiska
sabiedribas aptaujas anketa (skatit 3. pielikuma), kuras struktira un jautdjumu kartiba
tika balstita uz kontingenta novertéSanas metodi. Aptaujas anketas uzdevums bija
uzzinat, vai individs ir gatavs maksat par ekosistémas nodrosinatajiem pakalpojumiem
monetara izteiksme (Pendleton et al., 2007; Mendelshon and Olmstead, 2009). Lai gan
§1 aptauja tika veikta ka kvantitativa petijuma veida aptauja, tomer izlases vertibas, kas
iegiitas statistisko datu apstradé un analizg, nevar tiesi attiecinat uz visu generalo kopu,
ko teorgtiski veidotu visi Latvijas pludmales apmekl&taji. Tas tapec, ka izlases dalibnieku
sastavs tiek noteikts pec meérktiecigas izlases metodes, kas neatbilst gadijuma izlases
veidoSanas metodes prasibam (Dixon and Leach, 1977). Neskatoties uz to, So metodi
visbiezak izmanto tlrisma nozares petijumos un tas dod iesp&ju veikt arT $adi veidotas
izlases statistisko raditaju un faktoru analizes iespgjas, lai ieglitu zinasanas par p&tamo
mérka grupu, $aja gadijuma — pludmales apmekl&taju viedokli (Dixon and Leach, 1977;
Altinay and Paraskevas, 2008).
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Izveidotajai anketai ir vairakas tematiskas dalas, kuras liclakoties tika izmantoti
slegta tipa daudzveidigas vai ierobezotas izvéles jautajumi (Mooi and Sarstedt, 2011).
Izmantojot slégta tipa ierobezotas izv€les jautajumus, vispirms tika ieglts pludmales
apmekletaja raksturojums, proti, vai respondents ir viet€jais vai vasaras sezonas
iedzivotajs vai atbraucgjs no citas pilsctas vai valsts, ka ar par to, kads ir pludmales
apmekl&juma iemesls. Nakama jautajumu grupa tika saistita ar pickrastes ainavu un tas
elementu nozimigumu, ka ari individu atticksmi pret ainavas saglabasanu. Saja gadijuma
respondenti tika Ifigti sniegt savu viedokli ¢etru pakapju noteikta verbalaja skala no ,,loti
nozimigi” 1idz ,,pilnigi nenozimigi” (Gideon, 2012).

Saistiba ar gatavibu sniegt savu finansialo ieguldijumu pludmales saglabasana
respondentiem tika uzdots slégta tipa jautajums ar dihotomas izvéles iesp&jam — ,,ja” vai
,»N&” (Mendelshon and Olmstead, 2009). Tam sckoja ierobezotas izvéles jautajums par
faktoriem, kas nosaka intervgjamas personas izveli atvélet finansu resursus pludmales
ainavas saglabasanai, ka arT tika noskaidrots veélamakais maksasanas veids. Nosleéguma
tika uzdoti socialekonomiska rakstura jautajumi par respondenta dzimumu, vecumu,
izglitibu, profesiju un ienakumiem.

Pétijums tika veikts 2010.—2011. gada vasara. Aptauja notika pasa pludmales zona,
uzrunajot apmekl&tajus un atpitnieckus un lidzot sniegt atbildes uz anketas jautajumiem.
Vienas intervijas vidgjais garums bija apméram 10-15 minites. Ta ka nav precizu
datu par pludmales apmekletaju plismu Latvijas piekraste, tad ir neiesp&jami noteikt
generalkopas apjomu. Centralas statistikas parvaldes dati sniedz ikgad&u parskatu
regionu un novadu (Iidz 2009. gadam — rajonu) griezuma. Tacu netiek apkopoti tirisma
nozares dati pagastu vai pilsétu pasvaldibu griezuma. Taristu un atpiitnieku statistiskie
dati vietgja (pilsétu un pagastu) Itmeni tiek apkopoti, ja pagasta (kop$ 2009. gada —
novada) vai pilséta darbojas tiirisma informacijas centrs.

2.2.2.3. Respondentu raksturojums

Pétijuma laika tika intervétas 907 personas — 2010. gada 643 personas un
2011. gada — 264 personas, kas ir kvantitativi pietiekami $§ada veida p&tijumiem (Champ
and Welsh, 2006; Hibberts et al., 2012). 514 jeb 56,7% respondentu bija sievietes un
393 jeb 43,3% — virieSi. Respondentu skaits katra pludmalé bija $ads: Jurmala — 334,
Liepaja — 205, Saulkrasti — 257, Engures novads — 111.

Aptaujato cilvéku sadalfjums pa vecuma grupam parada, ka pludmales rekreacijas
resursus vasaras sezona mazak izmanto vecaka gada gajuma cilveki (t.i., virs 65 gadiem) —
13% respondentu. Jauniesi vecuma grupa no 18 Iidz 24 gadiem veido gandriz 24% respon-
dentu, no 25 lidz 39 gadiem — 28%, bet 40—64 gadu veci apmekl&taji — 35% respondentu.

Ka jau augstak tika atziméts, intervijas sakuma tika noskaidrots, no kurienes
respondenti ir ieradusies. Rezultati rada, ka $aja jautajuma starp p&tijumam izvéletajam
pludmalém pastav atSkiribas. Jirmala un Engures novada respondentu sadalijuma doming
atbraucgji no citam Latvijas pilsétam un apdzivotam vietam, bet Liepajas pludmali
liclakoties apmeklé vietgjie iedzivotaji. Saulkrastos liels Tpatsvars ir iedzivotajiem,
kas pilséta dzivo tikai vasaras sezona. Engures novada pludmales apmeklé Lietuvas
iedzivotaji, veidojot saméra augstu respondentu Tpatsvaru (2.2.1. tab.). Tomér absoliitos
skait]os arvalstu apmeklI&taju Tpatsvars respondentu vidii bija lidzigs visas trijas (Engures,
Jirmalas un Liepajas) pludmalgs, t.i., 18 lidz 20 personas.



49

2.2.1. tabula

Respondentu raksturojums péc to dzives vietas (% no kopéja respondentu skaita
katra pludmalg)

Table 2.2.1
Residential characteristics of respondents (% of total respondents per beach)

Jurmala | Liepaja | Saulkrasti | Engures

novads
Vietgjais iedzivotajs, kurs Seit dzivo pastavigi 36 76 42 23
ledzivotajs, kurs Seit dzivo vasaras sezona 9 - 17 11
Atbraucis no citas pilsétas, novada 49 15 39 50
Atbraucis no citas valsts 6 2 16

Svarigs aspekts vides zinatnes petijumos ir respondentu izglitibas limenis. Gandriz
60% dalibnieku ir pabeigta augstaka izglitiba, 38% ir vidgja vai vidgja speciala izglitiba,
un tikai 2% ir sakumskolas vai pamatskolas izglitiba.

Vairak neka 60% aptaujato respondentu apmeklé pludmali biezak neka 20 reizes
gada, un tikai 11% pludmal@ ierodas 1-2 reizes gada vai vél retak. Ta ka intervijas
notika vasara, tad ir diezgan logiski, ka lielaka dala respondentu (78%) pludmalé bija
ieradusies, lai saulotos un peldétos (2.4. att.). Personas, kuras ir ieradusas sauloties un
peldeties, visbiezak izmanto laiku arT tam, lai bauditu piekrastes skatus un ainavas un
lai pastaigatos. 15% respondentu pludmal€ atrodas, lai saulojoties un peldoties atpiistos

kopa ar b&rniem.
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Figure 2.4. Purpose of beach visit (% of total number of respondents)
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2.2.3. Anketésanas datu apstrade

2.2.3.1. Datu statistiska apstrade

Promocijas darba veikto pétijumu laika aizpilditas anketas tika kod&tas un ievaditas
petijumiem izveidotajas Microsoft Excel datubazes, bet talaka apstrade tika veikta /BM
SPSS Statistics 20 programmatiira. Ta ka bija iegiitas tr1s atseviskas petijumu izlases, tad
promocijas darba vajadzibam tika izveidotas tris atseviskas Microsoft Excel datubazes.
Tacu faktiskai datu statistiskai apstradei un dazadu likumsakaribu noskaidro$anai dati no
trim izveidotajam datubazém tika kombinéti atseviskos SPSS datu failos.

Datu analiz€ un interpretacija tika izmantotas matematiskas statistikas metodes,
kas aprakstitas sadas publikacijas: Arhipova un Balina, 2006; Gosa, 2007; Mooi and
Sarstedt, 2011. Ta ka nav zinams gan pludmales ainavas, gan VES ietekmes un ainavas
taristu pétijumu generalas kopas sadalijuma veids, tad iegtto datu izlaSu raksturojamam
tika lietotas neparametriskas metodes. Atkariba no analizéto datu un izlasu rakstura
divu parametru salidzinasanai tika izmantotas Mann-Whitney U-kritérija, Friedman un
Vilkoksona metodes, bet neatkarigo izlasu salidzinasanai — Kruskal-Wallis tests. Pedgja
mingta metode pétijuma par pludmales ainavu tika pielietota, lai salidzinatu pazimes
starp Cetru pludmalu apmeklétajiem, starp atputnieku tipiem (patstavigie vietgjie
iedzivotaji, vietSjie iedzivotaji, kas uzturas sezonali, vai atbrauc€ji no citam Latvijas
pilsétam un novadiem, ka arT arvalstu tiristi). Savukart pétijuma par VES ietekmi uz
piekrastes ainavu Kruskal-Wallis tests tika pielietots, lai salidzinatu vietgjo iedzivotaju
un turistu viedok]us.

Hr kvadrata (y*) kritérijs, kas nosaka kada faktora iedarbibas batiskumu uz
kvalitativajam pazimes izmainam, tika izmantots, lai noskaidrotu, vai respondentu
atbildes ietekmg tas, ka vini agrak ir redz&jusi v&ja elektrostacijas jura.

Lai samazinatu mainigo parametru skaitu, ko vartu izmanot turpmako sakaribu
analizg, tika veikta galveno komponentu analize, kuras rezultata no lielaka skaita mainigo
iegiist 23 galvenos noteicodos faktorus. ST analize tika veikta jautagjumam par to, kadas
ir respondenta domas/viedoklis, ko un ka ietekmétu, ja jura Latvijas piekrasté tiktu
uzbiivétas vEja elektrostacijas. Respondentiem bija janoverte ietekme uz 11 dazadiem
aspektiem verbala skala — ,,pozitivi”’; ,,negativi”; ,,nebils ietekmes”; ,,nezinu”. Uzdevums
bija noskaidrot, vai ir iesp&jams reducét atbildi raksturojoso faktoru skaitu. Veicot galveno
komponentu analizi gan tiristu, gan viet€jo iedzivotaju izlasém, rezultati uzradija, ka
mainigie parametri (11 aspekti) sava starpa nekorelg, kas ir svarigs priekSnosacijums,
lai $T analize buitu sekmiga. Turklat arT citi koeficienti un testu rezultati, kas apstiprinatu
modela aprékinato faktoru derigumu, noradija, ka §is analizes rezultati nav pienemami,
lai talak izmantotu iegtitas faktoru vertibas.

Sakaribu cieSumu raksturojumam starp diviem parametriem tika veikta paru
korelacijas analize, nosakot Spearman rho koeficientu. Promocijas darba galvenokart ir
icklauti tie sakaribu analizes rezultati, kur korelacijas koeficienti ir statistiski bitiski. Lai
noteiktu faktorus, kas raksturo likumsakaribas starp dazadiem pé&tijjuma parametriem vai
pazimém, tika izmantotas gan binaras logistiskas, gan linearas regresijas analize.
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2.2.3.2. No tiristiem un atpiitniekiem neiegiito ienemumu aprekinasana

Taristiem un atpiitniekiem tika lugts sniegt informaciju par to, kadu naudas summu
vins/vina ir izter&jusi un plano terét $aja celojuma, izbraukuma, atpiitas reize. Intervijas
notika parastas vasaras dienas, kad ne Jurkalng, ne Pavilosta nenotika pasakumi vai
festivali, tadgjadi neradot situaciju, ka respondenta izdevumi tiktu saistiti ar konkrétu
notikumu (Frechtling, 2006).

Ta ka pétjjuma mérkis nebija detala celoSanas izdevumu analize, respondentiem
tika lugts novertet nevis atsevisku izmaksu pozicijas (pieméram, naktsmitnes, transporta
izdevumus, €dinasanu un atspirdzinajumus u.c.), bet gan tikai kopgjo visu izdevumu
summu. Respondenti arT sniedza informaciju par celosanas ilgumu. Ja respondenti celoja
grupa, tad vini noradija arT celojuma grupas lielumu, t.i., cilvéku (ieskaitot bernu) skaitu,
par ko tiek planoti izdevumi. Ja tika intervets tiirists no tiiristu grupas autobusa, tad tika
lugts summét tirisma celazimes izmaksas ar vél papildu teriniem celojuma laika.

Lai izvairitos no tuiristu un atpiitnieku kopgjo izdevumu parak augstas novertésanas,
tad vienas celojosas personas vidgjie izdevumi tika aprékinati, dalot vid&jo vienas grupas
izdevuma raditaju ar vidgjo vienas grupas licluma raditaju (Sun un Stynes, 2005; Stynes
and White 2006) katra no divam pé&c celojuma ilguma izdalitajam kategorijam (persona,
kas teritorija ir tikai caurbraucot/1 dienu, vai persona, kas teritorija uzturas ilgak par 1
dienu).

No tiiristiem un atpiitniekiem potenciali kopgjie neiegitie iepémumi tika aprékinati
pec sadas formulas:

len = (Izd, * Tsk * x) + (Izd. * Tsk * x), kur
n d i

Ien — neiegiitie iepeémumi, LVL

Izd, — vienas dienas brauciena vienas personas vidgjie izdevumi, LVL

Izd, — vienas personas, kas teritorija uzturas ilgak par vienu dienu, vidgjie
izdevumi, LVL

Tsk — tliristu un atpiitnieku skaits attiecigaja celojuma ilguma kategorija saskana
ar 2012. gada statistiku.

x — respondentu Tpatsvars, kas atbild&ja negativi (,,noteikti né” vai ,,drizak ne”)
uz jautajumu par to, vai apmekl&tu teritoriju, ja v€ja parks atrastos jura
noteikta attaluma no krasta.

Aprekinata summa sniedz indikativo summu par potenciali neiegilitiem ienémumiem
vietgja un regionala ekonomika atseviski katram no Cetriem VES scenarijiem atkariba no
veja parku attaluma no krasta.
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3. REZULTATI

3.1. Galvenas izmainas Latvijas piekrastes ainavas struktura

3.1.1. Latvijas piekrastes ainavas struktiiras kvantitativais raksturojums

Latvijas piekrastes 10 km plataja josla sastopamas 27 no 44 zemes seguma klaseém,
bet sauszemes krasta Imiju veido 15 dazadi ainavu tipi. CLC2006 dati parada, ka
analizétaja Latvijas pickrastes zona domin€ meZa ainavas, kas veidoja 61,6% piekrastes
ainavas platibas (3.1.1. att.). Latvijas piekrastes meza ainava parsvara sastopami skujkoku
(40% mezu zemju kopplatibas) un jaukto skujkoku un lapkoku mezi (30% mezu zemju
kopplatibas). Mezainas piejliras kapas, kas ir dabisks vai pusdabisks meza biotops uz
piejiiras kapam ar labi attistitu parasto priezu (Pinus sylvestris) kokaudzes struktiru,
ir domingjosa meza ekosisttma aiz pludmales un embrionalo un priekskapu zonas
(European Commission, DG Environment 2007; Aunins, 2010). CLC2006 dati rada, ka
14,7% meza platibas aiznem jauno mezu apgabali/krimaji. ST zemes seguma kategorija
ietver vai nu meza zemes, kur ir veiktas kailcirtes, vai pamestas lauksaimniecibas zemes,
kuras ir apaugusas ar kokiem (Bossard et al., 2000).

3.1.1. tabula

Galvenas zemes seguma kategorijas Latvijas piekrastes zona, nemot véra attalumu no juras
krasta Iinijas (% no zemes seguma izveletaja piekrastes zonas platuma)
(avots: EVA, CLC2006)

Table 3.1.1.

Share of the main land cover classes in the coastal zone of Latvia, according to distance
from the shoreline (% of total land cover in the selected widths of the coastal zone)
(source: European Environment Agency (EEA), CLC2006)

Kods Zemes seguma kategorijas Piekrastes josla 0-300m 0-10km
1 Maksligais segums/virsmas 6,8 12,7 43
2 Lauksaimniecibas zemes 7,6 16,9 25,3
3 Mezi un dalgji dabiskas teritorijas 83,9 69,5 62,7
4 Mitraji 1,2 0,6 4,6
5 Udens 0,5 0,3 3,1
Kopa 100,0 100,0 100,0

Ta ka Latvijas pickrastes zona ir sastopamas smil$ainas augsnes ar zemu auglibu, tad
lauksaimniecibas zemes aiznem tikai 25,3% pé&tamas teritorijas (3.1.1. tab.). Aramzemes
platibu ipatsvars ir vél mazaks — 8,2% kop&jas zemes platibas, kam seko ganibas ar 9,4%,
bet citi lauksaimniecisko zemju segumi (auglu koki, kompleksais kultivé$anas veids un
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lauksaimniecibas zemes ar ievérojamam dabiskas vegetacijas teritorijam) aiznem 7,7%
kopgja zemes seguma.

Ar maksligo segumu klatas teritorijas, kas aiznem 4,3% piekrastes platibas, ir
nozimigas piekrastes ainavas strukttras dala. 70,7% teritoriju, kas klatas ar cilvéka
veidotiem objektiem, atradas individualas un sabiedriskas €kas un ar tam saistitie
pakalpojumi vai atplitas zonas. Saskapa ar CLC2006 ostu teritorijas, kas klatas ar
maksligo segumu, aiznpéma 3,1% platibas.

Mitraji (tai skaita purvi un dumbraji) aiznem 4,6% piekrastes teritorijas, bet
idensteces un tdenstilpes veidoja 3,1%. Cetri lielakie pickrastes ezeri (Pape, Liepaja,
Engure un Kanieris), kas veidojusies no juras laginam, ir nozimigi Latvijas piekrastes
ainavas tipi un ir svarigi arl migréjoso putnu dzives cikla. Ta ka tie ir sekliidens
tidensobjekti, tad dala no ezeriem ir aizaugusi, veidojot mitrajus. Tadgjadi, lai gan p&c
nosaukuma teritorija pieder Gidens objekta kategorijai, pec zemes seguma ta ir klasificéta
pie mitrajiem. Cetru galveno upju (Daugavas, Gaujas, Liclupes un Ventas) un daudzo
mazo upisu grivas ari veido ipasus Latvijas piekrastes ainavu tipus.

Attalinoties no juras krasta, piekrastes ainavas struktiira mainas (3.1.1. tab.). Ja
krasta tuvuma parsvara bija mezi un pusdabiskas teritorijas, tad, picaugot attalumam
no krasta, palielinas lauksaimniecibas zemju Tpatsvars. leveérojams ir fakts, ka maksliga
seguma aiznemto platibu lielakais Tpatsvars bija 0-300 m zona, kas pierada to, ka
urbanizacijas jautajumi ir butiski tiesi jlirai piegulo$aja teritorija.

3.1.2. Kvantitativas izmainas Latvijas piekrastes ainavas struktiira

P&c neatkaribas atgfisanas 1991. gada lielakaja Latvijas dala zemes TpaSumtiesibas
nomainijas no valsts uz privato TpaSnieku. Tap&c svarigi ir novertet, kadas un kuras vietas
ir notikusas galvenas izmainas ainavas struktfira un kuri ir bijusi galvenie ietekmgjosie
faktori.

3.1.2. attels parada kopskatu par visam Latvijas piekrastes ainavas izmainam laika
posma no 1995.-2006. gadam. Analiz&taja laika perioda apméram 18500 ha zemju, kas
ir apméram 3,1% Latvijas piekrastes 10 km zonas, ir piedzivojusas seguma izmainas.
Statistiska uzrada, ka ainavas plankumu, kuros notiku$as izmainas, lielaks vid&jais un
maksimalais izmérs bija novérots pirmaja perioda (1995.-1999. gada), tacu ainavas
plankumu skaits lielaks bija otraja perioda (2000.—2006. gada). Tas norada, ka vispirms
notikusas butiskakas izmainas zemes seguma, kam sekojusi lielaka ainavas fragmentacija.

Ta ka Latvijas pickrastes ainava domin€ mezi, tad tiesi $is ainavu tips ir piedzivojis
vislielakas izmainas, analizétaja laika perioda veidojot 94% visu konstatéto zemes
seguma izmainu (3.1.2. tab.). Laika perioda no 1995. lidz 2006. gadam meZsaimnieciskas
darbibas rezultata meza platibu aiznemtas teritorijas 10 km plataja piekrastes zona ir
samazinajusas par apméram 5% kopgjas meza platibas.

Lai gan Latvijas piekrastes zona lauksaimniecibas zemes nav domingjosas, to dala
kop€ja zemes seguma ir samazinajusies divu galveno procesu rezultata — vai nu zemém
apaugot un kliistot par meziem, vai arT palielinoties maksliga seguma plattbam (3.1.2. tab.).
Laika posma no 2000. Iidz 2006. gadam ganibas apm&ram 95 ha platiba ir tikuSas
apbiivétas gan apdzivojamo teritoriju paplasinasanai, gan riipniecibas un tirdzniecibas
vajadzibam vai arT parverstas par buvlaukumiem. Ganibu nomaina ar aramzemém un
otradi ir saistita ar ierasto lauksaimniecibas praksi, kad intensivi izmantotajas aramzemes
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Rigas licis

0510 20K Zemes seguma izmainas, Zemes seguma izmainas,
" 1995-2006 03,57, l4Km B 19952006
a) Baltijas juras piekraste b) Rigas lica austrumu piekraste

Baltijas jira

Pavilosta

00,51 2Km \ ,“, m Zemes seguma izmainas, 00,51 2Km - Zemes seguma izmainas,
Lty * 1995-2006 Loy 1995-2006

c) Pavilostas piekraste d) Meérsraga piekraste

3.1.2. attéls. Izmainas zemes seguma Latvijas piekrastes 10 km plata zona laika posma no
1995.-2006. gadam (datu avots: EVA CLC-Change)
Figure 3.1.2. Land cover changes in the 10-km wide Latvian coastal zone: a) Baltic Sea
coastal zone; b) eastern coastal zone of the Baltic Sea; ¢) surrounding of Pavilosta;
d) surrounding of Mersrags (source: EEA, CLC-Change)
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pec kada laika tiek ierikotas ganibas, savukart attiecigas ganibas kliist par kultivétam
aramzem&m. Lidzigi ka pickrasté arT Latvija ganibu platibu piecaugums uz aramzemju
rékina Sai laika perioda valsts lauksaimniecibas zemju izmantoSana bija visparcja
tendence (Latvijas Republikas Centrala statistikas parvalde, 2007).

3.1.2. tabula

Zemes seguma (ZS) izmainas 10 km plata piekrastes zona laika perioda no 1995. Iidz 2000.
un no 2000. Iidz 2006. gadam (datu avots: EVA, CLC-Change)

Table 3.1.2.

Area of land cover change in the 10-km-wise coastal zone during the two time periods of
1995-2000 and 2000-2006 (source: EEA CLC-Change)

ZS perioda sakuma ZS perioda beigas Izmainu platiba (ha)
1995-2000 | 20002006
133 Buvlaukumi 112 Pilsétas struktiira ar partrau- - 29
kumiem
211 Neapudenota aramzeme 231 Ganibas 1,060 89
231 Ganibas 112 Pils@tas struktiira ar partrau- - 14
kumiem
231 Ganibas 121 Rupniecibas vai tirdzniecibas - 7
elementi
231 Ganibas 133 Bavlaukumi - 74
231 Ganibas 211 Neapudenota aramzeme 560 -
231 Ganibas 324 Jauno mezu apgabali/krimaji - 80
242 Kompleksais kultivésanas 121 Ripniecibas vai tirdzniecibas - 31
veids elementi
242 Kompleksais kultivésanas 133 Bavlaukumi - 9
veids
242 Kompleksais kultivésanas 243 Galvenokart lauksaimniecibas - 32
veids zemes ar ievérojamam dabis-

kas vegetacijas teritorijam

243 Galvenokart lauksaimniecibas | 324 Jauno mezu apgabali/krimaji 37 21
zemes ar ievérojamam dabis-
kas vegetacijas teritorijam

211 Platlapju mezs 324 Jauno mezu apgabali/krimaji 534 1105

312 Skujkoku mezs 324 Jauno mezu apgabali/krimaji 2682 3286

312 Skujkoku mezs 133 Bavlaukumi - 22

312 Skujkoku mezs 131 Derigo izraktenu ieguves - 7
vietas

312 Skujkoku mezs 122 Autoceli un dzelzceli un ar - 64

tiem saistitas (palig) zemes

313 Jauktais mezs 121 Ripniecibas vai tirdzniecibas 6 -
elementi




57

ZS perioda sakuma ZS perioda beigas Izmainu platiba (ha)
1995-2000 | 20002006
313 Jauktais mezs 133 Buvlaukumi - 5
313 Jauktais mezs 324 Jauno mezu apgabali/krimaji 4695 3857
324 Jauno mezu apgabali/krimaji | 312 Skujkoku mezs - 37
324 Jauno mezu apgabali/krimaji |313 Jauktais mezs - 159
412 Kdudras purvi 324 Jauno mezu apgabali/krimaji - 15

Aecrofoto attelu analizes rezultati, kas ir daudz detalaki par CLC datiem, apstiprina
ieprieks aprakstitos rezultatus par ainavas strukttiras kvantitativajam izmainam Latvijas
piekrasté. 300 m josla piekrasté nav novérojamas bitiskas izmainas zemes seguma,
kas bitu raduias mezsaimniecibas darbibas rezultata. Saja piekrastes zona nav veiktas
galvenas cirtes aktivitates. Ta ka meza cirSanas ierobezojumi iekSzemé ir mazaki, tad
kailcirtes ir izvietotas 300 m—1 km josla un cirsmu blivums pieaug iekSzemes virziena
(3.1.3. att.).

kailcirSu teritorijas 300 m linija 1 km linija 0 025 05 1 km
Lo 5 ¢ | ¢ B A

3.1.3. attéls. Aerofoto attels no Mérsraga pagasta, kas norada uz meza cir§anas intensitates
pieaugumu iek$zemes virziena, 2007. gads (attéla avots: Latvijas geotelpiska agentiira
ORTOFOTO3)

Figure 3.1.3. Aerial photograph image (made in 2007) of part of Mersrags parish,
demonstrating the forest felling intensification towards the inland (source of image:
Latvian Geospatial Information Agency, ORTOFOTO3)
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3.1.3. Urbanizacijas ietekme uz izmaipam piekrastes ainavas struktiira

Apdzivoto vietu un infrastruktiiru teritoriala paplasinasanas piekrastes zona ir
noverota tendence arT Latvija. Izmainas ir registrétas CLC-Changes 2000-2006 datubazg,
attiecigaja perioda paradot teritoriju ar maksligo segumu picaugumu. Sadas attistibas
rezultata ir zaud@tas ganibu un citu lauksaimniecibas zemju platibas. Pat atseviskas mezu
zemju teritorijas ir parverstas apbiivétas platibas, kas gan galvenokart ir bijis saistits ar
transporta infrastruktiiras attistibu. Maksliga seguma ipatsvars kop&ja zemes seguma
bilancé piecu gadu laika ir picaudzis par 1%. Ka jau ieprick§ minéts, CLC-Changes
datubaze ir registrétas zemes seguma izmainas, kuras ir lielakas par 5 ha. Latvijas
pickrasté $ada mainiba ir novérota Rigas, Jurmalas, Liepajas (Grobinas) un Saulkrastu
tuvuma (3.1.4. att.).

s

Rigas licis

\—-/ e 7
3 1 — -~
N / )
5~/ i o
& 2 Jurmala Jaunas apbiivétas platibas,
025 5 10 km 1995-2006
I:l Esosa apbuve

3.1.4. atls. Jaunas apbiivetas teritorijas Rigas aglomeracija laika perioda no
1995. lidz 2006. gadam (datu avots: EVA, CLC-Change)
Figure 3.1.4. New built up areas in Riga agglomeration in 1995-2006 (data
source: EEA, CLC-Change)

skaita picaugumu lielo pilsétu tuvuma (3.1.5. att.). Saskana ar statistikas datiem
iedzivotaju skaits ir palielinajies piekrastes pasvaldibas, kas atrodas 50-60 km attaluma
no Rigas, Ventspils un Liepajas (Latvijas Republikas Centrala statistikas Parvalde, 2009).
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- ledzivotaju skaita pieaugums >5%

E ledzivotaju skaita samazinajums < 5%

I:] Nav biitiskas izmainas 0 10 20 40 km
I I

3.1.5. attels. ledzivotaju dinamika Latvijas piekrastes pasvaldibas laika perioda no 2000.
Iidz 2008. gadam (datu avots: LR Centrala statistikas parvalde, 2009)
Figure 3.1.5. Population dynamics in the coastal municipalities of Latvia for 2000-2008
(data source: Central Statistical Bureau of Latvia, 2009)

Ostas (trTs liclas un septinas mazas) ir svariga Latvijas ekonomikas sastavdala un ir
nozimigas piekrastes zonas attistiba. CLC dati par periodu no 1995. lidz 2006. gadam,
kas atspogulo ostu faktiski aiznemtas platibas, neuzrada izmainas $aja zemes seguma
kategorija Latvija. Tacu izmainas, iesp&jams, sagaidamas nakotng, jo Latvijas Republikas
Ministru kabineta noteikumi, kas individuali nosaka katras ostas administrativas
robezas un kas ir pienemti laika posma no 2006.1idz 2008. gadam, ir palielinajusi
ostu administrativo teritoriju platibas vairak neka divas reizes (no 2025 Iidz 5059 ha)
(3.1.3. tab.). Attiecigi So noteikumu iespaida ostu teritoriju faktiska paplasinasanas,
radot maksligo segumu, var summeéties ar to, ka ostas nakotné aiznems apméram 1%
piekrastes zonas.

No otras puses ir divas ostas (Salacgriva un Liclupe), kuru administrativas zemes
platibas ir tikuSas samazinatas. 2010. gada Latvijas Ministru kabinets ir samazinajis
Engures ostas teritorijai piederoso zemju platibas uz pusi — no 13,86 uz 5,65 ha, ka ari
gandriz par 150 ha samazinajis Ventspils ostas sauszemes teritoriju. Galvenais iemesls
teritoriju samazinasanai ir bijis esoSais ierobezojums valsts vai paSvaldibas TpaSuma
esoSo ostu zemju privatizacijai, tadéjadi ierobezojot privato investiciju piesaisti ostu
teritorija, ja uznémums darbojas uz nomatas zemes.
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3.1.3. tabula
Ostu teritoriju juridiski noteikto sauszemes platibu mainiba (datu avots: Latvijas
Republikas Ministru kabineta noteikumi par ostu robezam)
Table 3.1.3.

Changes in legally designated port terrestial areas (data source: Regulations on the
boundaries of the port adopted by the Cabinet of Ministers of the Republic of Latvia)

Osta 1995 (ha) 2006-2008 (ha) Izmainas (%)

Riga 1036,50 1962,00 189,29
Ventspils 221,89 2357,83 1062,61
Liepaja 370,80 385,10 103,86
Skulte 59,20 62,84 106,15
Megrsrags 46,20 47,65 103,14
Salacgriva 44,90 39,30 87,53

Roja 28,40 30,08 105,92
Engure 9,20 13,86 150,65
Pavilosta 8,30 11,76 141,69
Lielupe 200,00 148,00 74,00

Kopa 2025,39 5058,42 249,75

2.1.4. Geomorfologiskie procesi un ainavas

CLC2000 Coastline datubaze parada, ka apm&ram puse no Latvijas krasta Iinijas
ir stabila lidzsvara stavokli starp nogulumu eroziju un akumulaciju. Tomér erozijai ir
paklautas 34% valsts jiiras krasta Iinijas. Saskana ar CLC Coastline datiem pludmales
un smilSainie krasti veido apméram 85% Latvijas krasta linijas, un tas ir visjutigakas
pret eroziju. Priezu mezi, kuru sastopamiba summgjas garuma lidz 24 km, ir nakamas
ainavas, kas paklautas erozijas riskam.

Tradicionali sabiedriba vairak uzmanibas ir pieversusi juras krasta erozijas riskam
paklautam apbiivEtajam teritorijam — apdzivotam vietam, ripnieciskiem rajoniem un
ostam. Maksligas seguma kategorija ietilpstoSie piekrastes posmi, kas varétu but paklauti
erozijas ietekmei, kopuma Latvija veidoja 11,2 km. Tapéc dazadi krasta aizsardzibas
pasakumi ir bijusi Tstenoti un tiek planoti atseviskos piekrastes posmos, lai mazinatu
juras vilpu iedarbibu un saglabatu pasumus. Parskats par krasta erozijai paklautajam
ainavam sniegts 3.1.4. tabula.
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3.1.4. tabula
Piekrastes ainavas, kas paklautas krasta erozijai (garums metros; avots: EVA, CLC2000
Coastline)
Table 3.1.4.
Coastal landscapes exposed to coastal erosion (length in meters; source: EEA, CLC2000
Coastline)
CLC zemes seguma kods un Iespéjama Apstiprinata Apstiprinata Kopa
klase erozija, bet nav erozija erozija,
dokumentéta | atseviSku posmu vispareja,
(m) dalas (m) gandriz visa
posma (m)
112 Pilsétas strukttira ar - 1425 3327 4752
partraukumiem
121 Rapniecibas vai - - 616 616
tirdzniecibas elementi
123 Ostu teritorijas - - 5664 5664
141 Zalas pilsétas - - 317 317
teritorijas
231 Ganibas 1320 - 9037 10357
242 Kompleksais 2802 1202 4535 8539
kultivésanas veids
243  Galvenokart 3997 - 1248 5245
lauksaimniecibas
zemes ar ievérojamam
dabiskas vegetacijas
teritorijam
311 Platlapju mezs 1654 - 21 1675
312 Skujkoku mezs - 3215 20760 23975
313  Jauktais mezs 1524 - 564 2088
324 Jauno mezu apgabali/ - - 668 668
krimaji
331 Pludmales, kapas, 4016 8797 90433 103246
smiltis
333 Reti apaugusas - - 463 463
teritorijas
Kopa 15313 14639 137653 167605
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3.2. Potencialo jiiras veja elektrostaciju ietekme uz piekrastes ainavas
vizualo kvalitati

P&dgjos desmit gados piekraste aizvien lielakas izmainas zemes izmantoSanas un Iidz
ar to arf ainavas struktiira ienes v&ja elektrostacijas un v&ja elektrostaciju parki (Moller,
2006; Stepanova and Bruckmeier, 2013). Saskana ar Eiropas V&ja energétikas asociacijas
zinojumu vgja energijas razoSanas apjomi kops 2000. gada ir pieaugusi vidgji par 11,6%
gada, uz sauszemes ik gadu uzbiivEjot apm&ram 4000-5500 v&ja turbinu, 2012. gada
sasniedzot 106 GW jaudu (European Wind Energy Association, 2013). Aprékinot v€ja
energijas izmantoSanas potencialu, Eiropas Vides agentiira piepem, ka turpmakajos
gados uz 1 km? sauszemgé tiks izvietotas vid&ji piecas 2 MW végja elektrostacijas, bet
jura — attiecigi 8 MW stacija uz 1,25 km? (European Environment Agency, 2009). Ta
ka Eiropas Savienibas 2020. gada mérkis ir sasniegt 213 GW v&ja energijas raZoSanas
jaudu (European Wind Energy Association, 2011), tas nozimé, ka tuvakajos gados ir
sagaidamas biitiskas izmainas zemes seguma.

Parasti ainavas izmainas sabiedriba tiek uztvertas ka draudi, negativa attistiba, jo
tas noved pie lidzsingjo ainavu daudzveidibas, saskanotibas un identitates zaudéSanas
(Antrop, 2005). Turklat $ts izmainas p&d&jos gados ir notikusas straujak un lielakos
apjomos (Antrop, 2006), Ipasi skarot piekrastes teritorijas (Vos and Klijn, 2000).

Nemot véra vgja atruma parametrus, Baltijas jliras piekraste (gan sauszemes, gan
juras dala) ir stratégiski atzita par vispiemérotako teritoriju v&ja elektrostaciju izbuvesanai
(Latvijas Republikas Saeima, 2010). Latvijas Republikas Centralas statistikas parvaldes
dati jau parada, ka pedgjos gados v&ja energijas razo$ana ir strauji attistijusies arT Latvija,
ti.,, no 2 MW 2000. gada Iidz jau 59 MW 2012. gada (Latvijas Republikas Centrala
statistikas parvalde, 2013). P&tjjuma laika piekrasté ir izblivEtas gan atseviskas v€ja
elektrostacijas (Liepaja, Ventspili, Uzava), gan nelieli v&ja elektrostaciju parki (Alsunga,
Priekulg, Vergalg), ka arT netalu Grobina atrodas jau desmit gadus stradajosas v&ja
elektrostacijas.

Jaunu vgja elektrostaciju izvietoSana piekrastes teritorija ir paredzEta arl nesen
apstiprinatajos pasvaldibu teritorijas planojumos. 2013. gada 30. maija pienemtais
Pavilostas novada teritorijas planojums atlauj jaunas, galvenokart, lauksaimniecibas
teritorijas izmantot arT v&ja elektrostaciju biivniecibai (Pavilostas novada dome, 2013).
ArT Liepajas pilsétas 2012. gada teritorijas planojums v&ja elektrostaciju attistibai paredz
teritorijas Karostas ziemelu dala, kur l1dz $im ir bijuSas meza teritorijas (Liepajas pils€tas
dome, 2012). Lai gan jiiras planojuma izstrade tiks sakta 2014. gada 1. janvari, tomeér
Latvijas Republikas Ekonomikas ministrija ir izsniegusi vairakas licences, kas atlauj
uzsakt elektroenergijas razo$anas iekartas ievie$anu Baltijas jura (Latvijas Republikas
Ekonomikas ministrija, 2011). Lidz ar to tiesi v&ja generatoru parku attistibu var uzskatit
par visnozimigako izaicinajumu ainavu izmainam nakotn€ Baltijas juras piekrastg.

Daudzu zinatnieku pétijjumos ir secinats, ka v&a energijas izmanto$ana ienes
butiskas izmainas ne tikai zemes izmantoSana, bet arl piekrastes ainavas vizualaja
kvalitate (Wolsink, 2007; Ladenburg, 2009; Gee, 2010; Punt et al., 2010). Tapec,
ievieSot Eiropas Ainavas konvencija (Council of Europe, 2000) ietvertos uzstadijumus,
ir butiski noskaidrot, kadas izmainas ainava ir cilvékiem pienemamas, pirms tas tiek
veiktas. Tadgjadi ainavas planoSana un parvaldiba biis sabiedribas akcepteta un izprasta
(Dramstad and Fjellstad, 2011). ST promocijas darba nodala atspogulo tos p&tnieciskos
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rezultatus, kas sniedz informaciju un zinaSanas par to, kada ir atsevisku sabiedribas
grupu atticksme un uztvere par juras v&ja elektrostaciju blivniecibas radito ietekmi uz
izmainam piekrastes ainava.

3.2.1. Atbalsts veja elektrostaciju biivniecibai Latvijas piekraste

P&tijums par potencialo jiras vEja elektrostaciju ietekmi uz piekrastes ainavas
vizualo kvalitati tika veikts Pavilosta un Jurkalng laika perioda no 2011. lidz 2012. gadam
(skatit 2.2. nodalu). Petfjuma, aptaujajot 270 vietgjos iedzivotajus un 400 tdristus un
atputniekus, vispirms tika noskaidrota respondentu atticksme pret v&ja elektrostaciju
attistibu Latvija un So apdzivoto vietu tuvuma.

Intervijas iegiito datu rezultati parada, ka gan viet§jiem iedzivotajiem, gan tiristiem
un atpiitniekiem ir [1dziga attieksme pret v&ja elektrostaciju (VES) attistibu (3.2.1. att.).
Respondenti labpratak atbalstitu VES biivniecibu Latvijas piekrastes sauszemes dala.
Jautajot par atbalstu sauszemes VES biivniecibai, 61% taristu un atpttnieku un 50%
vietgjo iedzivotaju atbildgja ar ,,noteikti ja” vai ,,drizak ja”. Mazak atbalstosi respondenti
ir attieciba uz VES biivniecibu Latvijas piekrasté jura. Tomeér vairakums no turistiem
(55%) sniedza pozitivu atbildi, kamér tikai 27% vietgjo iedzivotaju atbalstitu VES
buivniecibu jiira Latvijas piekraste. Visnegativak respondenti ir pret VES biivniecibu jura
pretT petijuma teritorijai. Pozitivu atbildi deva tikai 26% taristu un atpitnieku un 15%
vietgjo iedzivotaju.
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3.2.1. attéls. Respondentu atbalsts VES biuivniecibai Baltijas jiiras Latvijas piekrasté

Figure 3.2.1. Support to construction of a wind park in the Baltic Sea coast area of Latvia

Lai noskaidrotu, vai viedoklu dazadiba par trim dotajam alternativam (krasta, jira
un jura tuvuma) ir statistiski bitiskas, tika veikti Friedman, Kendall’'s W un Wilcoxon
Signed Rank testi. To rezultati apstiprina, ka respondentu attieksme pret dazadam VES
izvietoSanas vietam ir statistiski butiski atSkiriga (3.2.1. tab.). Friedman testa, kas
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noverte, vai vispar pastav statistiski butiskas at$kiribas starp tris atbilzu medianam,
rezultativa vertiba, apvienojot abu izlasu raditajus vienota analizg, norada uz bitiskam
atSkiribam starp §Tm trim vietas alternativam — y*(2, N = 670) = 270,248, p < 0,001
(3.2.1.b. tab.). Kendall s W vertiba ir 0,202, kas norada uz lielam atskiribam starp trim
alternativam (3.2.1.c. tab.). Wilcoxon Signed Rank testa vertiba apstiprina, ka viedokli
statistiski butiski atSkiras (p < 0,005), arT vertgjot vidjos rangus starp divam atseviskam
alternativam (3.2.1.d. tab.).

Lidzigi Friedman testa rezultati tika ar iegtti, kad tika statistiski analizEtas abu
izlaSu kopas atseviski, tadgjadi apstiprinot respondentu atskirigo viedokli par trim
geografiski dazadam VES izvietoSanas alternativam: y*(2, N = 270) = 152,173, p <0,01,
Kendall’s W — 0,282 (vietgjie iedzivotaji); y*(2, N = 400) = 146,407, p <0,01, Kendall's
W — 0,183 (turisti un atpttnieki).

3.2.1. tabula
Neparametrisko testu rezultati viedoklu atSkiribu biuitiskuma novértéSanai starp trim
iespéjamiem attistibas virzieniem véja staciju izvietoSana

Table 3.2.1.
Results of the non-parametric tests to assess the signifiance of the diference in opinions
about three development directions for a wind par location

a) Vidéjie rangi

Vidgjais rangs*

1. Vai Jus atbalstitu v&ja elektrostaciju buivniecibu sauszemé Latvijas piekraste? 1,73

2. Vai Jus atbalstitu VES biivniecibu jura Latvijas piekraste? 1,88

3. Vai Jus atbalstitu VES buivniecibu jiira $aja vieta? 2,39
*jo zemaks vidéjais rangs, jo pozitivaka attieksme

b)Friedman Tests ¢) Kendall’s W Tests

N 670 N 670

Chi-Square 270,248 Kendall’s W? 0,202

df 2 Chi-Square 270,248

Asymp. Sig. 0,000 df 2

Asymp. Sig. 0,000

a. Kendall’s Coefficient of Concordance

d) Wilcoxon Signed Rank tests
Vai Jus atbalstitu VES | Vai Jus atbalstitu VES
biivniecibu jura Latvijas | blivniecibu jura S$aja
pickraste? — Vai Jus at- | vieta? — Vai Jis atbalsti-

Vai Jis atbalstitu VES biv-
niecibu jiira S$aja vieta? —
Vai Jis atbalstitu vEja elek-

balstitu v&ja elektrostaci-
ju blvniecibu sauszemé
Latvijas piekraste?

tu VES biivniecibu jiira
Latvijas piekraste?

trostaciju biivniecibu saus-
zeme Latvijas piekraste?

Z -2,998° -12,008° -12,264°
Asymp. Sig.
(2-tailed) 0,003 0,000 0,000

b. Based on negative ranks.
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Viedoklu atskiribas pastav ari starp respondentu izlasém, t.i., vietgjiem iedzivotajiem
un tdristiem un atpttniekiem. Ja tdristi un atpttnieki ir VES attistibu atbalstosaki, tad,
neskatoties uz VES teritorialo novietojumu, vairums viet§jo iedzivotdaju ir negativi
noskanoti. Statistiski biitiska atSkiriba starp abam grupam ir apstiprinata ar Mann-
Whitney U testa rezultatiem (3.2.2. tab.). Tomér lidziga negativa atticksme abam grupam
ir arT attieciba uz VES biivniecibu jira abu apdzivoto vietu tuvuma. It ipasi negativisms
ir noveérojams vietjo iedzivotaju vida, kur 80% respondentu ir pret tuvuma esos$as
juras izmantoSanu VES attistibai. 68% respondentu uz jautajumu, vai vini atbalstitu
VES bivniecibu iepretim Jurkalnei vai Pavilostai, sniedza atbildi ,,noteikti n&”; 12% —
,»drizak ng”. Dala vietgjo iedzivotaju (65%) nemainitu savu viedokli pat tad, ja dala no
ienakumiem, ko dotu sarazota elektriba, nonaktu pasvaldibas budzeta.

3.2.2. tabula

Mann-Whitney U testa rezultati viedoklu par atbalstu VES biivniecibai atSkiribu biitiskuma
novértésanai starp abam izlaSu grupam

Table 3.2.2.

Results of the Mann-Whitney U test to assess the signifiance of the diference in opinions in
support to wind park construction between both samples

Rangi
Respondentu Vidgjais
Izlase skaits (N) rangs Rangu summa
1. Vai Jus atbalstitu vietgjie iedzivotaji 270 359,63 97100,00
gja elektrostacij
veja eeXTOSHCUY | iristi un atpatnieki 400 31921 127685,00
biivniecibu sauszemé
Latvijas piekraste? kopa 670
2. Vai Jus atbalstitu vietgjie iedzivotaji 270 402,89 108780,50
VES blvniectbu jird | (5o un atpatnieki 400 290,01 11600450
Latvijas piekraste?
kopa 670
3. Vai Jus atbalstitu VES | vietgjie iedzivotaji 270 383,13 103445,00
b?_wt‘};edb“ﬁrﬁ $8)8 | (Gristi un atpatnieki 400 303,35 121340,00
vieta?
kopa 670

Testu Statistikas®

Vai Jus atbalstitu
veja elektrostaciju

Vai Jis atbalstitu

VES biivniecibu

Vai Jis atbalstitu VES
biivniecibu jira Saja

biivniecibu sauszeme jura Latvijas vieta?
Latvijas piekraste? piekraste?
Mann-Whitney U 47485,000 35804,500 41140,000
Wilcoxon W 127685,000 116004,500 121340,000
Z -2,751 -7,616 -5,725
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 0,006 0,000 0,000

a. Grup&sanas mainigais:

izlase
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Ta ka respondenti sniedza arT demografisku informaciju, tad tika noskaidrots, vai
pastav atSkiribas starp iedzivotaju grupam péc dzimuma, vecuma, izglitibas un gimenes
lieluma raditajiem. Spearman rho testa rezultati norada, ka nav pamata secinat, ka
pastavétu statistiski biitiskas sakaribas starp iedzivotaju pausto viedokli par VES attistibu
piekrasté un demografiskiem raditajiem (3.2.3. tab.). Pat, ja raditajs par gimenes lielumu
norada uz statistiski biitisku sakaribu, ta vertiba tomger ir parak zema, lai sakaribai biitu
nozime.

Veicot korelacijas analizi taristu un atpiitnieku izlases datiem, tika iegtti lidzigi
rezultati attieciba uz iesp&jamo sakaribu starp atbalstu VES attistibai un demografiskiem
raditajiem. Spearman rho testa rezultati neuzradija statistiski biitiskas sakaribas nevienam
no analizétajiem demografisko raditaju parametriem.

3.2.3. tabula
Spearman rho Korelacijas testa rezultati starp vietéjo iedzivotaju izlases pausto atbalstu
VES biivniecibai un demografiskiem raditajiem

Table 3.2.3.
Results of the Spearman rho correlation test between support to wind park development
and demographic characteristics for the sample of local inhabitants

Gimenes
Izlase Dzimums | Vecums | Izglitiba lielums
1. Vai Jas atbalstitu vgja Korelacijas -0,083 0,003 0,036 0,124*
elektrostaciju biivniecibu | koeficients
sauszeme Latvijas : :
pickrasts? Sig. (2-tailed) 0,175 0,965 0,560 0,042
2. Vai Jus atbalstitu VES Korelacijas -0,102 -0,050 -0,030 0,067
biivniecibu jura Latvijas | koeficients
piekrastg? . .
Sig. (2-tailed) 0,094 0,410 0,619 0,277
3. Vai Jus atbalstitu VES Korelacijas -0,097 -0,002 -0,049 0,066
blvniecibu jura $aja koeficients
vieta? - -
Sig. (2-tailed) 0,111 0,970 0,418 ,0283

* abpuséjas p-vertiba ir ar biitiskuma limeni <0,05

3.2.2. Jiiras véja elektrostaciju biivniecibas iespéjamas ietekmes noveértéjums

Lai labak novertetu, kadi apsverumi veido respondentu attieksmi pret VES attistibu
jura Latvijas piekrastg, abam izlasém tika liigts izvertet iesp&jamo ietekmi uz dazadiem
vides un socialekonomiskiem aspektiem (3.2.4. tab.).
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3.2.4. tabula
Respondentu viedoklis par VES biuivniecibas jura iespéjami radito ietekmi (% no visiem
respondentiem; N = 670)
Table 3.2.4.

Potential effects from the construction of the offshore windpark (% of total number of
respondents; N = 670)

Pozitivi | Negativi | Nebiitu ietekmes | Nezinu
1. Darbavietu skaitu vietgja apkartné 24 4 58 14
2. Elektribas tarifus 25 19 39 17
3. Vietgja nekustama Ipasuma vertibu 10 44 27 19
4. Kugosanas/navigacijas dro§ibu 2 38 28 32
5. Gaisa kvalitati, radot gaisa piesarpojumu 1 9 69 21
6. Vietgjo troksna limeni 1 39 45 15
7. Jahtu tirisma iespgjas 3 44 33 20
8. Zvejniecibu (nozvejas apjomus) 0 66 16 18
9. Atputas un vietgjo tlirisma attistibu 10 49 29 12
10. Piekrastes dabas vertibas (augus, biotopus, 1 66 20 13
putnus, dzivniekus)
11. Piekrastes ainavu 9 67 17 7

Kopgjie rezultati parada, ka vairakums respondentu doma, ka VES buivnieciba jiira
negativi ietekmé@s ne tikai piekrastes ainavu, bet arT dabas vertibas, ka arT zvejniecibu.
Apméram katrs ceturtais respondents uzskata, ka VES pozitivi ietekm@s darba vietu
skaitu tuvaka apkartné, ka arT samazinas elektribas tarifus.

Kad respondentiem tika jautats par VES buivniecibas raditam iesp&jamam ietekmeém
uz ainavu, tad gan tiristi (66%), gan vietgjie iedzivotaji (67%) VES ietekmi novértgja
ka negativu. Turprett dala (11%) no tiiristu un atpiitnieku grupas parstavjiem uzskata, ka,
izvietojot v€ja turbinas jiira, ainava klutu atraktivaka. Apméram 20% vietgjo iedzivotaju
un 16% atpiitnieku nesaskata nekadu iespgjamo ietekmi uz ainavu. Apméram 7%
respondentu bija griiti novertet iesp&jamo ietekmi, tapec vini izvelgjas atbildi ,,nezinu”
(3.2.2. att.). Datu analizes rezultati parada, ka lielaka dala respondentu (85%), kuri ir pret
veja parku attistibu, arT uzskata, ka tiks sabojata ainava.

Spearman rho testa rezultati norada uz statistiski butiski vaju korelaciju starp
atbildem, ko respondenti sniedza, vértgjot jiras VES biivniecibas potencialo ietekmi uz
dazadiem socialekonomiskiem un vides aspektiem. Tas nozimé, ka turpmakos ietekmes
uz vidi noveértgjumos dazadie verteSanas aspekti biitu jaskata atseviski.

Veicot binaras logistiskas regresijas analizi ar ievada metodi, tika noskaidrots,
kuri no vértgjamiem aspektiem varétu bt ietekm&jusi respondentu atbildi attieciba uz
atbalstu VES biivniecibai jiira. Analize tika apvienotas pozitivas un negativas atbildes,
pieskirot ,,1” atbildém ,,noteikti ja” un ,,drizak ja”, attiecigi, ,,0” — atbildém ,noteikti
n&” un ,,drizak n&”. Respondentu anketas, kas sniedza atbildi ,,nezinu”, tika izslégtas no
binaras logistiskas regresijas analizes. Rezultati parada, ka VES atbalstu jora statistiski
batiski ietekm@ Cetri no 11 aspektiem (3.2.5. tab.). Turklat 3.2.5. tabulas kolonas ,,Exp
(B)” vertiba norada uz vértéto aspektu ietekmes koeficientu attieciba pret iespgjamam
izmaindm attieciba uz atbalstu VES biivniecibai jura. Faktora ,,Exp (B)” vertibu
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3.2.2. attéls. Respondentu viedoklis par VES biivniecibas jiira iespéjami radito

ietekmi uz ainavu

Figure 3.2.2. Perception on impact of an off-shore wind park on landscape

savstarpgjas relativas attiecibas norada uz to, ka tris no Cetriem ir saméra lidzvertigi,
kamér ,,darbavietu skaits vietgja apkartné” attieciba ir tris reizes mazsvarigaks jautajuma,
vai respondents atbalstitu VES biivniecibu jira.

biivniecibai jiirai” (tabula noraditi tikai batiskie faktori)

3.2.5. tabula
Binaras logistiskas regresijas analizes rezultati rezultativajam faktoram ,,Atbalsts VES

Table 3.2.5.

Results of the binary logistic regression for dependent factor ,,Support to offshore wind

park construction”

B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
Darbavietu skaitu vietgja apkartné | -0,528 | 0,097 | 29,930 1 0,000 0,590
Kugosanas/navigacijas dro$ibu 0,408 0,110 | 13,678 1 0,000 1,504
Zvejniecibu (nozvejas apjomus) 0,422 0,128 | 10,879 1 0,001 1,525
Ei‘zf;;z:spﬁziz,Vggﬁzk(iz)gus’ 0403 | 0,133 | 9244 1 | 0002 | 1497
Konstante -0,942 | 0,731 1,659 1 0,198 0,390

3.2.3. Jiiras véja elektrostaciju vizualas ietekmes uz jiras ainavu novertéjums

Izmantojot Cetrus fotoattelus ar attiecigiem VES atraSanas jira scenarijiem,
respondenti veérteja vizualo ietekmi uz jiiras ainavu. Vertésanas jautajums tika konceptuali
balstits, nemot véra abu izlasu saistibu ar jiiru un tas izmantoSanu. Taristi un atpttnieki
tika lagti izteikt viedokli, vai VES atrasanas jura konkrétos attalumos no krasta atturétu
vinus no $adas piekrastes apmekl&juma, t.i., vai VES redzamibas efekts iespaido vinu
lemumu $adas piekrastes vieta apmeklét citu vietu, kur VES nav redzams. P&tfjjuma
rezultati parada, ka apmekleSanas iesp&amiba pieaug, palielinoties attalumam, kada
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VES atrodas no krasta (3.2.3. att.). Lidziga aina ir arT attieciba uz uzturéSanas ilgumu.
Tuaristi labpratak paliktu atpisties ilgak, ja VES atrastos talak no krasta (3.2.6. tab.).
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3.2.3. attels. Turistu un atpiitnieku piekrastes apmeklétiba nakotné atkariba no VES
izvietoSanas attaluma no Kkrasta

Figure 3.2.3. Stated visitation probability of tourists depending on the siting of the offshore

wind park

3.2.6. tabula
Tiristu izlases raksturojosie raditaji attieciba uz apmeklétibas iespéjamibu un uzturé$anos
ilgumu atkariba no VES izvietoSanas attaluma no krasta

Table 3.2.6.
Descriptive statistics of on visitation probability and willingness to stay longer depening on
the wind park distance from the coast

Aprakstosa statistika AtbilZu bieZums (% no kopgja skaita; N = 400)
N Videja Std. | Noteikti| Drizak | Drizak | Noteikti | Nezinu | Kopa
vertiba* | novirze ja ja né né

8 km no krasta | 400 2,46 1,190 23 26 22 27 2 100
Uzturgtos ilgak, | 400 2,58 1,290 17 17 28 31 8 100
8 km
10 km no krasta | 400 2,40 1,189 24 27 21 25 3 100
Uzturétos ilgak, | 400 2,50 1,259 19 19 28 27 7 100
10 km
15 km no krasta | 400 2,25 1,124 26 33 19 19 3 100
Uzturétos ilgak, | 400 2,29 1,202 22 29 22 21 6 100
15km
20 km no krasta | 400 1,82 0,989 40 39 8 10 3 100
Uzturgtos ilgak, | 400 1,80 1,085 36 35 10 11 8 100
20 km
Sauszemé 400 2,70 1,151 11 27 26 32 4 100
Uzturétos ilgak, | 400 2,76 1,254 9 17 30 36 8 100
sauszeme

*Maksimala vertiba = 4 (noteikti né), minimalda vertiba = 0 (nezinu)
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Spearman rho tests apstiprindja statistiski biitisku cieSu sakaribu starp abiem
parametriem — vietas apmekl&jumu un uzturé$anas ilgumu — visos Cetros scenarijos (N =
400; r = 0,803, p = 0,000 (8 km); » = 0,852, p = 0,000 (10 km); » = 0,843, p = 0,000
(15 km); » = 0,848, p = 0,000 (20 km)). Tadgjadi, ja turists vai atpltnieks apmekles
vietu, vin$ arT biis gatavs $aja vieta pavadit ilgaku laiku. Rezultati arT paradija, ka tarists
nevéletos apmeklet vai apmesties vietas, kur tuvuma biitu uzbtvetas VES. Dala tiiristu
noradija, ka Latvijai ir pietickami gara piekrastes zona, kurd v&ja energijas razoSanas
attistitaji var izvietot turbinas, lai tas netrauc€tu atputas aktivitates.

Taristu un atpiitnieku izlasi veidoja gan vienas dienas tiiristi, gan tadi, kas pickrasté
celo un atpiisas vairakas dienas, gan art tadi, kas pickrasté pavada ned€lu vai pat ilgaku
laiku. Salidzinot atticksmi pret VES raditam vizualam parmaipam un to iesp&jamo
ietekmi uz dazadu tiiristu un atpiitnieku grupu celoSanas paradumiem nakotng, rezultati
norada, ka respondentu atbildes ir vienotas attieciba uz jiras VES btvniecibu 8 km un
20 km attaluma no krasta.

Savukart, veicot Kruskal-Wallis testu, tiiristu grupas videjas rangu vertibas noradija,
ka statistiski batiski viedoklu atskiriba bija tikai 10 km gadijuma (p = 0,041). Kopgja
iezime saistiba ar vizualo novertésanu bija, ka tie tiristi, kas pieckrasté uzturas ilgak, VES
izvietoSanu jlira verté negativak (3.2.4. att.).

3.0
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[m]
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0.0 -

Esmu tikai caurbraucot Uzturos Seit mazak par ~ Uzturos Seit vienu
vienu ned€lu nedelu un ilgak

3.2.4. attels. AtseviSku tiiristu un atpiitnieku grupu iespéjamas piekrastes apmeklétibas
novértéjums atkariba no véja elektrostaciju atrasanas attaluma no krasta, salidzinot
videjas vertibas (jo augstaka ,,y” ass vertiba, jo negativaks viedoklis par iespéjamo
apmeklétibu, uzbuvéjot jiiras VES)

Figure 3.2.4. Assessment of the visitation potential of single groups of the tourists/
recreational users depending on the distance of the offshore wind parks from the coast,
based on means (if a value of the ,,y” axes is higher, the attitude towards the potential to
visit the site is more negative)

Tdristu un atpttnieku lidzsingjais celosanas biezums, apmeklI&jot Latvijas piekrasti,
nav statistiski butisks faktors, kas ietekmé€ja to, ka cilveéki novertgja vizualas parmainas.
Attieciba uz vizualo novert€jumu, kadu sniedza vietgjie iedzivotaji, rezultati ir l1dzigi ar
tiem, ko sniedza turisti (3.2.7. tab.).
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3.2.7. tabula

Spearman rho Korelacijas testa rezultati starp piekrastes apmekléjuma bieZumu un

VES izvieto$anas attaluma no krasta

Table 3.2.7.

Results of the Spearman rho correlation test between the visitation frequency
to the Baltic Sea coast and the locations of wind park

Spearman’s rho 8 km no 10 km no 15 km no 20 km no

krasta krasta krasta krasta

Tiristi un atputnieki

Korelacijas koeficients 0,033 0,050 0,094 -0,280

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,507 0,316 0,060 0,573

N 400 400 400 400

Vietgjie iedzivotaji (piekrastes apmekl€jums vasara)

Korelacijas koeficients -0,079 -0,114 -0,093 -0,061

Sig. (2-tailed) 0,020 0,061 0,128 0,320

N 270 270 270 270

Vietgjie iedzivotaji ar atbalsta VES atraSanos talak no krasta (3.2.5. att.). Dati
norada, ka atbalsts jiras VES attistibai pieaug, palielinoties to attalumam no krasta jeb
kltstot tam neredzamam: N = 270; vértibu skala 0—4; 8 km: = 3,18; s = 1,185; 10 km: =
3,14; s = 1,195; 15 km: = 2,96; s = 1,184; 20 km: = 2,50; s = 1,313. Vairak neka puse
iedzivotaju (53% respondentu) noradija, ka attalums no krasta ir svarigs faktors, bet viena
treSdala (28%) uzskatija, ka attalums nav bitisks faktors. Apméram 19% respondentu
uzsvera, ka vingu attieksme ir negativa jebkura gadijuma, jo nav nepiecieSams buvet
VES jura. Tadgjadi So respondentu dalu var izslégt no vizualas ietekmes uz juras ainavu

novertésanas.
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Figure 3.2 5. Stated support of local inhabitants depending on the siting of the offshore

wind park
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Lidzigi ka attieksmé pret vispar&jo v&ja energijas izmantoSanu vietgjie iedzivotaji
ir negativaki neka tiiristi arT attieciba uz VES vizualo vértgjumu. Datu analize ar Mann-
Whitney U kritérija testu, salidzinot vietgjo iedzivotaju vertgjumu ar tiiristu viedokli par
Cetriem scenarijiem, apstipringja, ka pastav statistiski btiska atSkiriba starp abu grupu
viedokliem (3.2.8. tab.).

3.2.8. tabula
Mann-Whitney U testa rezultati, salidzinot abu izlaSu attieksmi pret véja parku
izvietoSanu attaluma no krasta
Table 3.2.8.

Results of the Mann-Whitney U test on attitudes of location of wind park based
on distance from the coast

Vidgjais Rangu Mann- Asymp. Sig.

N rangs summa Whitney U (2-tailed)

e Tt s apiniekd | 400 | 28876 | 15suaso | (S04 | 000
e Tt apniekt | 400 | 28807 | 1522000 | 0T0 | 0000
e Tt s apmieks | 400 | 29015 | oo | 500 | 000
20k Ve ebvodi_| 210|238 10950 sgsans | omo

Nemot vera viet€jo iedzivotaju antipatijas pret jiras VES, tika veikts korelacijas tests
starp vispargjas attieksmes un vizuala novertejuma rangiem. Spearman rho tests paradija,
ka pastav statistiski biitiska vaja sakariba starp izteikto atbalstu juras VES buivniecibai
Latvijas Gidenos vai p&tamo teritoriju tuvuma un atbildém par VES atrasanos dazados
attalumos no krasta (3.2.9. tab.). Tadgjadi mes nevaram secinat, ka viet€jo iedzivotaju
viedoklis ir konstants, jo izteiktam atbalstam vai negativai atticksmei pret VES nav ciesa
sakariba ar tiem rezultatiem, kad tiek paraditi att€li un lugts izteikt atbalstu VES atkariba
no vizuala attéla.

3.2.9. tabula

Spearman rho Kkorelacijas rezultati starp atbalstu jiiras VES attistibai un attiecigo

scenariju rezultati (vietéjo iedzivotaju izlase)
Table 3.2.9.

Results of the Spearman rho correlation between support for wind park development
in general and each respective scenario (sample of local respondents)

Jautajums 8 km* | 10 km* | 15 km* | 20 km®
Vai Jus atbalstitu véja Korelacijas koeficients | 0,364™ |0,352" |0,354™ |0,397™
elektrostaciju/turbinu bivniecibu | Sig. (2-tailed) 0,000 0,000 0,000 0,000
jura Latvijas piekraste? N 270 270 269 270
Vai Jus atbalstitu v&ja Korelacijas koeficients | 0,405 |0,414™ |0,428™ |0,425™
elektrostaciju/turbinu bvniecibu | Sig. (2-tailed) 0,000 10,000 0,000 | 0,000
jura Saja vieta? N 270 270 269 270

“VES atrasanas attalums no krasta
** abpusejas p-vertibas bitiskuma limenis ir 0,01
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3.2.4. Iepriekséjas pieredzes ietekme

Lai gan Latvijas juras akvatorija v€l nav uzbiivéta neviena v&ja turbina, 31%
intervéto turistu un atpiitnieku, ka arT 16% viet§jo iedzivotdju jau ir redz&jusi VES
jura citas valstis. Starp biezak minétajam valstim ir Lielbritanija, Danija, Zviedrija
un Niderlande. Sauszemé VES bija redzgjusi gandriz visi respondenti (97,4% vietgjo
iedzivotaju un 98,3% tiristu), kas skaidrojams ar to, ka pétamas teritorijas tuvuma
darbojas gan atsevisSkas turbinas, gan VES. Arl turisti, kas apmeklé So piekrasti, ir
redz€jusi sauszemes VES. Biezak nosauktas vietas Latvija ir Alsunga, Grobina, Sarnate
un Liepaja, bet arvalstis — Danija, Zviedrija un Vacija.

Pétijuma rezultati parada, ka tas, ka respondents ir agrak redzgjis VES jura,
neietekme ta viedokli, ja vertejums jasniedz par v&a parka attistibu vietgja jiiras
akvatorija (3.2.6. att.). Hi—kvadrata neatkaribas (chi-square for independence) kriterija
testa rezultati apstiprindja, ka, izsakot ,ja” vai ,,n&” jlras VES attistibai, nepastav
statistiski butiskas atSkiribas starp respondentu grupam, kas ir ieprieks redz&jusas
juras VES daba vai nav tas redzgjusi. Testa rezultati vietgjo iedzivotaju izlasei ir:
v’ (2, N =270) = 3,436, p = 0,179; turistiem un atplitniekiem: y¥? (2, N = 400) = 4,222,
p =0,068. Veikta korelacijas analize, kuras rezultata iegtitas Spearman rho koeficienta un
abpusgjas alternativas p-vertibas (Sig. (2-tailed) ari apstipringja, ka starp §Tm pazimém
nav statistiski biitiskas sakaribas.

Saistiba ar savu lidzSingjo negativo pieredzi vai sajustiem trauc€jumiem no
vgja elektrostaciju darbibas, 10% intervéto vietgjo iedzivotaju atbildja, ka vini ir
piedzivojusi dazadas nepatikamas sajiitas. Negativo ietekmi uz ainavu min tikai dazi no
Siem respondentiem. Galvenokart tiek nosaukts troksnis, vibracijas, v&ja turbinu radttais
enojums vai psihologiskais diskomforts. Gandriz visi, kuri agrak jau ir izjutusi kaut kadus
VES darbibas radttos traucgjumus, ari izteica negativu nostaju jiiras parku attistibai.
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3.2.6. attels. Sakariba starp iepriekséjo pieredzi un attieksmi pret VES biivniecibu jura
(»,ja” — respondents ir agrak redzgjis juras VES, ,,né” — respondents nav agrak redzgejis
juras VES)

Figure 3.2.6. Relationships between former experiences and attitudes toward an offshore
wind park (“yes” — respondent has observed an offshore wind park before; “no” —
respondent has not observed an offshore wind park).



74

93% iedzivotaju un 43% tiristu bija dzirdGjusi par iecerém buvet vEja parkus
jura. Galvenie informacijas avoti starp abam grupam ir atSkirigi. Ttristi par v&ja parku
attistibas iecerém galvenokart bija dzird§jusi no televizijas parraidém, interneta vai
citiem medijiem. Savukart, papildus iepriek§ min&tajam, vietjie iedzivotaji informaciju
par v€&ja parku biuivniecibas planiem jlira bija sanémusi pasvaldiba vai piedalijusies
sabiedriskaja apspriesana, vai ari par to pastastfjusi kaimini un pazinas.

Tas, ka respondenti jau bija dzird€jusi par attistibas projektiem ieprieks, nenoradija
uz statistiski butisku sakaribu ar vinu izteikto atticksmi pret VES biivniecibu jira Latvijas
piekraste (Spearman rho korelacijas koeficients — vietgjo iedzivotaju izlase: » = -0,038;
p = 0532; tiristu un atpitnieku izlase: » = 0,081; p = 0,107).

3.2.5. Juras véja elektrostaciju attistiba un ekonomiskie aspekti

3.2.5.1. Taristu un atpiitnieku celojuma izdevumi un potencialie neiegiitie
ienemumi

Ta ka taristiem un atpiitniekiem tika logts raksturot ne tikai savus celojuma
paradumus saistiba ar Baltijas jiras pickrastes apmekléSanu, bet arT nosaukt ar celojumu
saistito izdevumu apmérus, ka arT majsaimniecibas ienakumus un ar to saistitos para-
metrus, tad ir iesp&jams aprékinat provizoriski neiegiitos ien€mumus, ja jiira tiktu biivets
VES (skatit 2.2.3.2. nodalu). Tas, savukart, lauj noteikt ietekmi uz vietgjo un regionalo
ekonomiku.

Celojuma izdevumu, kas ieklauj transportu, nakSnosanu, €dinasanu un citus pakal-
pojumus, amplitida ir mainiga (3.2.7. att). Vidgji respondents sava izbraukuma planoja
terét 59,66-73,58 LVL (vidgjais raditajs bija 66,62 LVL) jeb, attiecigi, 29,60-38,66 LVL
(vidgjais raditajs bija 34,13 LVL) uz vienu savas celojuma vai atpiitas grupas personu
(vairakums brauc atptsties kopa ar gimeni vai draugiem, vai tdristu grupu). Vienas
personas izmaksas diena bija 6,81-8,94 LVL (vid&jais 7,87 LVL).
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Planotie celojuma izdevumi, LVL uz celotaju grupu

3.2.7. attels. Turistu planotie celojuma izdevumi (LVL uz celotaju grupu)
Figure 3.2.7. Planned expenditures per trip (LVL per a group of travellers)
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P&tfjuma rezultata iegiitie raditaji ir augstaki par Latvijas Republikas Centralas
statistikas parvaldes statistiskaja parskata uzraditajiem nacionalajiem raditajiem
(3.2.10. tab.) (Latvijas Republikas Centrala statistikas parvalde, 2012). Tas ir skaidrojams
ar to, ka intervijas notika vasara, kad naktsmitném pieméro paaugstinatus tarifus, ka art
ar Jurkalnes un Pavilostas geografisko novietojumu, kas to sasnieg8anai rada attiecigas
benzina izmaksas.

3.2.10. tabula
Vidgjie celojuma izdevumi (LVL/cilvékam)

Table 3.2.10.
Average expenditure made during the trips (LVL/person)

Esmu tikai

caurbraucot/ vienas Esmu/ basu ... Uzturos Seit vienu

dienas brauciens diennaktis nedelu un ilgak
Pétfjuma rezultats 15,7 36,3 74,4
LR CSP, 2012 13,4 19,2 * 35,0%*

* isie braucieni, 1-3 naktis
** garie braucieni, 4 un vairak naktis

Korelacijas analizes rezultati apliecina, ka pastav statistiski butiska vidgji cieSa
sakariba (Spearman rho = 0,555, p = 0,000) starp izdevumiem, ko atvél respondents
savam celojumam, un celojuma ilgumu. Tomeér, veicot Kruskall-Wallis testu, celojumu
izdevumu vidgjo rangu vértiba dzivosanai piekrasté ilgak par ned€lu atkal samazinas
(3.2.11. tab.).

3.2.11. tabula
Kruskal-Wallis testa rezultati par izdevumu atSkiribu atkariba no uzturésanas ilguma
(vid&jie rangi)
Table 3.2.11.

Results of Kruskall-Wallis test on the diference in expenditures dependending from the
lenght of the stay (mean ranks)

Esmu tikai | Esmu/ basu ... | Uzturos Seit Uzturos ... Asymp.
caurbraucot diennaktis vienu nedélu nedélas Sig.
Kopgjie izdevumi 134,02 234,58 350,15 293,83 0,000
Izdevumi uz vienu 77,64 140,77 199,98 162,00 0,000
personu
Izdevumi uz vienu 134,12 122,08 123,45 53,86 0,000
personu diena
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3.2.12. tabula

Potencialie neiegiitie ienémumi no Pavilostas novada naksnojoSiem turistiem VES
biivniecibas jiira rezultata (LVL/gada)

Table 3.2.12.

Potential loss of revenues from the overnight tourists in the Pavilosta county in case of

construction of a wind park

VES izvietosanas alternativas Noteikti Drizak Kopa
neapmekles $adu | neapmekleés Sadu
vietu vietu

8 km Esmu tikai caurbraucot/1 dienu 109 447 75397| 184 843
Uzturos ilgak par 1 dienu 122 498 108 668 | 231 167

Kopa 231 945 184 065| 416 010

10 km Esmu tikai caurbraucot/1 dienu 102 150 82693 | 184 843
Uzturos ilgak par 1 dienu 112 619 98 789 | 211 409

Kopa 214770 181 482 396 252

15 km Esmu tikai caurbraucot/1 dienu 77 829 85125 162954
Uzturos ilgak par 1 dienu 84 959 81 007| 165966

Kopa 162 788 166 132 | 328 920

20 km Esmu tikai caurbraucot/1 dienu 41 346 36 482 77 829
Uzturos ilgak par 1 dienu 45 443 33 588 79 031

Kopa 86 789 70 070 | 156 860

Sauszeme | Esmu tikai caurbraucot/1 dienu 14 592 116 743 | 131 336
Uzturos ilgak par 1 dienu 23 709 154 111 177 820

Kopa 38 302 270 854 | 309 157

2011. gada Pavilosta darbojas 37 dazadas naktsmitnes (viesnicas, viesu nami,
atpltas majas, brivdienu majas, jaunieSu mitnes, kempingi un telSu laukumi), kuras
naksnoja 9634 taristi, pavadot 19585 naktis, kas ir vid&ji 2,03 naktis. Lielaka dala
taristu Pavilostas novadu apmekl&ja tieSi vasaras ménesos. Nemot vera petijuma iegiito
izdevumu aprékinu par vienu personu diena, ja ta uzturas vismaz 1 diennakti (jeb
divas dienas), tad nak$nojoSo turistu izdevumi, kas tiek atstati regiona, ir vértgjami ka
349 714 LVL gada. Papildus varam pieskaitit tos ienemumus, kurus dod vienas dienas
atputnieki, bet par kuriem Pavilostas novada netiek veikta uzskaite. Saskana arT LR
Centralas statistikas parvaldes publicétiem datiem par ttrismu 2011. gada Kurzemes
regiona 74% visu atplitas braucienu veidoja tieSi vienas dienas atplitas braucieni bez
naksnoSanas. Tadgjadi kopgjie tlirisma un atpitnieku izdevumi ir rékinami apméram
780 206 LVL.
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Nemot véra ieprieks aprakstitas iesp&jamas taristu apmeklétibas izmainas, ja jura
tiktu uzbuveti VES, tad iespgamie neieglitie iengmumi saistiba ar tirismu Pavilostas
novada biitu amplitada no 86 789—416 010 LVL/gada (3.2.12. tab.).

3.2.5.2. ledzivotaju gataviba maksat par velamako VES atraSands attalumu
no krasta

Dazados citu valstu vides ekonomikas p&tijumos tiek noskaidrots, vai mérka grupas
individi hipotétiski biitu gatavi maksat par sev vélamu pakalpojumu vai produktu. Viens
no piem&riem ir vertét, vai iedzivotaji ir gatavi maksat par to, lai VES atrastos talak no
apdzivotam majam, tas ir, talak jura (Ladenburg and Dubgaard, 2007; Krueger et al.,
2011; Landry et al., 2012).

Lai gan 56% aptaujato vietgjo iedzivotaju attalums, kada VES atrodas no krasta, bija
svarigs faktors, tomér tikai 23% (jeb 35 no 150 respondentiem) biitu gatavi maksat par
to, lai VES tiktu biivéts viniem pienemama attaluma. Lielaka dala So respondentu nebija
gatavi maksat par sev vélamako VES atrasanas jira attalumu no krasta. Respondentu
atbildes par iemesliem, kap&c nebiitu gatavi maksat, var grupét $adi: i) nav naudas, lai
par to maksatu; ii) neredz iemeslu, kap&c par to maksat; iii) VES blivnieciba ir privats
bizness un attistitajiem ir pasSiem jakompens€ visas izmaksas; iv) citas atbildes. Savukart
tie, kas buitu gatavi maksat, ka pozitivas atbildes iemeslus mingja vai nu, lai tie netraucétu
skatu (it Tpasu uzsverot saulrietu), vai nesabojatu Jiirkalnes un Pavilostas ainavu. Viens
no respondentiem 1pasi mingja, ka biitu gatavs maksat, lai netiktu ietekmé&ta zvejnieciba
un no VES darbibas neciestu vietgja tlirisma nozare.

3.3. Latvijas pludmales ainavas nodrosinato rekreacijas pakalpojumu
novertéjums

Lai gan pludmales ainava nodroSina dazadus sabiedribai bitiskus regul&joSos
un atbalsta pakalpojumus (1.4.2. tab.), tomer cilvéku uztverg lielu nozimi ienem tiesi
pludmales sniegtie rekreacijas pakalpojumi (Roca and Villares, 2008). Tapéc otrs
nozimigais izaicinajums Latvijas piekrastes attistibai nakotné ir pludmales ka loti
nozimigas dabiskas ainavas saglabasana vai arT parveidosana — Iidzigi, ka tas ir darits
daudzas citu valstu pludmalgs.

Tirisma nozare, kas ir balstita uz pludmales resursiem, ir atzita ka viena no visvairak
piekrastes ainavu ietekmgjosiem faktoriem Eiropa (Vos and Klijn, 2000; Davenport and
Davenport, 2005), it TpasSi Vidusjiiras piekrasté (Roca and Villares, 2008). Tas saistits
ne tikai ar cilvéku atrasanos pludmalé@ un tur radito piesarnojumu, bet arT ar tirisma
plusmai sekojoSo biivniecibas un transporta pieaugumu. Ka zinots promocijas darba
3.1.3. nodala, tad urbanizacijas pieauguma tendences ir noveérotas ar1 Latvijas piekrastes
zemes seguma izmainas.

Pludmales stavoklis un tirisma attistiba ir sava starpa saistiti jautajumi, kuriem ir
pieversta uzmaniba, izstradajot gan valsts politikas, gan viet€jo piekrastes pasvaldibu
strategiskos dokumentus un teritorijas planojumus. Latvijas piekrastes attistibas
pamatnostadnes 2011.-2017. gadam (Latvijas Republikas Ministru kabinets, 2011) ka
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vienu no ricibas virzieniem izvirza kvalitativas pickrastes infrastruktiiras izveidoSanu.
Tas ietver gan glabsanas dienestiem nepiecieSamo infrastruktiiru (glabsanas stacijas,
nobrauktuves operativajam transportam u.c.), gan publiskas infrastruktiras tiklu
tarismam (labiekartotus stavlaukumus, nobrauktuves pie jliras operativajam transportam,
personam ar ipasam vajadzibam un liclizméra sporta inventara transporté$anai, gajéju un
velocelinus, atpiitas vietas, pludmales labiekartojumu, peldvietas u.c.).

Piekrastes pasvaldibas Tpasu uzmanibu velta arT tlrisma attistibas planosanai, biezi
vien plano$anas procesa izraisot sabiedriba pretrunigu reakciju un karstas debates.
Pieméram, Jirmalas pils€ta, izstradajot teritorijas planojumu 2009.-2021. gadam, notika
loti nozimigas diskusijas par pludmales attisttbu nakotn€ saistiba ar infrastruktiiras
(piestatnu un pastaigu molu) izveidi. Arl, izstradajot Mersraga novada teritorijas
planojumu 2011.-2023. gadam, vietgjie iedzivotaji diskutja par rekreacijas zonu
attistibu, it Tpasi par to, ka nodroginat piek]uvi pludmalei un jiirai. Sie aspekti arT noteica,
ka seviski liecla uzmaniba promocijas darba ir pieversta pludmales ainavas attistibai.

Ainavu zinatnes pétijumos bez telpiskas struktiiras izmainu petjjumiem ir butiski
noskaidrot arT sabiedribas grupu attieksmi un uztveri par novérotam vai planotam
izmainam, tai skaita izmainam pludmales ainava (Ariza et al., 2008; Whitechead et al.,
2008). Cilveku viedoklis par pludmales Gidens un atpiitas zonas kvalitati, ainavas nozimi
pludmales izvel€ ir pétiti dazados pasaules pétijumos, lai noskaidrotu, ka labak planot
pludmales parvaldibu, tai skaita aizsardzibu un apsaimniekosanu (Morgan, 1999; Tudor
and Williams, 2006). ST promocijas darba nodala atspogulo tos p&tnieciskos rezultatus,
kas sniedz informaciju un zinasanas par to, ka pludmales ainavas verte Latvijas pludmales
apmeklI&taji un lictotaji un vai vini ir gatavi sniegt savu ieguldijumu tas saglabasana.

3.3.1. Pludmales ainavas saglabasanas nozimigums

Pludmales apmekl&taju attiecksmi pret ainavu un gatavibu finansiali atbalstit tas
saglabasanu nosaka gan respondentu socialekonomiskie raksturlielumi, gan tas nozimes
apzinasanas (Beharry-Borg and Riccardo Scarpa, 2010). Tapéc vispirms $aja nodala tiek
atspogulota respondentu attieksme pret ainavas parvaldibas aspektiem. Veikta p&tijjuma
rezultati liecina, ka apmekletaju vairakums apzinas pasSreizgjas ainavas saglabasanas
nozimigumu (93% respondentu) un ka viniem svariga ir arl pludmales kvalitate
(97% respondentu).

Respondentu vidi nav pludmales apmekletaju, kuriem pludmales kvalitate ir pilnigi
nenozimiga, bet tikai divi respondenti attieciba uz ainavas saglabasanu atbildgja, ka
tiem pludmales ainavas saglabasana ir pilnigi nenozimiga (3.3.1. att.). Lai gan pastav
statistiski butiska vidgji ciesa pozitiva korelacija starp atbildém uz jautajumu gan par
ainavas saglabasanas nozimigumu, gan par ainavas kvalitati (Spearman rho = 0,717,
p<0,01), tomer saskana ar Vilkoksona zimju ranga metodi vidgjas vertibas starp ainavu
saglabasanas un pludmales kvalitates stavokla nozimigumu statistiski butiski atskiras.
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3.3.1. attéls. Piekrastes ainavu saglabasanas un pludmales kvalitates nozimigums (% no
kop€ja respondentu skaita)
Figure 3.3.1. Importance of the coastal landscape protection and beach quality (% of total
number of respondents)

Tomér ne visi respondenti ir apmierinati ar pludmalu stavokli pétfjuma
veikSanas laika. 42% respondentu atbild&ja, ka vinus pilniba apmierina pludmales
stavoklis, vairak ka pusi respondentu — dalgji apmierina (54%) un tikai 4% pludmales
apmekletaju pludmales stavoklis neapmierina. Kruskal-Wallis testa rezultati parada,
ka visneapmierinatakie bija Engures novada pludmales apmekl&taji, bet vispozitivak
pludmales stavokli veértéja Liepajas pludmales apmekl&taji. Jurmalas un Saulkrastu
pludmales apmeklétaju viedoklis ir saméra lidzigs (3.3.1. tab). Izmantojot Mann-
Whitney U-kriterija metodi, tika precizets, ka biitiskas viedokla atSkiribas pastav starp
visu pludmalu novertgjumu, iznemot to, ka respondenti verte Jirmalas un Saulkrastu
pludmales (U = 41335; p = 0,585).

3.3.1. tabula
Kruskal-Wallis testa rezultati par apmierinatibu ar pludmales kvalitati (vidéjie rangi)
Table 3.3.1.
Results of Kruskall-Wallis test on the satisfaction with beach quality (mean ranks)
Pludmales vieta N (respondentu skaits) Vidgjie rangi

Jurmala 333 466,77
Liepaja 204 372,86
Saulkrasti 254 456,87
Engures novads 111 537,92

Respondentiem tika Ifigts precizét, kas vinus pludmalé neapmierina vai dalgji
apmierina. Visbiezak ka iemeslu respondenti nosauca infrastruktiiras trikumu (45%),
tam sekoja atstatie atkritumi (20%) un tdens kvalitate saistiba ar algu klatbttni tdent
(19%). Cilvekus neapmierina arT sunu klatbiitne, piekltiSanas iesp&jas pludmalei, ka art
tas, ka pludmal@ ir par daudz cilveéku. Tas, ka tuvuma atrodas €kas, ka butiskako kritériju
izvelgjas tikai viens procents respondentu.
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Respondenti par svarigakiem uzskata dabiskas ainavas elementus — pludmales
smiltis, krastus un kapas, priezu mezus, jliras Gideni un vilpus —, nevis cilvéka veidotus

elementus, piem&ram, zvejnieku laivas, kugus, bakas utt. (3.3.2. att.)
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3.3.2. attels. Respondentu viedoklis par nozimigakiem elementiem Latvijas piekrastes un
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Figure 3.3.2. Respondent views on important landmarks for coastal and beach landscapes

of Latvia

3.3.2. Gataviba maksat

P&tfjuma rezultati kopuma parada, ka 27% visu respondentu pludmales ainavas
saglabasanai ir gatavi atvelet savus finansu lidzeklus (3.3.3. att.). Veicot Kruskal-Wallis
testu ar SPSS programmatiiru, secinams, ka starp respondentiem dazadas pludmal@s
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3.3.3. attels. Pludmales apmeklétaju gataviba maksat par piekrastes ainavas saglabasanu

(% no respondentu kopskaita)

Figure 3.3.3. Willingness of beach visitors to pay for coastal landscape protection at

present state (% of total respondents)
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pastav statistiski butiskas viedoklu at$kiribas. Izmantojot Mann-Whitney U-kriterija
metodi, tika precizéts, ka butiskas viedokla atSkiribas nepastav vienigi starp Engures
novadu un Saulkrastiem, ka arT starp Engures novadu un Liepaju, bet starp pargjam
respondentu grupam augstak mingtaja jautajuma ir statistiski biitiskas viedokla atskiribas.

Petfjuma rezultati parada, ka jautajuma par gatavibu maksat starp apmekletaju
grupam péc to dzives vietas pastav statistiski butiskas viedoklu atSkiribas. Pozitivakie ir
atbraucgji no citas valsts — 39% S§is grupas respondentu biitu gatavi maksat par ainavas
saglabaSanu. Tiem seko atbraucgji no citas pilsétas vai novada (30%) un tie iedzivotaji,
kas attiecigas pludmales tuvuma dzivo vasaras sezona (29%). Visretak gatavi maksat
par pludmales ainavas saglabasanu ir pastavigie vietgjie iedzivotaji (22% $is grupas
respondentu). Veicot Kruskal-Wallis testu, secinams, ka §1 viedokla atskiriba starp
apmekletaju grupam ir statistiski butiska. Mann-Whitney U-kritérija analizes rezultati
norada, ka statistiski biitiskas atSkiribas ir tiesi starp viet€jo pastavigo iedzivotaju un
atbraucgju viedokli.

Dazadu testu rezultati parada, ka nav statistiski biitisku viedokla atSkiribu jautajuma
par gatavibu maksat vai nemaksat starp sievietém un virieSiem, dazadam vecuma grupam,
izglitibas [imeniem vai ienakumiem. Izmantojot binaras logistiskas regresijas moduli un
pielietojot ievada metodi, tika noskaidrots, ka gatavibu maksat statistiski batiski ietekme
tikai divi faktori — ainavas saglabasanas nozimigums un tas, no kurienes respondents ir
ieradies (vai tas ir vietgjais iedzivotajs, uzturas sezonali vai atbraucis no citas pilsétas
vai valsts) (3.3.2. tab.). Tas, ka pasreizgjais pludmales stavoklis ir dal&ji apmierinoss
vai neapmierinoS$s, nav statistiski biitisks faktors, lai respondenti biitu gatavi maksat par
pludmales ainavas saglabasanu.

3.3.2. tabulas kolonas ,,Exp (B)” vértiba norada uz faktoru ietekmes koeficientu
attieciba pret iesp&jamibu sniegt pozitivu atbildi uz jautajumu par gatavibu maksat.
Faktoru ,,Exp (B)” vértibu savstarpgjas relativas attiecibas norada uz to, ka, mainoties
pludmales apmekl&taju Ipatsvaram atkariba no ierasanas vietas (palielinoties attalumam,
no kura atbrauc atpiitnieki), mainitos (paliclinatos) iespgjamiba gatavibai maksat.
Piem@ram, palielinoties vietgjo iedzivotaju skaitam, kas dzivo pludmalu tuvuma esosajas
apdzivotajas vietas sezonali (vasaras), par 1,386 reiz€m palielinatos iesp&jamiba, ka uz
jautajumu par gatavibu maksat respondenti atbildetu pozitivi. Palielinoties to respondentu
skaitam, kas uzskata, ka ainavas saglabasana nav tik loti nozimiga, attiecigi 0,301
reizes samazinasies iesp&jamiba, ka cilvéki biitu gatavi maksat par pludmales ainavas
saglabasanu.

3.3.2. tabula
Binaras logistiskas regresijas analizes rezultati parametram ,,Gataviba maksat”

Table 3.3.2.
Determining factors for ,,Willingness to pay” according to the binary logistic regression

Jautajums B SE. | Wald | df Sig. | Exp(B)
No kurienes Jis ieradaties? 0,326 | 0,103 | 10,116 1 0,001 1,386
Cik Jums ir nozimigi, ka tiek saglabata | -1,201 | 0,154 | 60,937 1 0,000 | 0,301
pasreizgja ainava?
Konstante 0,132 | 0,965 | 0,019 1 0,891 | 1,141
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Vienlaikus daudzi respondenti uzsver, ka ainavas saglabasana ir janodroSina ar
likumu vai par to ir jartip&jas valstij un pasvaldibam. Tikai neliela respondentu dala savu
nevélesanos maksat skaidro ar zemajiem ienakumiem, kas, iesp&jams, biitu saistams
ar ekonomiskas un finans$u krizes ietekmi. Savukart pozitivas atbildes motivacijai
respondentu viedoklis starp piedavatajiem variantiem sadalfjas saméra vienadi, lai gan
prieksroka tika dota atbildei par pickrastes ainavu degradé$anas nepielausanu (3.3.3. tab.).

3.3.3. tabula
Svarigakie iemesli (dilsto$a seciba) gatavibai maksat vai nemaksat par pludmales ainavas
saglabasanu paSreizéja veida (N — pieminé$anas bieZums, respondentiem bija iesp&ja minét
divus iemeslus)
Table 3.3.3.
Main reasons (descending sequence) for willingness or non-willingness to pay for protection
of beach landscape at present status (N-frequency of responses, two reasons could be named)

Iemesli negativai nostajai un virieSiem.| N Iemesli pozitivai nostajai N
un grammat

Par to btu jarGpgjas valstij 273 |Lai cilvéka darbibas rezultata nepielautu | 1108

piekrastes ainavas degradéSanu

Par to biitu jartipgjas vietgjai 232 | Lai arT maniem b&rniem/ mazb&rniem 888

pasvaldibai nakotng biitu labas kvalitates piekraste

Saglabasana ir janodro$ina ar 178 | Lai varétu atpusties pickrast ka lidz 887

likumiem, nevis jamaksa $im

Mani ienakumi ir parak zemi 104 | Lai saglabatu Baltijas jiiras piekrastes 886

Par pickrastes sakopganu bitu jaatbild | 91 | vertibas, vertigakos dabas objektus
uznémumiem, kas izmanto tas resursus

Piekrasté uzturos reti 42

Aprékinata vidéja naudas summa, ko respondenti biitu gatavi maksat par iegul-
dijumu pludmales ainavas saglabasana, ir 6,30 + 0,25 lati gada. Tomér atv&létas summas
sadaltjums péc iedzivotaju dzives vietas ir citads neka attieciba uz gatavibu maksat.
Lielako summu atvél atbraucgji no citam valstim (vid&ji 8,37 + 0,94 LVL/gada), kam
seko pastavigie viet§jie iedzivotaji (7,11 + 0,37 LVL) un iedzivotaji, kuri pludmales
tuvuma dzivo sezonali (5,92 + 0,76 LVL), bet atpiitnieki no citam pilsétam vai novadiem
ir gatavi maksat vismazako summu (5,19 + 0,36 LVL).

Ka kriteriju atvélétas naudas apjoma noteikSanai respondenti izvélgjas, galvenokart,
divas atbildes: daudzums, ko vini biitu gatavi maksat par pludmales ainavas saglabasanu
(43% respondentu), vai ari daudzums, ko vini var atlauties, nemot véra ienakumus
(34%). Atbildot par iespgjamo maksasanas mehanismu, vispopularakais samaksas veids
bitu ziedojuma veida maksajums speciala konta (39%) vai apmeklgjuma maksa (iecjas
bilete), ierodoties pludmalé (35%). Mazak populars ir variants, kad nosaukto summu
respondents veiktu ka regularu gadskartéju maksajumu (23%). Starp maksajamas
summas lielumu un izv€léto samaksas veidu pastav statistiski buitiska loti vaja korelacija
(Spearman rho = 0,139, p<0,05).

Veicot neparametriskas metodes izlasu salidzinaSanas testus, lai noskaidrotu,
vai pastav atSkiribas starp dzimumiem, vecumiem un izglitibas limeni un to, cik lielu
summu respondenti ir gatavi atvelet, tika konstatets, ka statistiski baitiska atskiriba pastav
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tikai starp respondentiem ar dazadiem izglitibas Itmeniem (3.3.4. tab.), konkré&ti starp
respondentiem ar pamata un augstako izglitibu (U = 229,5; p = 0,009).

3.3

4. tabula

Neparametrisko statistisko metoZu analizes rezultati par atSkiribam starp dazadu
faktoru pazimém un atvéléto naudas summas lielumu

Table 3.3.4.

Results of non-parametric statistical tests about the diference between fatorial
variables and the willingness to pay amount

Dzimums Vecums Izghtiba
Vidgjie rangi Sieviete 121,68 18-24 123,11 |Pamatskola 62,57
Virietis 121,29 25-39 117,56 | Vispargja vidgja 106,79
40-64 126,26 | Arodvidusskola 110,67
Virs 65 112,00 | Augstaka 129,75
Mann-Whitney U 7257 - -
Kruskal-Wallis y* - 1,153 9,941
Sig. (2-tailed) 0,965 0,764 0,019

Datu analize uzradija arT statistiski biitisku vaju sakaribu starp atvéléto summu un
uzraditajiem respondentu ienakumiem gan kopuma, gan pludmalu griezuma (Spearman
rho =0,266, p <0,01), ka arT summu un izglitibas limeni (Spearman rho = 0,183, p <0,01).
Veicot linearas regresijas analizi, respondenta ienakumu Itmenis bija vienigais, kaut ari
vajs, bet statistiski butiskais faktors, kas ictekmé&ja atvélétas naudas apjomu (3.3.5. tab.).

3.3

5. tabula

Linearas regresijas analizé noteiktie faktori parametram ,,Kadu naudas summu

Jis biitu gatavs maksat?”

Table 3.3.5.
Determinants for Willingness to Pay amount as the result of linear regression
Nestandartizetais Standartizétais
koeficients koeficients
Beta Standartkluda Beta t Sig.

Konstante 4,522 2,859 1,582 0,115
Dzimums 0,003 0,508 0,000 | 0,005| 0,996
Vecums -0,151 0,268 -0,038 | -0,563 | 0,574
Profesija -0,066 0,082 -0,060| -0,804| 0,422
Izglitiba 0,127 0,290 0,030 0,436 0,663
Ienakumu limenis?* 0,273 0,088 0,225| 3,088 0,002*
Pludmales apmeklgjuma biezums 0,366 0,284 0,108 1,291| 0,198
Pasreizgjas ainavas saglabasanas -0,836 0,449 -0,121 | -1,860| 0,064
nozimigums
Apmierinatiba ar pludmales 0,100 0,451 0,015 0,223| 0,824
stavokli
No kurienes esat ieradies 0,071 0,304 0,020 0,234 0,815

* ar trekniem burtiem ir atziméts statistiski biitiskais faktors attieciba pret atvelétas summas lielumu;
* koeficienta p vértiba ir mazaka par 0,005.
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4. DISKUSIJA

4.1. Piekrastes ainavas struktiiru un mainibu ietekméjoSie faktori

4.1.1. MeZa un lauksaimniecibas zemju ainava mainiba

Meza ainavas aiznemtas teritorijas raditajs, kas saskana ar EVA CLC2006 datiem
bija 61,6% piekrastes ainavas platibas, bija krietni augstaks neka vid€jais meza zemes
raditajs valsti, kas saskana ar Centralas statistikas parvaldes datiem bija 45,8% valsts
teritorijas (Latvijas Republikas Centralas statistikas parvalde, 2007). A.T€rauds (2011)
sava promocijas darba par Vidzemes piekrastes ainavapvidus ainavas struktiiras
ilgtermina izmainam secina, ka laika perioda no 1927. gada lidz 2003. gadam $aja
piekrastes dala mezu platibas ir palielinajusas no 58% uz 65%. Tomer piekrastes meza
platibas picauguma raditaji salidzinajuma ar citiem ainavapvidiem Ziemelvidzemes
biosfeéras rezervata ir vieni no zemakajiem.

Latvijas piekrastes zona esoSo jauno mezu un krlimaju teritoriju Tpatsvars norada
uz mezsaimniecibas intensitati. Meza kailcirSu rezultata radusas parmainas ainava visas
tris Baltijas valstls ir atzitas par vienu no galvenajiem jautajumiem 1990.-2000. gados
(Mander and Kuuba, 2004). Liels kailcirsu platibu Tpatsvars rada ainavas fragmentaciju,
kas, savukart, ietekmé mezu biologisko daudzveidibu (Jongman, 2004; Kuuluvainen,
2009). Tas var biit labveligi atseviskam sugam, tadam ka pioniersugam vai uz
biotopu robezas sastopamam sugam, bet tas var bat loti negativi tam sugam, kuram ir
nepiecieSsams tads apaugums, kas dod iesp€ju pasargaties vai noslépties (Estreguil and
Mouton, 2009). No otras puses aizaug tas platibas, kas teritorijas planojumos ir iezimétas
ka savrupmaju apbiives teritorijas, tacu faktiska biivnieciba nav tikusi veikta. Rezultata
ainava notiek dabiskie renaturalizacijas procesi, ka konstatets arT pétijuma par ainavam
Engures ezera sateces baseina (Penéze et al., 2013).

Meza resursiem Latvijas ekonomika ir bitiska loma. Laika perioda no 1994. lidz
2007. gadam koksne un koksnes produkti Latvijas argjas tirdzniecibas bilanc€ latos vei-
doja 20-37% (Latvijas Republikas Centrala statistikas parvalde, 2007). Turklat faktiskie
tirdzniecibas apjomi $aja perioda pakapeniski pieauga vairak neka desmit reizu. Tada pati
tendence ir novérota ar mezsaimniecibas un kokapstrades sektoru radito pievienoto vér-
tibu. Lai sasniegtu Sos rezultatus, meza cirSanas apjomiem arT bija japieaug (4.1.1. att.).
Meza dienesta apkopota statistika parada, ka pickrastes pasvaldibas gada galvenas cirtes
platibas veidoja vidgji 0,8-0,9% meZa zemju. Sie statistiskie raditaji norada uz intensiva-
ku meza ainavas izmainas tempu, salidzinot ar CLC sniegtajiem datiem.

Nelielais lauksaimniecibas zemju Tpatsvars Latvijas piekrasté ir noverots ari
Igaunijas kontinentalaja piekrastes zona (Kull et al., 2007). Turklat Igaunijas Sarema salas
piemérs parada, ka pedgjos 60 gados lauksaimniecibas zemju platibas ir samazinajusas.
Ierobezojot ganisanu un plavu plausanu Padomju Savienibas pierobezu teritorija, ganibas
un plavas ir aizaugusas ar niedrajiem, krimajiem un meziem (Palgindmm et al., 2007).

Kopgjais zemes seguma izmainu apmérs Latvijas piekraste ir bijis [1dzigs tam, ka
zemes seguma transformacija ir notikusi ari citas Eiropas Savienibas piejuiras valstis
(European Environment Agency, 2006a).
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4.1.2. Urbanizacijas tendences

Maksliga seguma picaugums analiz&taja Latvijas pickrasté ir picaudzis par 1%,
kas salidzinajuma ar Eiropas tendencém ir mazaks (European Environment Agency,
2006b). Nemot véra pedejo gadu politisko vesturi un ekonomisko attistibu, apbiivéto
teritoriju izplatiba piekrastes zona ir apstiprinajusies arT [1dzigos pétijumos kaiminvalstis,
pieméram, Igaunija (Kull et al., 2007; Palgindmm et al., 2007). Tomér ir jaatzimé, ka
ilgtermina ainavas pétijumu rezultati parada, ka apbiives temps Latvijas piekrasté varctu
bt bijis vienmerigaks. Ka tiek atspogulots A. Térauda (2011) promocijas darba, tad laika
perioda no 1927. Iidz 2003. gadam Vidzemes piekrastes apbiivétas teritorijas platiba ir
palielinajusies par 64%, kas ir mazak par 1% gada.

Lai telpiski novertetu urbanizacijas attistibu, ir nepieciesami dazada perioda attéli
ar vienadu izskirtspgju. Latvijas piekrastes ciemos visbiezak sastopama apbiives zemes
gabala platiba ir 0,1-0,5 ha un tikai retos gadijumos sasniedz 2 ha, iestiepjoties dalgji
meza. Minimala apbiives zemes gabala platiba arpus apdzivotam vietam ir 3 ha. Nemot
vera piekrastes zemju augstas cenas, jaunie zemju ipasnieki labpratak iegadajas mazakas
zemes vienibas. Tapéc var pienemt, ka CLC dati nedod iesp&ju konstatét apbuives
izpleSanos pilna apméra. Apdzivoto teritoriju straujo attistibu piekrasté apstiprina
statistikas dati par majoklu skaitu pieaugumu piekrastes pilsétas (Latvijas Republikas
Centrala statistikas parvalde, 2007).

Lai nodroSinatu picaugoso juras transporta kravu apgrozijumu, ostam ir
nepiecieSsama atbilstiga infrastruktiira, kas noved pie jaunu, ostas darbibai paklauto
teritoriju eckspansijas. Protams, $ada tendence rada slodzi uz piegulosajam dabiskajam
vai jau esoS$ajam urbaniz&€tam ainavam, kas biezi ir dabiskie vai pusdabiskie biotopi
ar augstu ekologisko vértibu (Reise, 2005; Ruskule, 2009). Ta rezultata ir japanak
kompromiss starp ostu attistibu un dabas un ainavas aizsardzibu, kas apmierinatu abu
pusu intereses (Maes and Neumann, 2004). Ka jau 3.1.3. nodala tika raksturots, tad
CLC dati neatspogulo faktiskas izmainas ostu teritorijas. Domajams, ka faktiski jaunu
terminalu izblive ostas galvenokart notikusi péc 2006. gada. To atspogulo ari ostu
nozares normativo aktu attistiba, kas noteica ostu robezu paplasinasanu laika perioda no
2006. lidz 2008. gadam.

4.1.3. Dabas aizsardzibas tiestbu aktu ietekme uz piekrastes ainavu

Kops 2004. gada Latvija ir Eiropas Savienibas dalibvalsts, tapec ta sava likumdosana
ir parpémusi arl attiecigas Eiropas Savienibas direktivas, tai skaita izveidojot Tpasi
aizsargajamas dabas teritorijas, kas ieklaujas kop€ja Eiropas Savienibas Natura 2000
vietu tikla (European Community, 1992). Zemes seguma datu un aerofoto att€lu analizes
rezultati apstiprindja, ka dabas aizsardzibas politika nodroSina arT piekrastes meza
ainavas aizsardzibu. Ipasi aizsargdjamas dabas teritorijas salidzinajuma ar piegulo$ajam
teritorijam cirSanas aktivitates notikusas ar mazaku blivumu (4.1.1. att.). Turklat galveno
cirsmu plankumu telpiskais sadalfjums un to skaits sakrTt vai nu ar teritorijas aizsardzibas
statusu, vai ar pieejamiem meza resursiem.

Dabas aizsardzibas normativo aktu ietekmi uz telpiskam atskirtbam meza ainavas
izmainas ir konstatétas ari citu kolégu pétjjuma Engures ezera sateces baseina (Pengze
et al., 2013). Engures dabas parka esamiba salidzinajuma ar sateces baseina austruma
dalu ir noteikusi maz izcirstu meza platibu ezera dienvidkrasta un starp Rigas lici.
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4.1.1. attéls. Zemes seguma izmainas dabas aizsargajamas teritorijas no 1995. lidz
2006. gadam

Figure 4.1.1. Land cover changes in nature protected areas 1995-2006:
a) in the 10-km-wide coastal zone; b) Northwest coastal zone of the Baltic Sea;
¢) Western coastal zone of the Gulf of Riga

Citada situacija ir Ziemelvidzemes biosféras rezervata, kas aiznem saméra lielu
piekrastes teritoriju (4.1.2. att). Tomér kopuma zemes seguma mainiba ir koncentr&jusies
arpus pasi aizsargdajamam teritorijam, kuras biologiskas daudzveidibas saglabasanai ir

atzitas par vertigakam teritorijam.

Dabas aizsardzibas normativie akti ierobezo ari kiidras ieguves un melioracijas
aktivitates piekrastes teritorija, tadgjadi nodroSinot mitraju saglabasanu. Tapat nav

atlauta smilts un grants ieguve.
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4.1.2. attéls. Zemes seguma izmainas Ziemelvidzemes biosféras rezervata no 1995. lidz
2006. gadam

Figure 4.1.2. Land cover changes in the North Vidzeme Biosphere rezerve in 1995-2006
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Piekrastes zemes seguma telpiska sadalijuma noveért§jums norada uz izmainam
ainavas struktiira, attalinoties no jiiras krasta iekSzemes virziena. CLC-Changes datubaze,
kas tieSi atspogulo izmainas zemes seguma platiba, kas ir lielakas par 5 ha, Latvijas
piekrastes 300 m josla nav registréjusi nevienu zemes seguma izmainas gadijumu.
Tapat 1 km josla izmainas ir bijuSas nelielas, tikai apméram 115 ha zemju bija skarusas
izmainas laika posma no 1995. Iidz 2000. gadam un 50 ha zemju bija skarusas izmainas
laika posma no 2000. Iidz 2006. gadam. Konstatétas izmainas galvenokart te bija saistitas
ar meZza cirSanas aktivitateém.

4.1.4. Klimata parmainu ietekme uz piekrastes ainavu

Ta ka lielaka dala Latvijas juras krastu ir paklauti picaugoS$ai erozijas intensitatei
un novertéti ar augstu erozijas risku (Eberhards et al., 2009), piekrastes ainavas ir
jutigas pret vetru un jiiras ITmena celSanas raditajam krasta Iinijas izmainam. Specigas
vétras, kuru atrums ir virs 30 m/s, gar atklato Baltijas juras krastu ar DR, R un ZR
vejiem paradas reizi divos l1dz seSos gados, radot nozimigas erozijas sekas (Eberhards
et al., 2009). Krasta noskalosanas apjomi katras vétras laika ir pieaugusi, noardot krastu
vidEji no tris lidz seSiem metriem, vietam noardot pat 20 m (Eberhards et al., 2009).
Tadgjadi, pielietojot vienkarSotus aprékinus, lidz 2050. gadam ir iesp&jama krasta Iinijas
atkapsanas par 20—400 metriem.

Saskana ar aprékinatiem globaliem scenarijiem, kuri paredz, ka Iidz 2050. gadam
juras limenis celsies par 30 cm (UNEP, 2007), pastav risks, ka dala Latvijas piekrastes
teritorijas appliidis ar jiras Gdeni. Tada gadijuma esoSie piekrastes mitraji, purvi un
plavas tiks paklautas izzuSanas riskam vai ir iesp&jama to atkapSanas iekS§zemes virziena.
Erozijas procesa tiktu zaud@tas arT vertigas piekrastes meza ekosist€émas. Pasreiz tas
veido Tpasi aizsargdjamo dabas teritoriju tiklu Latvija un ir Eiropas NATURA 2000
tikla sastavdalas. Neskatoties uz labveligiem apstakliem saméra atram meza sukcesijas
procesam regiona (Metzger et al., 2008), meZa ekosistémas brieduma sasnieg$anai ir
nepiecieSamas vairakas dekades. Tapéc, ieviesot Latvijas piekrastes telpiskas attistibas
pamatnostadnes 2011.-2017. gadam, batiski ir uzdevumus risinat kompleksi, preterozijas
pasakumu izstradé izvertét ari potencialas vajadzibas saglabat pickrastes ainavas
ilgtermina.

Dzivojamo vai sabiedrisko ku izmantoSanas laiks noteikti ir ilgaks par 50 gadiem.
Tapéc, nosakot Baltijas jiiras un Rigas lica krasta aizsargjoslu, biitu nepiecieSams izvertet
ilgtermina erozijas ietekmi. Eso$a 150 m plata aizsargjosla, kas nosaka jaunas apbiives
ierobezojumus esosSajas apdzivotajas vietas, atseviskas vietas varétu nebit pietickami
plata, lai pasargatu €kas no erozijas ietekmes. Turklat citu valstu pieredze rada, ka
iedzivotaji, kuru ipaSumi cie$ vétras, vaino tiesi vietgjas pasvaldibas par to, ka tas neveic
preventivos pasakumus, kas samazinatu vétru un uzpliidu raditas ietekmes uz IpasSumiem
(Palgindmm et al., 2007). EsoSo un potencialo erozijas zaud&umu aprékinasana ir
plasi piemérota, lai izvertétu krasta aizsardzibas pasakumu lietderibu, ka ari izvél&tos
ekonomiski pamatotus risinajumus. L. Briinina (2012) sava promocijas darba analizé
Liepajas krasta aizsardzibas risinajumu ekonomiskos aspektus, salidzinot izmaksas un
ieguvumus starp divam alternativam — blinu izbiivi un krasta piebaroSanu ar smiltim.
Tomeér §is petfjums nesniedz kop&jo ekonomisko vertibu, ko Saja teritorija dod piekrastes
ainavas pakalpojumi.
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4.2. Pludmales ainavas sniegto rekreacijas pakalpojumu vértéjums

Lidzsingjie Latvija veiktie vides ekonomikas p&tfjumi, kas veltiti tam, lai noskaidrotu
individa gatavibu maksat par kadu vides vertibu, ir veikti saistiba tikai ar Gidens resursu
aizsardzibu, tas ir, par Gidens kvalitates uzlabosanu. Sajos pétijumos ir bijis augstaks
iedzivotaju Ipatsvars, kas bija gatavi maksat — 30% lidz 50% (Pakalniete et al., 2006;
Pakalniete et al., 2007; Ahtinainen et al., 2012). Meijerhofs un Libe (Meyerhoff and Liebe)
sava apskata raksta (2010) secinajusi, ka vides ekonomikas vertéSanas petijumos saistiba
ar rekreacijas pakalpojumiem vid&ji 72% respondentu par sanemtajiem ekosisteémas
produktiem vai pakalpojumiem bija gatavi veikt kadu finansialu ieguldjjumu. Tapéc sa
petijuma rezultats, kur tikai 27% Latvijas pludmales apmekI&taju ir gatavi maksat par
ainavas saglabasanu, ir vért§jams ka samera zems raditajs.

Tomer veiktas izpétes rezultati atbilst tiem p&tjjumiem (Spash et al., 2009; Garcia-
Llorente et al., 2011), kas noradijusi uz sakaribu starp gatavibu maksat un ta saukto
»vides apzinas” faktoru, kas Saja gadijuma ir respondentu pieskirta nozime ainavas
saglabasanai. Latvijas pludmales apmeklétajs, kas ainavas saglabasanai pieskir lielaku
nozimi, ir arT vairak gatavs par to maksat.

Atbildes par iemesliem, kap&c respondents nevélétos maksat par pludmales ainavas
saglabasanu, norada uz ta saukto protesta balsojumu. Primarais iemesls ir nevis zemie
ienakumi, bet gan tas, ka par $o jautajumu ir jartip&jas valstij vai pasvaldibai. Tas, ka $ads
arguments vartu bt raksturigs postkomunisma valstim, ir secinats arT p&tijumos Polija,
kur augstais protesta balsojums tiek skaidrots ar iepriek$¢ja reZima sekam. Cilveki ir
pieradusi, ka liela dala pakalpojumu bija par brivu, un tapéc tam ta vajadz&tu turpinaties
(Dziegielewska and Mendelsohn, 2007; Bartczak et al., 2008). Citos p&tijumos nevélésanas
maksat par kadiem ar vidi saistitiem pakalpojumiem vairak tick saistita ar respondentu
ienakumiem vai ar to, ka vértéta vides probléma nav nozimiga (Soderquist, 1998). Lai
gan Latvijas iedzivotajiem ir vieni no zemakajiem majsaimniecibas ienakumiem Eiropas
Savieniba (European Commission, 2011) un 2009.-2011. gads bija ekonomiskas krizes
gads, tomér pétijums neliecina, ka ekonomiskie apsvérumi ir galvenie, kap&c pludmales
apmekl&taji nebiitu gatavi maksat par pludmales ainavas saglabasanu.

Vairuma pétijumu tiek secinats, ka respondenta ienakumu Itmenis ir biitisks faktors,
kas nosaka atvéletas naudas apjomu (Barry et al., 2011; Rosenberger et al., 2012). Tas
arT apstiprindjas $aja petijuma, tadejadi dodot iesp&ju prognozet, ka, pieaugot labklajibas
Itmenim valsti, sabiedriba par piekrastes ainavas saglabaSanu varétu but gatava maksat
vidgji lielaku naudas summu.

Ekonomiskaja vertésana ir butiska ne tikai v€lésanas maksat, bet arT atveleéta summa.
2010.-2011. gada p&tijuma vidgja vertiba, cik respondenti velgjas maksat, ir 6,30 lati gada
jeb apméram 9 eiro gada. ST summa ir mazaka neka citos Latvija veiktajos §ada veida
pétijumos, kur ta ir apm&ram 11-14 eiro gada. (Pakalniete et al., 2007; Ahtinainen et al.,
2012). Atveleta naudas summa arT ir krietni zemaka, salidzinot ar Igaunijas p&tnieku
noskaidroto vélesanas maksat vertibu par Igaunijas smilSainas piekrastes saglabasanu,
kas attiecigi bija 20,10 eiro gada (Reimann et al., 2011.) Tacu Igaunijas p&tfjums parada,
ka biitisks kriterijs atveletas summas noteikSana ir tam, kada veida piekrastes ainava
tiek verteta. Vertibas, kas tika pieskirtas citiem piekrastes ainavas veidiem, bija krietni
zemakas un tadgjadi pat salidzinamas ar Latvijas rezultatiem. Piem@ram, respondentu
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sniegta vertiba par olaino piekrasti bija 7,2 eiro gada, par krastu ar smilSmala nogazi —
9,3 eiro gada, par diinainu krastu — 9,4 eiro gada.

Tapat ka Igaunijas p€tijuma promocijas darba pé&tijuma veikto statistisko testu
rezultati liek secinat, ka piekrastes, tai skaitda pludmales rekreacijas pakalpojumiem,
sievietes un viriesSi pieskir lidzvertigu monetaro vertibu. Lai gan virie$i abos p&tijumos
ir mingjusi nedaudz zemakas summas neka sievietes, tomer statistiski T atskiriba starp
abam izlases grupam nav bitiska. Gan misu p&tijjuma, gan augstak minéta Igaunijas
petijuma rezultati apstiprina, ka sabiedribas parstavji ar dazadiem izglitibas Iimeniem
atveletu dazada lieluma naudas summas. P&tTjumi parada, ka cilveki ar augstako izglitibu
atvél lielaku summu.

4.3. Ainavas struktiiras izmainas nakotné

4.3.1. Vietas izvele: sauszeme vai jura

Situacija, kad politikas veidotajiem ir jaizstrada politika kada jauna joma vai
teritoriala méroga, kompetento planosanas iestazu primarais mérkis ir panakt vienosanos
starp ekonomikas nozarém, ieinteres€tdm pusém un pasu planotaju interesem. Ta ka
v&ja elektrostaciju attistibas vispiemé&rotako vietu planoSana prasa visaptverosu dazadu
alternativu veértésanu, ka arT dazadu vides, ekonomikas un juridisko aspektu izvertésanu,
planotdji ne vienmér vélas apskatit alternativas, kas var bt arpus to tiesas kompetences
(Punt et al., 2010; Séderholm and Pettersson, 2011). It Tpasi Sada situacija var biit
tadas valstts ka Latvija, kur sauszemes planosanas miusdienu v&sture vietgja ItmenT ir
samera 1sa, bet visaptverosSa juras planosana vél tikai tiks uzsakta 2014. gada. Turklat
apstakli, kad atbildibas un darbibas sferas ir sadalitas pa dazadiem administrativiem
planosanas Iimeniem, planosanas procesa var vél vairak pastiprinat iesp&jamas pretrunas
un konfliktsituaciju rasanos (Wolsink, 2010). Tapeéc sabiedribas viedoklu apzinasana
var sniegt papildu perspektivas, ka atrast un pamatot vislabako planosanas 1€muma
pienemsanu un ka sagatavot politikas veidotajus sabiedriskas konsultacijas procesam
(Dalton and Thompson, 2013).

Promocijas darba rezultati paradija, ka divas no galvenajam sabiedribas grupam,
t.1., vietgjie iedzivotaji un tlristi un atpiitnieki, labpratak atbalstitu v&ja parku biivniecibu
sauszemé, nevis izmantotu jiiras telpu. Lidzigi ka Latvija ari Vacijas Slésvigas
Holsteinas (Gee, 2010), Zviedrijas (Waldo, 2012) un pat ASV (Firestone et al., 2012)
vietgjie iedzivotaji ir izteikuSies negativi par jiras vEja elektrostaciju biivniecibu savos
tidenos. Vairakums vietéjo iedzivotaju neatbalstija jiiras v€ja eclektrostaciju attistibas
ieceres, ka argumentus izmantojot ietekmi uz ainavas vizualo kvalitati un nepietickamos
ekonomisko ieguvumu apjomus.

Vietgjo iedzivotaju protesti pret jiras parku attistibas iecerém tiek uzskatiti ka
pats par sevi sagaidamu (per se), un ne vienmer tiem ir jabut saistitiem ar konkrétiem
projektiem, kas vinus varétu ietekmét (Wolsink, 2007; Jones and Eiser, 2009, Waldo,
2012). Promocijas darba ietvaros veikta pétijuma rezultati noradija uz ta saukta NIMBY
efektu (“not in my back yard” jeb ,.tikai ne mana pagalma”), kad iedzivotaji visnegativak
noraidija v&ja elektrostaciju blivniecibas alternativu jura tiesa Pavilostas un Jurkalnes
tuvuma. Lai gan tiek lietotas dazadas NYMBY efekta definicijas (Bidwell, 2013), tomer
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konteksta ar §a pétijjuma rezultatiem tas tiek saprasts ka atskirtba starp sabiedribas
vispargjo atbalstu un viet€§ja méroga pretestibu v&ja parku attistibai (Krohn and
Damborg, 1999). Lai gan realizéta vietjo iedzivotaju aptauja neieklava tiesi izrietoSu
jautajumu, kas sasaistitu attieksmi pret jiira pretim apdzivotai vietai izvietotam VES un
pien@mumiem par tam ietekm&m, tomer ieklautais jautajums, kas lidza respondentus
noveértét jiras VES dazadas vides ietekmes un socialekonomiskos aspektus, dod iesp&ju
izvertet iesp&jamos atticksmes iemeslus. Nemot véra viet€jo Jurkalnes un Pavilostas
teritorijas attistibas planosanas dokumentu saturu, ka ar1 atklatas sarunas un interviju
laika izteiktas piezimes, tas dod iesp€ju sasaistit konstatéto opoziciju ar novertétam
ietekm@m uz ainavu. Vietjie iedzivotaji savas teritorijas nakotni asocié ar dabas un
ainavas tlrismu, tapec VES biivnieciba jura tiek uzskatita ka apdraud&jums.

Saja gadijuma NIMBY efekts drizak biitu uztverams ka pastavésana par ,savas
identitates” saglabasanu, kas biitu jarespekt€ godiga jiras vai sauszemes teritorijas
planoSanas procesa. Tas biitu janem v&ra ipasi, jo pétama teritorija parstav Latvijas
un Baltijas juras krasta unikalo ainavu, tapec v&ja turbinu izvietoSana vizuali estetiski
augstvertiga ainava ir Tpasi jutiga t€ma ne tikai $aja teritorija, bet arT citur Eiropa
(Warren et al., 2005; Molnarova et al., 2012). Iedzivotaju atticksmi biitiski nemainTtu pat
iespgjamie papildu ienakumi pasvaldibas budzeta.

Tade] nevar drosi apgalvot, ka Latvija var€tu tikt ieviesta ta déveta ,,sabiedribas
jeb kopienas ieguvumu” pieeja — attistitdja pienakums nodroSinat finansialos vai
materialos ieguvumus ietekmétajai teritorijai (Aitken, 2010; Cowell et al., 2011; Warren
and McFadyen, 2010). Pétfjuma rezultati norada, ka tada pieeja nav Tsti atbilstoSa, lai
sekmétu jiiras VES pienemamibu vismaz Jirkalnes un Pavilostas apkartné.

Petijums ari pieradija, ka dazadiem sabiedribas grupu parstavjiem viedoklis par
vEja energijas izmantoSanu ir at3kirigs. Ja viet€jie iedzivotaji ir viskritiskaka grupa,
tad tiristi un atpiitnieki iesp&jamam izmainam ir nedaudz pielavigaki. Sis secinajums
apstiprina konceptualo pienémumu par icintereséto pusu lidzdalibu, ka sabiedriba un
tas viedokli ir vienoti un tas ir janem véra planoSanas procesa (Lane, 2005). Saskana
ar B. Maguires un kolégu (Maguire et al., 2012) klasifikaciju pétijuma mérka grupas
parstav tas sabiedribas grupas, kuram ir augsts ieinteresétibas Itmenis, bet ierobeZota
ietekme. Sis grupas ir lidzdalibas procesa centrd, jo tas var veidot alianses, lai iegiitu
specigaku viedokli planosanas un lémumu pienemsanas gaita. It Tpasi tas janem véra,
ja planosana ir organiz&€ta centraliz€ta visas valsts méroga un tas 1@mumi var ietekméet
viet€jo iedzivotaju dzivi (Wolsink, 2007, 2010). Tap&c nav bitiski noverst tulitgjas
pretrunas, bet tiesi pret€ji — sekmét, ka visam sabiedribas grupam ir iesp&ja izteikt
savus priekslikumus. Promocijas darba ietvaros veiktais pétfjums, tapat ka arT citi
lidzigi pétijumi parada, ka viens no vispieméerotakajiem risinajumiem, lai paplasinatu
mérkauditoriju, ir anketéSana (Fletcher and Pike, 2007). Tiristi un atpiitnieki ir viena no
tam mérka grupam, kas tradicionali savu interesu parstavniecibai neveido sabiedriskas
organizacijas, tapec vinu viedokli visprecizak var noteikt, ja tiek veikti gan kvantitativa,
gan kvalitativa rakstura aptauju izmantojosi petijumi.

4.3.2. Vizualas ietekmes noveértéjums

Promocijas darba ietvaros veikta pétijuma iegiitic rezultati sakrit ar citu p&tijumu
(Bishop and Miller, 2007; Firestone and Kempton, 2007) secinato, ka vietgjo iedzivotaju
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atbalsts v&ja energijai pieaugtu, ja turbinas tiktu izvietotas talak no krasta (prom no acim).
Tapéc $is faktors buitu janem véra planosanas procesa, kad tiek apspriestas iesp&jamo
vietu alternativas. No SkérSliem brivs horizonts ir viena no biitiskajam vietja tlrisma
attistibas vértibam, tapéc v&ja turbinas sabojatu jiras ainavas ka tlirisma vietas vizualo
pievilcibu.

Pétfjums pieradija, ka vietas izvéle var atstat butisku ietekmi uz tlrismu regiona,
jo puse tlristu un atpiitnieku atzimgja, ka jiras vgja elektrostaciju izvietojuma attalums
no krasta ir biitisks faktors tam, lai vini apmeklétu pludmali, ka arT uzturétos tur ilgak.
Sabojajot ainavas vizualo struktiiru, vietgjais regions var zaudét ievérojamus lidzeklus.

Pétijums ari paradija, ka tdristiem un atpitnickiem Latvija tomer ir atSkirigi
ieradumi salidzinajuma ar citam vietam pasaulé. Pieméram, vienas dienas atpiitnickiem
Ziemelkarolina juras vgja elektrostacijas esamibai ir nebitiska ietekme uz vinu atpiitas
braucieniem (Landry et al., 2012), kas ir pretstata ar Latvija secinato. Masu gadijjuma
celojuma plani pat tiem, kam Jurkalnes vai Pavilostas pickraste ir bijusi tikai pieturvieta
vai Tss atplitas bridis garaka celojuma, vartu mainities. Danijas pétijuma rezultati
(Ladenburg and Dubgaard, 2009) liecina, ka respondentiem, kuri pludmali apmekle
biezak, ir svarigaka ainavas vizualo trauc€jumu samazina$ana salidzinajuma ar tiem, kuri
pludmali apmeklé retak. Savukart Latvijas petijums uzrada, ka pickrastes apmeklgjuma
biezums neietekmé thristu 1@mumu atpiisties tada vieta, kur biitu uzbtvétas vé&ja
elektrostacijas. Tas pats noverojums attiecas arT uz vietgjiem iedzivotajiem, kuri toméer
regulari izmanto jliras un pludmales resursus.

4.3.3. Iepriekséjas pieredzes ietekme uz ainavas vizualas ietekmes vértéjumu

Lai gan gandriz ikviens miisu pétfjuma respondents bija redzgjis sauszemes v&ja
turbinas darbojamies Latvija vai pat arzemgs, tikai dala no viniem personigi bija sajutusi
to raditos trauc€jumus. Ta ka Latvija vél nav uzbuvetas v&ja elektrostacijas jura, tad
ne visi respondenti ir redzgjusi v&ja turbinas juras ainava. Tomer tas, vai respondents
ir agrak redzgjis juras v&ja elektrostacijas, neietekmé ta atticksmi, vai atbalstit vEja
elektrostaciju attistibu Latvijas jura. Danijas pétijuma rezultati (Ladenburg, 2009) aicina
pieverst uzmanibu iesp&jamiem izaicinajumiem, ar ko var nakties saskarties arT Latvijai.
Picaugot to cilveku skaitam, kuri dzivo lielo v&ja parku tuvuma, ir palielindjusies
opozicija v&ja parku attistibai.

leprieksgjas pieredzes efekts, kas jau ieprieks raksturots, norada, ka negativa
atticksme pret vgja elektrostaciju biivniecibu ir sagaidama no tas sabiedribas dalas,
kas ir izjutusi turbinu raditos traucjumus tiesi. Tapec, lai mazinatu opoziciju vgja
energijas izmantoSanai, planosanas un vides atbildigajam iestadém vajadz&tu projektu
attistitajiem precizi noteikt krit€rijus un nosacTjumus, kas pasargatu iedzivotajus no
troksnpa, vibracijas un citam fiziskam neértibam. Sakariba starp izjustiem traucgjumiem
un attiecksmi pret v&ja parkiem norada, ka v&ja parka atraSanas attalums no krasta nav
vienigais ietekmgéjosais faktors.

Vietgjo iedzivotaju spécigais negativisms varctu arl tikt skaidrots ar piekrastes
teritorijas vesturi, kur l1dzigi ka citas Baltijas valstis (Kaur et al., 2004) piekraste zona
bija slégta militara teritorija, tapec centralizétas vai no svesiniekiem planotas aktivitates
nav vietgjiem iedzivotajiem pienemamas.
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4.4. Piekrastes ainavas saglabasana nakotné

Gandriz visi respondenti, vai vinus intervétu saistiba ar gatavibu maksat par
pludmales ainavas saglabasanu, vai arT saistiba ar jiiras VES attistibu, pasreizgjas ainavas
saglabasanu vertgja ka nozimigu vai Joti nozimigu (4.4.1. attels). Pozitivais vertgjums
svarstas no 85% Iidz 93% no katras izlases respondentu kopgja skaita. Nedaudz svarigak
respondentiem ir Skitis saglabat tie$i pludmales un piekrastes sauszemes ainavu.
Rezultati norada, ka pastav vid&ji ciesa korelacija starp to, ka respondents verté jiiras
un sauszemes ainavas saglabasanu gan turistu (Spearman rho = 0,802, p = 0,000), gan
vietgjo iedzivotaju (Spearman rho = 0,598, p = 0,000) grupa. Tatad, ja respondents verte
juras ainavas saglabasanu ka nozimigu, tad pastav liela varbitiba, ka ta arT tiks novertéta
sauszemes ainavas saglabasana.
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4.4.1. attels. Respondentu viedoklis par piekrastes ainavas saglabasanas nozimigumu

Figure 4.4.1. Respondence view on the importance of the landscape maintenance

Ta ka jiras ainavas saglabasanas nozimigums uzrada statistiski biitisku vidgji ciesu
negativu korelaciju ar iespgjamam izmainam tiiristu apmekl&jumam, noradot, ka tiem,
kam ainavas saglabasana ir vairak nozimiga, tie ar1 nevéletos apmekl&t atpiitas vietu,
kur biitu redzamas VES, tika noskaidrots, vai Sis faktors, ka arT respondentu ietekmes uz
ainavas novertgjums ir faktori, kas nosaka, vai tiristi un atpiitnieki apmekles piekrasti,
ja tiks uzbiivétas VES. Veicot linearas regresijas analizi, tika noteiks, ka ainavas
saglabasanas nozimigums (pretgji ietekmes uz ainavas novertéjuma faktoram) ir batiska
faktoriala pazime, kas ietekmé tiiristu un atpttnieku apmekl&tibas raditaju, ja VES tiktu
buvetas jebkura no Cetriem alternativiem atraSanas attalumiem no krasta.

Ainavas saglabasanas nepiecieSamiba sakrit ar Z. Penézes (2009) secinajumiem,
petot Latvijas lauku ainavu, tas izmainas un cilvéka uztveri par $STm parmainam.
Noskaidrojot iedzivotaju viedokli par cilvéka ietekmi uz lauku ainavu, to veidojot un
kopjot, sanemtas atbildes paradija, ka jaunaka un vid€ja vecuma respondenti un tie,
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kuriem bija augstaka izglitiba, uzskata, ka lauku ainavas veidosana butiski ir ar1 dabiskie
procesi, bet cilvéka darbiba saredz arT draudus, kas var degradét lauku ainavas kvalitati.

Augstais ainavas saglabasanas novert§jums varctu but saistits ar to, ka Latvijas
iedzivotaju vertgjuma piekraste ir viens no apdraudétakajiem dabas resursiem.
2010. gada aprili veikta SKDS pétijuma rezultati paradija, ka 75,4% respondentu tiesi
pickrastes teritorijas uzskata par vienam no visapdraudétakajam (Briska and Rungule,
2010). Lidzigi augstu nozimi ainavas saglabasanai ir pieskirusi ari Igaunijas iedzivotaji.
M. Reimana un kolégu veiktaja pétijuma tika noskaidrots, ka 89% respondentu piekrit
tam, ka Igaunijas pickraste buitu jasaglaba maksimali dabiska stavokli (Reimann et al.,
2011).

Piekrastes ainavas raksturo gan dabiskie, gan cilvéku veidotie objekti. Pludmales
ainavas pétfjums pierada, ka lidzigi ka citos Baltijas regiona veiktajos ainavas
uztveres petijumos (Kaur et al. 2004; Bell et al., 2008; Bell et al., 2009) respondenti
par svarigakajiem piekrastes un pludmales ainavas objektiem atzimé dabiskos ainavas
elementus. Saja pétijuma tie ir pludmales smiltis, jiras tidens un v&j3, krasti un kapas,
priezu mezi. Ar citos Eiropa veiktajos vides ekonomikas pétijumos piekrastes ainavas
dabiskums tiek augstu novértéts (Petrosillo et al., 2007).
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5. PETIJUMU REZULTATU KOPSAVILKUMS

Dazadi faktori ietekm& piekrastes zonas attisttbu gan pasaulé, gan Latvija,
ka rezultata notiek izmainas ainavas struktlra un tas sp€ja nodroSinat sabiedribai
nepiecieSsamos resursus. Promocijas darba Latvijas pickrastes ainava ir pétita atSkirigos
mérogos un kontekstos: i) izmainas jliras pickrastes ainavas strukttira un tas ietekmg&josie
faktori ir vertéti visas Latvijas pickrastes zona; ii) potenciala v&ja energijas raZo$anas
jura ietekme uz ainavas vizualo kvalitati ir novertéta unikalaja Baltijas jiiras stavkrastu
zona; iii) pludmales ainavas ka rekreacijas pakalpojuma nodro§inatajas nozimigums ir
noskaidrots Cetras atSkirigas Latvijas pludmalgs.

Piekrastes ainavas struktiiras analizes rezultati parada, ka 20.-21. gadsimta mija
Latvijas juras piekrastes 10 km plataja zona domingjosais zemes seguma veids bija
dabiskas mezu ainavas. Mezu ainavas arT bija tas, kas visvairak ir tikuSas paklautas
izmainam §aja perioda, jo viens no galvenajiem valsts ienakumu giisanas avotiem bija
meza resursi, kas nodro$inaja mezizstrades aktivitates un tam pakartoto kokapstradi un
eksportu.

Urbanizacija jeb apdzivoto vietu izpleSanas, kas pétama laika perioda pasaules un
Eiropas piekrastes zona ir bijis nozimigs faktors, Latvijas ainavu ietekmg&jusi diezgan
nelielos apjomos. No vienas puses tas skaidrojams ar p&tamo laika periodu, kad
apdzivoto vietu/ostu biivniecibas rezultati vél nav atspogulojusies ainava, bet no otras
puses rezultati izriet no petijuma nacionala méroga, kas nosaka ar p&tniecisko materialu
ierobezotas iespgjas fikset lokala meéroga izmainas. Tapec autore iesaka, ka turpmakajos
piekrastes urbanizacijas pétijumos butu jaizmanto augstakas izskirtsp&jas talizpetes
materiali, ka arT attiecigas digitalas datu apstrades programmatiras.

P&tijumu rezultati norada uz normativo aktu ietekmi uz ainavas struktiiras izmainam
Latvijas juras pickrasté. Gan Aizsargjoslu likums, gan dabas aizsardzibas normativie akti,
uz ka pamata nodibinatas Tpasi aizsargajamas dabas teritorijas un noteikti saimnieciskas
darbibas ierobezojumi, ir bijusi efektivi politikas instrumenti, kas ietekm@jusi zemes
izmantoSanu, kas attiecigi summgjies zemes seguma izmainas. Ka parada pétfjuma
rezultati par 1995.-2006. gadu, tad Aizsargjoslu likums ir pasargajis no kailcirtém 1 km
plataja piekrastes zona, ka arT Tpasi aizsargajamas dabas teritorijas. Tacu tas ir atstajis
iespaidu uz $o teritoriju piegulosajam zemé&m, kur attiecigi ir bijis blivaks mezu kailcirSu
platibu izvietojums.

Jaras krasta erozijas un akumulacijas procesi ir tie dabiskie faktori, kas jau vairakus
gadsimtus ir veidojuSi ainavas Latvijas piekrasté, liekot cilvékiem Siem procesiem
pielagoties, istenojot dazadus praktiskus un normativus pasakumus. Nemot véra [1dzsingjas
juras krasta erozijas tendences, ka arT apzinoties iesp&jamas klimata parmainas, kuru
rezultata pieaugtu specigo vetru biezums un celtos jiiras Iimenis, aprékini rada, ka nakotng
ir sagaidamas biitiskas izmainas piekrastes ainavas kvantitativaja struktiira. Saskana ar
izpétitiem pieejamajiem materialiem ilgtermina ka visvairak apdraud@tie ainavu veidi ir
jaizce] tiesi dabiskas ainavas: pludmales, kapas un skujkoku mezi. Pazaudgjot tas, tiktu
zaud@tas gan attiecigas biologiski vertigas ekosistémas, gan neiegiitie socialekonomiskie
labumi, ko nodroSina piekrastes ainavu resursi un pakalpojumi.
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Misdienu faktoru ietekme atspogulojas zemes seguma struktiiras izmainas, ka ari
rada parmainas ainavas vizualaja kvalitate. Promocijas darba iegiitie rezultati, izmantojot
sabiedribas uztveres pétniecisko pieeju ainavas vizualas kvalitates novertésana, apstiprina
vairakas likumsakaribas. Viena no atzinam ir, ka $ada veida p&tijumos ir jaaptver dazadas
sabiedribas grupas jeb dazadi ainavas lietotaji (pieméram, iedzivotaji, tiristi, atptitnieki),
kas ainavas planoSanas un parvaldibas procesa dotu iespju integrét pastavosas
sabiedribas uztveres atSkiribas. Otrs aspekts ir saistits ar sabiedribas konservativismu
pret jaunu ainavas elementu ienak$anu ierastaja ainava. Ja v&ja elektrostaciju turbinas
ir jau vizuali aprobétas Latvijas sauszemes ainava, tad jlras ainava tas ir jaunas
un neierastas zimes. V&l viena likumsakariba ir, ka sabiedribas atbalsts picaug, ja
jauni objekti tiek izvietoti arpus to redzamibas vai skatu zonas. Sada uztvere ir bijusi
tradicionala atkritumu apsaimniekoSana, kad ierasta prakse bija atkritumus aizvest uz
mezu, norakt vai sadedzinat. Ar Gidens piesarnosana sabiedribas riipes ir bijusas saistitas
ar algu vairoSanos, redzamam naftas noplidém, bet mazaka uzmaniba un sapratne ir
tikusi pieversta bistamo kimisko vielu ietekmei uz vidi un cilvéka veselibu.

Lai gan ainava ka rekreacijas resurss ir atzita jau sen, tomer svarigi ir novertet tas
sniegto devumu ilgtspgjigai attisttbai misdienu izpratn€ par ainavu ka pakalpojuma
sniedz&ju. Pludmales ainavas vértéSana no vides ckonomikas aspekta planotajiem
un l€émuma pienéméejiem sniedz papildu informaciju situacija, kad ir nepiecieSams
izveleties starp dazadiem attistibas variantiem. Promocijas darba rezultati parada, ka
Latvijas pludmales apmekl&taji augstu verté gan pludmales apsaimniekoSanas kvalitates
nodrosinasanas nepiecieSamibu, gan dabiskas ainavas saglabasanas nozimigumu, gan
arl par svarigakajiem piekrastes ainava atzimé tieSi dabiskas izcelsmes elementus.
So atzipu var npemt véra, turpmak realizGjot valsts piekrastes atfistibas politiku,
lidzsvarojot ekonomiskas attistibas un dabas, tai skaita ainavas, saglabasanas intereses.
Tomér no otras puses ir janem véra ari vesturiski izveidojies sabiedribas viedoklis par
valsts un pasvaldibas pienakumiem dazadu pakalpojumu nodro§inasana un zemais
individa lidzatbildibas ltimenis sabiedribai nozimigu jautajumu risinasana. Tas ictekme
ckonomiskas vertibas noteikSanu un tas talako izmantosanu teritorijas attistibas planosana.
Ta ka péetijums tika veikts ekonomiskas krizes apstaklos, iesp&jams, labvéligaka valsts
attistibas situacija rezultati biitu pozitivaki.
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SECINAJUMI

Kops neatkaribas atgiiSanas 1991. gada galveno socialekonomisko faktoru darbibas
rezultata Latvijas piekrastes ainavas struktra ir notikusas bitiskas izmainas.
Mezizstrade ir bijusi viena no noteico$ajam ekonomikas aktivitatém, kas sekmgjusi
meza ekosistémas fragmentaciju 10 km plataja pieckrastes sauszemes dala. Lidzigi
ka citas Eiropas valstis arT Latvijas piekrasté uz lauksaimniecibas zemju rékina ir
palielinajusas apbiiveto teritoriju aiznemtas platibas.

Laika posma no 1995. Iidz 2006. gadam darbojusSies piekrastes aizsardzibas
politikas instrumenti un to nosacijumi, t.i., Baltijas jiiras un Rigas lica aizsargjosla
un Tpasi aizsargajamas dabas teritorijas, kas bija efektivi mehanismi, ka attiecigajas
teritorijas noverst butiskas ainavas struktiiras izmainas. PEtljuma rezultata netika
identificetas meza kailcirtes ne 300 m zona, ne Natura 2000 teritorijas. Petfjuma
rezultati parada, ka blakus aizsargdjamam teritorijam pieaug koksnes iegiiSanas un
blvniecibas radita slodze uz piekrastes ainavu.

Nemot véra, ka tirgus pieprasa koksnes resursus kokapstrades riipniecibai vai
zemi apbtivei, katrs no Siem biznesa sektoriem (mezsaimnieciba vai nekustamie
Tpasumi) koncentré savas darbibas tajas teritorijas, kur tiem nepastav nozimigi
normativie ierobezojumi. Ta rezultata noveérojama slodzes uz ainavu polarizacijas
pastiprinasanas.

Apzinoties 11dz8ingjas juras krasta erozijas tendences, ka art respektgjot iesp&jamas
klimata parmainu raditas ietekmes, aprékini rada, ka nakotng ir sagaidamas butiskas
izmainas piekrastes ainavas struktiira. Eso$as pludmales, kapas un mezi ir visvairak
apdraud@tie ainavu veidi, kas zinama mera ilgtermina var tik pazaudgti. Tiktu
zaud@tas ekosistémas un neiegiitie socialekonomiskie labumi, ko nodrosSina esosie
ekosistemu resursi un pakalpojumi.

Sabiedribas grupu uztveres petjjuma rezultati rada, ka gan vietgjiem iedzivotajiem,
gan tliristiem un atpitniekiem ir lidziga attieksme pret v&ja elektrostaciju attistibu
Baltijas jiiras Latvijas piekrasté. Respondenti labpratak atbalstitu v&ja elektrostaciju
buvniecibu piekrastes sauszemes dala, mazak atbalstosi tie ir pret véja elektrostaciju
buvniecibu jura Latvijas pickrasté, bet visnegativak vini ir pret to biivniecibu jiira
prett apdzivotam teritorijam, miisu gadijuma pretT Jirkalnei un Pavilostai.

Petfjuma rezultati parada, ka attiecksme pret v&ja parku attistibu biitiska nozime ir
v&ja elektrostaciju turbinu saskatamibai. Pieaugot attalumam no krasta, kada tiktu
izvietotas jiiras v&ja elektrostacijas, tiktu mazinata ietekme uz piekrastes ainavas
vizualo kvalitati. Taristi un atpttnieki nevélas apmeklét un uzturéties ilgak tada
vieta, kur tuvuma bitu saskatamas vgja turbinas. Ievietojot esosaja atklataja juras
ainava $os jaunos vizualos elementus, vietgja tlrisma un atpiitas nozarg ir sagaidami
ekonomiskie zaud&umi. Starp petijuma respondentu izlaseém, t.i., viet§jiem
iedzivotdjiem un tiristiem un atpltniekiem, pastav butiskas atSkiribas attieciba uz
vgja elektrostaciju novietojumu Latvijas piekraste. Viet§jo iedzivotaju atticksme
pret vEja elektrostaciju biivniecibu jura ir negativa, neskatoties uz piedavatajiem
redzamibas scenarijiem, no kuriem viena v&ja turbinas ir pat griti saskatamas.
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10.

Atskiriba no citu valstu p&tjjumiem promocijas darba rezultati neuzradija, ka
respondentu ieprieksgjai informacijai par to, vai vini ir dzird€jusi par buivniecibas
ieceri un vai ir redz&jusi lidzigu projektu daba, nav ietekmes uz to, vai atbalstit vEja
elektrostaciju buvniecibu Latvijas jiiras pickrastg.

Latvijas pludmales apmekl&taji augstu verte gan pludmales kvalitates nodroSinasanas
nepiecieSamibu, gan dabiskas ainavas saglabasanas nozimigumu, gan arl par
svarigakajiem pickrastes ainava atzimé tiesi dabiskas izcelsmes elementus. Tomér,
nemot veéra vesturiski veidojuSos sabiedribas viedokli par valsts un pasvaldibas
pienakumiem dazadu resursu un pakalpojumu nodro$inasana, mazak neka tresa
dala respondentu biitu gatavi sniegt savu monetaro ieguldijumu dabiskas pludmales
ainavas saglabasana.

Pludmales apmekl&taju gatavibu atvélet naudas summu, lai saglabatu pasreizgjo
pludmales ainavu, ietekm& divi galvenie faktori: i) viedoklis par ainavas
saglabasanu; ii) tas, no kurienes respondents ir ieradies. Jo biitiskaka atpttnickiem
ir pludmales ainavas saglabasana, jo liclaka iesp&jamiba, ka vini arT biitu gatavi
maksat par pasreizéjas pludmales ainavas saglabasanu. Pieaugot to atpiitnieku
skaitam, kas uzturas sezonali vai pat ir atbraukuSi no citas pilsStas vai valsts,
pieaug arT iesp&jamiba par pozitivaku attieksmi pret monetaru ieguldijumu ainavas
saglabasana.

Petijuma veikto dazado testu rezultati parada, ka nav statistiski butisku viedok]a
atSkiribu jautajuma par gatavibu maksat starp sievietém un virieSiem, dazadam
vecuma grupam, izglitibas ITmeniem vai ienakumiem. Tadgjadi socialekonomiskie
parametri nav pieradijusies ka butiski faktori taja, ka sabiedriba pieskir ekonomisko
vertibu pludmalei ka rekreacijas pakalpojuma nodro$inatajam.
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PRIEKSLIKUMI LATVIJAS PIEKRASTES AINAVAS
PARVALDIBAI

Politikas planosana

Diskutgjot par ainavas parvaldibas politiku, politikas veidotajiem ir javerte dazadu
socialekonomisko faktoru ietekme plasak neka atseviska biotopa, ekosistémas vai
Sauras piekrastes joslas robezas. Principu skatit aizsardzibu plasaka regionala konteksta
vajadz€tu iestradat Latvijas teritorijas attistibas planosanas politika, ka ari integrét
attiecigajos nozaru politikas dokumentos.

Piepemot, ka cilvéka veidoto ainavas struktiiru un elementu aizsardzibai tiks veikti
nepiecieSamie pasakumi, lai klimata parmaigu raditam ietekm&m biitu p€c iesp€jas
mazakas sekas, svarigi ir arT neaizmirst par vertigajam Latvijas piekrastes dabiskam un
pusdabiskam ainavam, kas var tikt neatgriezeniski pazaud€tas gan vétru, gan jiiras [imena
celSanas rezultata. Tapec klimata parmainu pielagosanas politikas izstradatajiem biitu
jamekl@ risinajumi attiecigiem pasakumiem, kas nodrosinatu Latvijas biitisko ainavisko
vertibu saglabasanu. Planosanas procesa jau vajadz&tu paredzet iesp&jamo ilgtermina
nepiecieSamibu pec ,,atkapsanas” sauszemes virziena.

Lai gan klimata parmainu potenciali radito ietekmju uz Latvijas piekrasti detals
novertéjums vel nav izstradats, debatés par Baltijas jiras un Rigas lica krasta aizsargjoslu
un tas noteikSanas metodiku biitu jaieklauj jautajums par esos$as krasta aizsargjoslas
platuma pietickamibu. Piesardzibas princips, kas ir ieviests vides politikas ievieSana,
nodros$inatu labaku gatavibu nakotn€ sagaidamajam izmainam.

Nemot veéra, ka 2014. gada ir jasagatavo parskats par Latvijas pickrastes attistibas
pamatnostadpu 2011.-2017. gadam TstenoSanas progresu un jaizskata priekslikumi
pamatnostadnu aktualiz€Sanai, tad tiek ieteikts ieklaut papildu uzdevumu, kas noteiktu
sauszemes un juras ainavu vizualas aizsardzibas zonas. To noteikSanu balstit ne tikai
uz tehnisko ekspertu sagatavotiem priekslikumiem, bet integrét ar1 sabiedribas uztveres
atzinas par piekrastes ainavas aizsardzibas nozimigumu, ka to paredz gan Eiropas
Komisijas Rekomendacija par integréto piekrastes zonas parvaldibu, gan Eiropas
Ainavas konvencija.

Ir nepiecieSams sabalansét atjaunojamo energijas resursu izmantoSanas planosanu
ar ainavas aizsardzibu ka vienu no svarigakajiem tlrrisma attistibas resursiem. Lai to
panaktu, gan nozaru, gan juras, gan sauszemes teritoriju attistibas politikas planotajiem
ir jasadarbojas ciesak, lai netiktu izve€léts vieglakais cel$, izmantojot jiiras telpu, kas
pieder vienam paSniekam, kas ir valsts. Turklat ir batiski, ka arT atjaunojamas energijas
attistibas politikas planotaji un attieciga biznesa attistitaji veic zinatniskas prieksizpétes,
kas noteiktu tas potencialas un piepemamas vEja energijas razoSanas teritorijas un
izvietoSanas nosacijumus, neietekméjot ainavas vizualo kvalitati un piekrastes tiirisma
attistibu.

Lai gan pétijuma rezultati nav tiesi saistiti ar jiiras planojuma vai ainavas politikas
pamatnostadnu izstrades procesu, kuru ietvaros iestradatu arl ainavas aizsardzibas
uzdevumus, tom&r promocijas darba rezultati norada uz iesp&jamiem izaicinajumiem, lai
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starp dazadam planoSanas prioritatém nodro§inatu saskanotibu. Zinot esoSo sektorialo
pieeju un teritorialo planosanas kompetences sadalijumu Latvija, turpmakajos politikas
un planosanas procesos ir nepiecieSams plasaks un integrativs redz&jums gan vietgja, gan
nacionala liment.

Promocijas darba rezultati norada uz nepiecieSamibu respektét dazadu sabiedribas
grupu attiecksmi un sniegto novert€jumu situacijas, kad tiek izstradatas nozaru vai
teritorialas attistibas politikas, kas ietekm@s turpmako vinu dzives kvalitati. Tap&c bitiski
ir veidot iesaistito pusu darba grupas, nodrosinot visu sabiedribas grupu lidzdalibu.

Ietekmes uz vidi novértésana

Likums ,,Par ietekmes uz vidi novertgjumu”, kas Latvija ir speka kops 2001. gada,
nosaka ainavu ka vienu no ietekmes izvert§juma aspektiem, ja paredzeta darbiba vai
planosanas dokumenta istenoSana izraisitu tieSas vai netieSas parmainas vide. Tapec
vides institlcijam, kas uzrauga jiras v&a elektrostaciju blvniecibas ietekmes uz
vidi noveértgjuma procesu, biitu nepiecieSams noverte§juma programma icklaut ne
tikai generalas sociologiska viedokla aptaujas, bet transdisciplinarus pétjjumus, kas
daudzpusigi un visaptverosi novertétu biivniecibas potencialo iectekmi uz ainavas vizualo
kvalitati un vietgjo ekonomiku. Ievérojot piesardzibas principu vides parvaldiba, ir
svarigi, ka vides institlicijas akcepté tadu jauna veida attistibu, kas balstita uz zinatnisko
petfjumu rezultatiem.

Pétnieciba

Lai novérotu nacionala méroga izmainu tendences piekrastes ainavas struktira,
ainavas struktiiras analiz€ biitu nepiecieSams izmantot talizp&tes metodes arl nakotng.
Nakamais iesp&jamais atskaites punkts, par kuru Eiropas Vides agentiira apkopo
zemes seguma datus, ir 2012. gads. Tas dotu iesp&u novertét divu bitisku misdienu
ekonomisko faktoru ietekmi: bivniecibas pieaugumu 2006.—2012. gada, ka arT Latvijas
mezu izcirSanas tendences valsts ekonomiskas un finansu krizes parvaréSanai. Jauni
geotelpiskie dati paraditu, vai esoSie dabas aizsardzibas normativie akti, kas regulé
piekrastes attistibu, joprojam pasarga piekrastes zonu no straujam izmainam.

Jaras planosanas process attistas un pilnveidojas ne tikai Latvija, bet arT Baltijas jiiras
regiona, Eiropa un pasaulé. Saja procesa ir nepiecieSsama dazada zinatniska informacija,
ka arT situdcijas un attistibas novertésanas metodika. Balstoties uz sabiedribas uztveres
pétljuma rezultatiem un testétajam metodem, biitu nepiecieSams visas Latvijas piekrastes
aptvero$s pétijums, kas aptvertu ne tikai stavkrastu ainavas, bet arT citas piekrastes
teritorijas, it Tpasi lielo pilsétu (Liepajas un Ventspils) teritorijas.

Lidz Sim Latvija ir veikti tikai dazi petjjumi, kas izmantojusi metodi ar gatavibu
maksat, ekonomiski vertgjot vides resursus vai ekosist€mu sniegtos pakalpojumus.
Turklat neviens no pétijumiem nav veicis ta saukto ,,post” jeb pecprojekta vai pasakuma
ievieSanas verteésanu, kas salidzinatu hipotétisko gatavibu maksat ar realo. Tapec Latvija
bitu lietderigi veikt p&tijumu arT $aja virziena.
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PATEICIBAS

Promocijas darbs izstradats ar Eiropas Sociala fonda projekta ,,Atbalsts doktora
studijam Latvijas Universitaté — 2” atbalstu.

Vispirms promocijas darba autore izsaka pateicibu darba vaditagjam — LU
Geografijas un zemes zinatnu fakultates dekanam prof. Dr. geogr: Olgertam Nikodemum
par uzaicinagjumu staties doktorantiiras programma, par zinatniski vertigajam
diskusijam gan darba satura strukturizéSana, gan izvéléto metozu pielietosSana, ka ari
rezultatu atspoguloSana. Paldies par atbalstu promocijas darba laika iegiito rezultatu
populariz€sanas iespg&jam arpus Latvijas, ta sniedzot arT iespgju ieglit informaciju par
aktualakajam atzinam un sasniegumiem ainavas zinatnu joma, lai attiecigi pilnveidotu
promocijas darba izstradi.

Darba autore pateicas ar1 visiem, kas promocijas darba izstrades procesa sniegusi
loti noderigas konsultacijas. Liels paldies studiju kolégei Dr. geogr: Andai Ruskulei
par daliSanos pieredz€ gan par organizatoriskiem jautdjumiem studiju procesa, gan
par zinatniski rado$am sarunam un savam pétnieciskam atzinam, par veiksmigo
sadarbibu zinatnisko rezultatu populariz€Sana arzemes, atvieglojot $a promocijas darba
izstrades gaitu. Tapat vElos pateikties MSc. Ingridai Brémerei par kolegialo atbalstu un
ieteikumiem darba ieklauto t€mu labaka atspogulosana. Pateiciba ir izsakama arT Dr:
geogr. Raimondam Kasparinskim par atvéléto laiku konsultacijam statistisko metozu
pielietosana, Dr. geogr. Kristinei Abolinai par konstruktivo kritiku un ierosinajumiem
promocijas darba versijas uzlabosana. Autore izsaka lielu pateictbu Dr. geogr. Zandai
Pengézei par praktiskiem ieteikumiem promocijas darba izstrades gaita, ka arT pasa darba
pilnveidosana. Paldies MSc. Leldei Engelei par konsultacijam biologiskas daudzveidibas
novértésana, kopigi apsekojot petamo piekrastes teritoriju, ka arT sniegtajiem komentariem
darba izstrades gaita. Paldies dizainerei Lolitai Piteranei par sagatavotajam fotokolazam,
kas tika izmantotas p&tijuma par iedzivotaju un taristu viedokliem attieciba uz potencialo
v&ja parku blivniecibu jura Latvijas piekraste.

Promocijas darba izmantoto datu ieguvé liels paldies ir izsakams abu sociologisko
pétijumu intervétaju komandam: Dacei Ugulei, Olitai Smirnovai, Sandrai Abelei,
Laurai Veidemanei, Agatei Kalcenauai, Elitai Kalninai, Rainai Krecerei. Vinu precizais
un atbildigais darbs dazado mérka grupu viedoklu noskaidro$ana ir bijis So rezultatu
sasnieg$anas garants.

Liels paldies par atsaucibu visiem cilvékiem, kas, neskatoties uz dazadiem laika
apstakliem, piekrita atbildét uz intervetaju jautajumiem — gan Jurkaln€ un Pavilosta, gan
citas apsekotajas pludmalgs.

Autore no sirds pateicas visiem saviem kolégiem no ,,Baltijas Vides Foruma” par
izpratni un atbalstu promocijas darba tapsSanas laika, uznemoties papildu pienakumus
un darba uzdevumus, kas radusies zinatniskas darbibas aiznemtibas dél. Paldies Filipam
Engevaldam un Heidrunai Fammlerei par atbalstu rezultatu sekmigai atspoguloSanai
starptautiskajas konferenc€s anglu valoda, savukart Dacei Strigunei — par latviesu
valodas precizu lietoSanas nodro$inasanu zinatnisko t€zu sagatavosana.
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Liels paldies visiem draugiem un pazipam par moralo atbalstu un nenogurstoso
interesi par promocijas darba rezultatiem. Autore no visas sirds pateicas saviem
tuvakajiem — mammai, braliem un vinu fantastiskajam gimeném, ka ari plasajai radu
saimei — par sapratni un interesi savas 11dz$ingjas zinatnes karjeras veidoSanas laika.
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PIELIKUMI

1. Pielikums.
Vietéjo iedzivotaju attiecksme pret iespejamu véja elektrostaciju parku
izveidi Latvijas teritorijas Baltijas juras piekraste

Aptaujas anketa

Paldies, ka piekritat Sai aptaujai. Aptaujas laika Jums tiks piedavati atbilzu varianti.
Aptaujas ilgums ir ne vairak ka 20 minites.

Sis aptaujas mérkis ir pétit sabiedribas viedokli par iespéjamo véja elektrostaciju
parku izveidi Latvijas teritorijas Baltijas jiiras Kurzemes piekrasté. Véeja parku biivniecibu jira
paredz Latvijas energétikas politikas dokumenti, lai dazadotu elektribas ieguves veidus, ipasi no
atjaunojamiem resursiem. No otras puses Latvijas piekraste ir atzita par vertigu ainavu teritoriju,
kas nozimiga tirisma nozarei. Tapeéc, planojot véja elektrostaciju izvietojumu, janem veéra dazadus
ekonomiskos, socidlos un vides aspektus. Sts aptaujas uzdevums ir noskaidrot attieksmi par véja
parku bivniecibu Latvijas piekrasté, véja parku atrasands vietu, to iespéjamo ietekmi uz vidi,
konkréti uz piekrastes ainavu.

Aptaujas mérka grupa ir Kurzemes piekrasté dzivojosie iedzivotdji, jo taristu un atpiit-
nieku attieksmes noskaidrosanai tiek veikta atseviska aptauja. Aptauja tiek veikta LU Geografijas
un zemes zinatpu fakultates petnieciska darba ietvaros. Jiusu atbilzu anonimitate tiek garantéta!

1. Vai Jus dzivojat Seit patstavigi?

a. visu gadu c. Vasaras sezona

b. nedglas nogalés d. cits variants

2. Cik ilgi Jus jau dzivojat Saja apdzivotaja vieta?

3. Cik biezi atpusaties pludmalé/ pie jiiras?

Vasara Ziema

a. Gandriz katru dienu, jo dzivoju f. Gandriz katru dienu, jo dzivoju
tuvuma tuvuma

b. 1-3 reizes nedela g. 1-3 reizes nedela

c. 1-3 reizes ménesT h. 1-3 reizes ménesi

d. katru otro ménesi i. katru otro ménesi

e. reizi gada j. reizi gada

4. Ka izmantojat jiiru, tas resursus ?

a. Pastaigam gar tas krastu d. Burasanai

b. Zvejniecibai e. Cits variants .....

c. Makskergsanai
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5. Cik Jums ir nozimigi, ka tiek saglabata pasreizéja piekrastes sauszemes ainava?

Loti nozimigi O ‘ Nozimigi O ‘ Ne parak nozimigi O ‘ Pilnigi nenozimigi O

6. Cik Jums ir nozimigi, ka tiek saglabata pasreizéja juiras ainava?

Loti nozimigi O ‘ Nozimigi O ‘ Ne parak nozimigi O ‘ Pilnigi nenozimigi O

7. Vai esat kadreiz daba redzejis/usi uzbuvetas veja elektrostacijas/turbinas sauszeme?
a0 NeD

Ja . ja:

8. Kura vieta esat redzéjis/usi kadas sauszemes véja elektrostacijas/turbinas?

Minéet konkreétu vietu....

9. Vai esat kadreiz daba redzgjis/usi uzbiivetas véja elektrostacijas/turbinas jiira?
JaOd Ne O

Ja . ja”

10. Kura vieta esat redzgjis/usi kadas jiiras véja elektrostacijas/turbinas?

Minét konkreétu vietu....

11. Vai esat kadreiz dzirdgjis/usi par iespéjamo véja elektrostaciju/turbinu biivniecibu jiira
Latvijas piekraste?

JaOd Ne O

12. No ka un kada veida esat dzirdejis par iespéjamo veja elektrostaciju/turbinu bivnieci-
bu jiira Latvijas piekraste?

Lidzu, aprakstit informacijas avotu (pieméram, TV, kaimini u.c.)

13. Vai Jis atbalstitu véja elektrostaciju/turbinu biivniecibu sauszemé Latvijas piekraste?

Noteikti ja O ‘ Drizak ja O ‘ Drizak né O ‘ Noteikti né O ‘ Nezinu OO0

14. Vai Jiis atbalstitu veja elektrostaciju/turbinu biivniecibu jiira Latvijas piekraste?

Noteikti ja O ‘ Drizak ja O ‘ Drizak né O ‘ Noteikti ng¢ O ‘ Nezinu O

15. Vai Jis atbalstitu véja elektrostaciju/turbinu biivniecibu jira Saja vieta?

Noteikti ja O ‘ Drizak ja O ‘ Drizak ne¢ O ‘ Noteikti n¢ O ‘ Nezinu O

”»

Ja atbilde uz 15. jautajumu ir ,,.... né”:

16. Vai jus atbalstitu véja elektrostaciju/turbinu baivniecibu jura, ja Jusu pasvaldibai tie
dotu papildu iepémumus budZeta?

Noteikti ja O Drizak ja O Drizak né O Noteikti né OO Nezinu O
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17. Kadas ir Jisu domas/viedoklis, ko un ka ietekmétu, ja jura Latvijas piekrasté tiktu
uzbiivétas veja elektrostacijas?

Pozitivi | Negativi | Nebiitu ietekmes | Nezinu

Darbavietu skaitu vietgja apkartné

Elektribas tarifus

Vietgja nekustama TpaSuma vertibu

Kugosanas/navigacijas drosibu

Gaisa kvalitati, radot gaisa piesarnojumu

Vietgjo troksna limeni

Jahtu tirisma iespgjas

Zvejniecibu (nozvejas apjomus)

Atputas un viet§jo tlirisma attistibu

Piekrastes dabas vertibas (augus, biotopus,
putnus, dzivniekus)

Piekrastes ainavu

Cits...

18. Vai esat pats izjutis/usi kadu ietekmi vai traucéjumus no véja elektrostacijam/tur-
binam?

JaOd Ne O

19. Kadu ietekmi vai traucéjumu esat izjutis/usi (pieméram, troksni, noénojumu, skata/
ainavas izmainas)?

Mineét konkrétu veidu....

Tiek radits 1. scenarijs, kad véja parki atrodas 8 km attaluma no krasta (100 m augstas turbinas,
skaits 20). Scenarija attéls jatur acu augstumd un jadod apméram miniite laika to izpetit.

20. Vai Jus atbalstitu véja parka biivniecibu jura 8 km attaluma no krasta?

Noteikti ja O Drizak ja O Drizak né O Noteikti ng¢ O Nezinu O

Tiek radits 2.scenarijs, kad véja parki atrodas 10 km attaluma no krasta (100 m augstas turbinas,
skaits 20). Scenarija attéls jatur acu augstuma un jadod apméram miniite laika to izpetit.

21. Vai Jus atbalstitu véja parka biivniecibu jura 10 km attaluma no krasta?

Noteikti ja O ‘ Drizak ja O ‘ Drizak ne O ‘ Noteikti ng¢ O ‘ Nezinu O
Tiek radits 3.scenarijs, kad véja parki atrodas 15 km attaluma no krasta (100 m augstas turbinas,
skaits 20). Scenarija attels jatur acu augstuma un jadod apméram miniite laika to izpétit.

22. Vai Jus atbalstitu véja parka biivniecibu jira 15 km attaluma no krasta?

Noteikti ja O ‘ Drizak ja O ‘ Drizak ne O ‘ Noteikti né¢ O ‘ Nezinu OO
Tiek radits 4.scenarijs, kad véja parki atrodas 20 km attaluma no krasta (100 m augstas turbinas,
skaits 20). Scenarija attéls jatur acu augstumd un jadod apméram miniite laika to izpetit.
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23. Vai Jis atbalstitu véja parka biivniecibu jura 20 km attaluma no krasta?

Noteikti ja O Drizak ja O ‘ Drizak né O ‘ Noteikti né O Nezinu OO

24. Vai Jums ir svarigi, lai véja parki atrastos jira talak no krasta?
a0 NeD

25. Kads biitu Jums pienemamakais véja parku atraSanas attalums no krasta?
Tuvak par 8 km O 8 km O 10 km O ‘ I5kmO | 20km O | Talak par 20 km O

26. Vai Jus biitu gatavs maksat, lai véja parki atrastos jiira talak no krasta Jisu izveletaja
attaluma?

ja0 NeD

27. Ja né, tad miniet iemeslu atbildei

28. Ja ja, tad miniet iemeslu atbildei

29. Ja .ja”:

29.Ka Jius domajat, kadu summu gada Jus biitu gatavs/a maksat par to, ka véja parki
atrastos Jiisu izvélétaja attaluma ?

0O..1.00 LVL |O2-3.00 LVL | O 4-5.00 LVL | O 6-7.00 LVL | O 8-9.00 LVL | 10-12.00 LVL
Noradit

O 1-2.00 LVL| O 3-4.00 LVL | O 5-6.00 LVL | O 7-8.00 LVL | O 9-10.00 LVL | O citu summu

30. Ka Jus vislabak velétos veikt $adu maksajumu?

a. Papildu maksa par katru pateréto kilovata stundu

b. Tkménesa fikséta maksa, veicot samaksu par patéréto elektribu

c. Cits variants (Ltidzu, noradiet)
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Vispariga informacija

31.

Jus esat:

[ sieviete

O virietis

32. Kads ir
Jusu vecums

0 18-25

0O 25-30 | O 30-40 | O 40-50

O 50-60

O 60-70

33. Kadai no noraditajam profesionalajam vai socialajam grupam Jiis piederat?

a. Pensionars g. Students 1. Ripnieciba

b. Majsaimnieks/ce h. Izglitiba un izp&te m. Mezsaimnieciba

c. Bezdarbnieks i.  Lauksaimnieciba n. Pakalpojumu
sektors

d. Zvejnieciba j.  Turisma sektors o. Cita ........

e. i\:i;t;e\;al pasvaldibas k. Biivnieciba

f.  Veseliba un sociala apriipe

34. Kads ir augstakais Jiisu pabeigtais izglitibas limenis?

a. Sakumskolas c. Speciala vidgja, arodizglitiba e. Augstaka

b. Pamatskolas

d. Vispargja vidgja

f. Cits variants

35. Cik liela ir Jiisu majsaimnieciba (gimene)?

a. Pieaguso skaits

‘ ‘ b. Bérnu skaits

36. Kads ir Jusu majsaimniecibas (gimenes) ienakumu Iimenis, kas atbilst ménesa

O virs 70

ienakumu veid

us)?

ienakumiem péc nodoklu nomaksas (summéjot algas, socialos pabalstus un visus citus

Jisu atbilde biis pilnigi konfidenciala, tacu ir noteikti nepieciesama datu statistiskai apstradei

Mazak par LVL 300-500 LVL 1000-1300 LVL 2000-3000
LVL 100

LVL 100-200 LVL 500-700 LVL 1300-1500 LVL 3000-5000
LVL 200-300 LVL 700-1000 LVL 1500-2000 Vairak par LVL 5000

Paldies par Jiasu atsaucibu un atveléto laiku! Lai Jums jauka diena!

Aptaujas laiks

Aptaujas vieta ...............c.c.....

Telefons (intervijas parbaudei) .......................
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2. pielikums.
Tiuristu un apmekletaju attieksme pret iespéjamo véja elektrostaciju
parku izveidi Latvijas teritorijas Baltijas juras piekraste

Aptaujas anketa

Paldies, ka piekritat sai aptaujai. Aptaujas laika Jums tiks piedavati atbilzu varianti. Aptau-
Jjas ilgums ir ne vairak ka 15 miniites. Sts aptaujas mérkis ir pétit sabiedribas viedokli par iespéja-
mo veja elektrostaciju parku izveidi Latvijas teritorijas Baltijas jiiras piekrastée. Véja elektrostaciju
izvietojumu var planot, nemot véra dazadus ekonomiskos, socidlos un vides aspektus. Sis aptaujas
uzdevums ir noskaidrot attieksmi un viedokli par véja parku ietekmi uz vidi, konkréti uz piekrastes

ainavu.

Aptaujas mérka grupa ir taristi un atpitnieki, kuri ir ieradusies Baltijas jiras piekrasté. Vi-
etéjo iedzivotdju viedokla noskaidrosanai tiek veikta atseviska aptauja. Aptauja tiek veikta Eiropas
Savienibas projekta par Baltijas jiras telpisko planosanu un LU geografijas un zemes zindatnu
fakultates pétnieciska darba ietvaros. Jisu atbilzu anonimitate tiek garanteta!

1. No kurienes Jis ieradaties?

a. Atbraucu no citas pilsétas, novada (miniet
nosaukumu)

c. No citas valsts (nosaukums)

b. Uzturos $eit ilgak, bet esmu ieradies no ........

2. Cik ilgi Jus Seit uzturaties?

a. Esmu tikai caurbraucot

c. Uzturos Seit vienu nedélu

b. Esmu/ basu ...... diennaktis

d. Uzturos ..... nedgélas

Ja uzturas ilgak:

3. Kur jiis esat apmeties vai apmetisities?

a. pie draugiem

d. viesu/brivdienu maja

b. pasiem sava vasaras/brivdienu maja

e. viesnica

c. kempinga

f. cits variants.......

4. Kapéc Jis ieradaties Saja vieta?

d. Atpusties (sauloties, peldeties)

d. Pastaigaties un baudit ainavu
un piekrastes skatus

e. Nodarboties ar aktivo atpiitu, piem., idenssportu

e. Vérot dabu un dzivniekus

f. Cits...

5.Cik biezi Jus apmekléjat o Latvijas piekrasti?

a. Gandriz katru dienu, jo tuvuma ir vasarnica/
brivdienu maja

d. 1-2 reizes gada

b. > 10 reizes gada

e. Reizi 3-5 gados

c. 3-10 reizes gada

f. Retak (minét)

6. Vai esat kadreiz daba redzejis/usi uzbuvetas véja elektrostacijas/turbinas jiira?

JaOd

Ne O
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Ja . ja”

7. Kura vieta esat redzgjis/usi kadas jiiras véja elektrostacijas/turbinas?

Minet konkretu vietu....

8. Vai esat kadreiz daba redzgjis/usi uzbiivetas véja elektrostacijas/turbinas sauszeme?

JaOd Ne O

9. Kura vieta esat redzgjis/usi kadas sauszemes véja elektrostacijas/turbinas?

Minet konkretu vietu....

10. Vai esat kadreiz dzirdejis/usi par iespéjamo véja elektrostaciju biivniecibu jiira Latvi-
jas piekraste?

JaOd Ne O

Ja ja”

11. No ka un kada veida esat dzirdgjis par iespéjamo véja elektrostaciju buvniecibu jira
Latvijas piekraste?

Liidzu, aprakstit informdcijas avotu (pieméram, TV, kaimini u.c.)

12. Vai Jus atbalstitu véja elektrostaciju buivniecibu jiira Latvijas piekraste?

Noteikti ja O ‘ Drizak ja O ‘ Drizak ne O ‘ Noteikti ng¢ O ‘ Nezinu O

13. Vai Jis atbalstitu véja elektrostaciju baivniecibu jiira $aja vieta?

Noteikti ja O ‘ Drizak ja O ‘ Drizak ne O ‘ Noteikti ngé OJ ‘ Nezinu OO0

14. Vai Jus atbalstitu véja elektrostaciju biivniecibu sauszemé Latvijas piekraste?

Noteikti ja O ‘ Drizak ja O ‘ Drizak ne O ‘ Noteikti ne¢ O ‘ Nezinu OO

15. Kadas ir Jiisu domas/viedoklis, ko un ka ietekmétu, ja jura Latvijas piekrasté tiktu
uzbuvetas veja elektrostacijas?

Pozitivi | Negativi | Nebiitu ietekmes | Nezinu

Darbavietu skaitu vietgja apkartné

Elektribas tarifus

Vietgja nekustama Tpasuma vertibu

Kugosanas/navigacijas drosibu

Gaisa kvalitati, radot gaisa piesarnojumu

Vietgjo troksna limeni

Jahtu ttirisma iespgjas

Zvejniecibu (nozvejas apjomus)

Atpitas un viet§jo tlirisma attistibu

Piekrastes dabas vértibas (augus, biotopus, put-
nus, dzivniekus)

Piekrastes ainavu

Cits...
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16. Tiek radits 1.scenarijs, kad véja parki atrodas 8 km attaluma no krasta (100 m augstas
turbinas, skaits 20). Scenarija attéls jatur acu augstuma un jadod apméram miniite laika to izpétit.

16. 1. Vai Jus ka turists vai atpiitnieks labprat apmeklétu So piekrastes vietu, ja jura atras-
tos elektrostacijas/turbinas?

Noteikti ja O ‘ Drizak ja O ‘ Drizak ne O ‘ Noteikti ng¢ O ‘ Nezinu O

16. 2. Vai Jus atpiistos ilgak, ja jira Saja piekrasté atrastos elektrostacijas/turbinas?

Noteikti ja O ‘ Drizak ja O ‘ Drizak né O ‘ Noteikti né O ‘ Nezinu OO

17. Tiek radits 2.scenarijs, kad véja parki atrodas 10 km attaluma no krasta (100 m augstas
turbinas, skaits 20). Scenarija attéls jatur acu augstuma un jadod apméram miniite laika to izpétit.

17. 1. Vai Jus ka tiurists vai atpiitnieks labprat apmeklétu So piekrasti, ja jira atrastos véja
elektrostacijas/turbinas?

Noteikti ja O ‘ Drizak ja O ‘ Drizak n¢ O ‘ Noteikti ng¢ O ‘ Nezinu O

17. 2. Vai Jus atpiistos ilgak, ja jira Saja piekrasté atrastos elektrostacijas/turbinas?

Noteikti ja O ‘ Drizak ja O ‘ Drizak ne O ‘ Noteikti né¢ O ‘ Nezinu OO

18. Tiek radits 3.scenarijs, kad véja parki atrodas 15 km attaluma no krasta (100 m augstas
turbinas, skaits 20). Scenarija attéls jatur acu augstuma un jadod apméram miniite laika to izpétit.

18.1. Vai Jus ka turists vai atputnieks labprat apmeklétu So piekrasti, ja jura atrastos véja
elektrostacijas/turbinas?

Noteikti ja O ‘ Drizak ja O ‘ Drizak ne O ‘ Noteikti né OO ‘ Nezinu OO0

18. 2. Vai Jus atpiistos ilgstosak, ja jiira $aja piekraste atrastos elektrostacijas/turbinas?

Noteikiijad | DrizakjaO | Drizakne O | Noteikiine 0 | Nezinu OO

19. Tiek radits 4.scenarijs, kad véja parki atrodas 20 km attaluma no krasta (100 m augstas
turbinas, skaits 20). Scenarija attéls jatur acu augstuma un jadod apméram miniite laika to izpétit.

19.1. Vai Jus ka tarists vai atputnieks labprat apmeklétu So piekrasti, ja jira atrastos véja
elektrostacijas/turbinas?

Noteiktijad | DrizakjaO | Drizakne O | Noteikiine 0 | Nezinu OO

19. 2. Vai Jus atpiistos ilgak, ja jiira Saja piekrasté atrastos elektrostacijas/turbinas?

Noteikti ja O ‘ Drizak ja O ‘ Drizak né O ‘ Noteikti ng O ‘ Nezinu O

20.1. Vai Jas ka tarists vai atpiitnieks labprat apmeklétu So piekrasti, ja krasta atrastos
véja elektrostacijas/turbinas?

Noteikti ja O ‘ Drizak ja O ‘ Drizak né¢ O ‘ Noteikti ng¢ O ‘ Nezinu O

20.2. Vai Jus atpustos ilgak, ja Saja piekrasté sauszemeé atrastos elektrostacijas/turbinas?

Noteikiijad | DrizakjaO | Drizakne O | Noteikiine 0 | Nezinu OO

21. Cik Jums ir nozimigi, ka tiek saglabata paSreizéja piekrastes jiiras ainava?

Loti nozimigi O ‘ Nozimigi O ‘ Ne parak nozimigi O ‘ Pilnigi nenozimigi O
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22. Cik Jums ir nozimigi, ka tiek saglabata paSreizéja piekrastes sauszemes ainava?

Loti nozimigi O Nozimigi [0 Ne parak nozimigi O | Pilnigi nenozimigi O

23. Kadu naudas summu Jiis téréjat vai planojat terét Saja celojuma/izbraukuma/atpiitas
reize?

O <10 LVL O 20-30 LVL | O 40-50 LVL | O 60-70 LVL | O 80-90 LVL | [0 100-120 LVL

0O 1020 LVL |O 30-40 LVL | O 50-60 LVL | O 70-80 LVL | O 90-100 LVL | O citu summu

24. Cik personas kopa $aja reizé Jus celojat/atpusaties, kam tiks téréta iepriek§ nosaukta
summa?

Ierakstiet atbildi

25. Jus esat: O sieviete O virietis

26. Kads ir Jasu vecums | [J 18-25

O 25-40 O 40-60 O virs 60

27. Kurai no noraditajam profesionalajam vai socialajam grupam Jis piederat?

a. Ripnieciba f. Izglitiba un izpéte k. Mezsaimnieciba

b. Lauksaimnieciba g. Pakalpojumu sektors 1. Students

¢. Zvejnieciba h. Tarisma sektors m. Bezdarbnieks

d. Valsts vai pasvaldibas iestades i. Veselibaun sociala apriipe n. Majsaimnieks/ce

e¢. Blivnieciba j. Pensionars o.Cita .............
28. Kads ir augstakais Jiisu pabeigtais izglitibas limenis?
a. Sakumskolas c. Speciala vidgja, arodizglitiba e. Augstaka

b. Pamatskolas d. Vispargja vidgja f. Cits variants

29. Kads ir Jisu majsaimniecibas (gimenes) ienakumu Iimenis, kas atbilst ménesa ienaku-
miem péc nodoklu nomaksas (summeéjot algas, socialos pabalstus un visus citus ienakumu
veidus)?

Jisu atbilde biis pilnigi konfidenciala, tacu ir noteikti nepieciesama datu statistiskai apstradei

Mazak par LVL 100 LVL 300-500 LVL 1000-1300 LVL 2000-3000
LVL 100-200 LVL 500-700 LVL 1300-1500 LVL 3000-5000
LVL 200-300 LVL 700-1000 LVL 1500-2000 Vairak par LVL 5000

30. Cik liela ir Jisu majsaimnieciba (gimene, kas pastavigi dzivo kopa)?

1 cilveks 4 cilveki 7 cilveki 10 cilveki
2 cilveki 5 cilveki 8 cilveki 11 cilveki
3 cilveki 6 cilveki 9 cilveki Cits (ierakstiet).....

Paldies par Jisu atsaucibu un atveléto laiku! Lai Jums jauka diena!

Aptaujas laiks

Telefons (intervijas parbaudei)

Aptaujas vieta.....




113

3. Pielikums.
Rigas Iica pludmales lietotaju izpratne par pludmales ainavas
nozimigumu

Aptaujas anketa

Paldies, ka piekritat Sai aptaujai. Aptaujas laika Jums tiks piedavati atbilzu varianti. Aptaujas
ilgums ir ne vairak ka 10 miniites. Sis aptaujas mérkis ir noskaidrot pludmales apmekI&taju viedokli
par galvenajiem aspektiem, izvéloties pludmali, un to, kada nozime ir ainavai, izvéloties pludmali.
Aptauja tiek veikta LU Geografijas un zemes zinatpu fakultates pétniecibas projekta ietvaros.

1. No kurienes Jis ieradaties?

a. Vietgjais iedzivotdjs, dzivoju pastavigi ¢. Atbraucu no citas pilsétas, novada
(miniet nosaukumu)

b. Vietgjais iedzivotdjs, dzivoju Seit d. No citas valsts (nosaukums)
sezonali (vasaras)

2. Kapéc Jis ieradaties pludmalé? (var minét maksimums 3 atbildes)

g. Sauloties un peldéties e. Sportot

h. Pastaigaties f. Baudit ainavu, piekrastes skatus

i. Lai berni paspgl&tos g. Verot dabu un dzivniekus

j. Pieturvieta tlirisma brauciena h. Cits...

3. Cik biezi Jus apmeklejat pludmali?

d. Vienu reizi 5 gados d. 3-10 reizes gada

e. Reizi 3—5 gados k. > 20 reizes gada

f. 1-2 reizes gada f. Gandriz katru dienu, jo dzivoju tuvuma

4. Vai esat apmierinats/a ar pasreizéjo $is pludmales stavokli?

Pilniba apmierina O Dalgji apmierina O Neapmierina O

Ja daléji neapmierina vai vispar neapmierina, tad:

5. Kas Jus neapmierina pludmale? (var minét maksimums 3 atbildes)

a. Atstatie atkritumi b. Infrastruktiiras trikums (stavlaukumi,
tualetes, atkritumu konteineri)

c. Par daudz cilveku d. Sunu klatbitne

e. Udens kvalitate (alges) f. PiekltSanas gritibas (nevar piebraukt)

g. Tuvuma esosas ekas h. Cits ...

6. Cik Jums ir nozimigi, lai pludmale butu laba stavokli/kvalitate?

Loti nozimigi OJ ‘ Nozimigi O ‘ Ne parak nozimigi O ‘ Pilnigi nenozimigi O

7.Cik Jums ir nozimigi, ka tiek saglabata pasreizéja pludmales ainava?

Loti nozimigi O ‘ Nozimigi O ‘ Ne parak nozimigi O ‘ Pilnigi nenozimigi O
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8. Kuri Jums $kiet svarigakie elementi Latvijas piekrastes un pludmales ainava? (var minet
maksimums 3 atbildes)

a. Pludmales e. Juiras Gidens un vilni i. Kafejnicas, atpfiitas zonas
smiltis
b. Putni f. Zvejnieku laivas j. Burataji, sportisti, sporta
laukumi
c. Priezu mezi g. Krasti un kapas k. Citi...
d. Ostas un kugi h. Augu valsts

9. Vai Jums principa bitu piepemami maksat, lai saglabatu pludmales ainavu pasreizgja veida?

Ja O Ne O

Ja atbilde ir ,,née’”:

10. Ja ,,n&”, kads ir galvenais iemesls? (var minét maksimums 2 atbildes)

a. Mani ienakumi ir parak zemi b. Piekrastg uzturos reti

c. Saglabsana ir janodro$ina ar likumiem un d. Par to biitu jartpajas valstii

nevis jamaksa

e. Neticu, ka nauda tiks izmantota f. Par to butu jartipgjas vietgjai
paredz&tajam mérkim pasvaldibai

g. Par piekrastes sakopSanu biitu jaatbild h. Cits variants (Ludzu, noradiet)

uznémumiem, kas izmanto tas TeSUrSUS | | .ioiiiiiiiii et

Talak uzdot 15.jautajumu.

Ja atbilde ir ,,ja”:

11. Ka Jis domajat, kidu summu gada Juas biitu gatavs/a maksat par ieguldijumu
pludmales ainavas saglabasana?

0O <1.00 LVL | O2-3.00 LVL | O 4-5.00 LVL | O0 6-7.00 LVL | O 8-9.00 LVL | O 10-12.00 LVL

0O1-2.00 LVL | O 3-4.00 LVL | O 5-6.00 LVL | O 7-8.00 LVL | O0 9-10.00 LVL | O citu summu

12. Ka Jus vislabak vélétos veikt $adu maksajumu par pludmales ainavu saglabasanu?

d. Ka apmeklgjuma maksu (ieejas bileti), ierodoties pludmalé

e. Ka regularu gadskartgju maksajumu

f. Ziedojuma veida maksajums speciala konta

g. Cits variants (liidzu, noradiet)

13. Kads ir svarigakais iemesls, kade] Juas piekristu maksat par piekrastes ainavu
saglabasanu? (var minét 2 iemeslus)

1. Lai nepielautu piekrastes ainavu degradésanu cilvéka darbibas rezultata

2. Lai var@tu atpiisties piekraste ka lidz Sim

3. Lai saglabatu Baltijas jiiras piekrastes vertibas, vertigakos dabas objektus

4. Lai arT maniem bérniem/mazb&rniem nakotné biitu labas kvalitates piekraste

5. Cits variants (ladzu, noradiet) ..................
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14. Ka Jis noteicat naudas daudzumu, ko Jiis biitu gatavs/a maksat?

1. Tas naudas ieguldijums, ko var€tu ievertét, aprékinot piekrastes un pludmales ainavas
ekonomisko vértibu

2. Tas ir daudzums, ko varu atlauties, nemot véra manus ienakumus

3. Tas ir daudzums, ko esmu gatavs maksat par pludmales ainavas saglabasanu

4. Cits variants (liidzu, noradiet) ......

15. Jiis esat: ‘ O sieviete ‘ [ virietis

16. Kads ir Jusu vecums
O 18-25 O 25-40 | O 40-65 | O virs 65

17. Kadai no noraditajam profesionalajam vai socialajam grupam Jus piederat?

Ripnieciba Izglitiba un izp&te Mezsaimnieciba
Lauksaimnieciba Pakalpojumu sektors Students
Zvejnieciba Tarisma sektors Bezdarbnieks
Valsts vai pasvaldibas iestades Veseliba un sociala apriipe Majsaimnieks/ce
Biivnieciba Pensionars Cita .............

18. Kads ir augstakais Jusu pabeigtais izglitibas [imenis?

1. Sakumskolas 2. Vispargja vidgja
3. Pamatskolas 4. Augstaka
5. Speciala vidgja, arodizglitiba 6. Cits variants .......

19. Kads ir Jusu ienakumu Iimenis, kas atbilst ménes$a ienakumiem péc nodoklu nomaksas
(summegjot algas, socialos pabalstus un visus citus ienakumu veidus)?

Jasu atbilde bis pilnigi konfidenciala, tacu ir noteikti nepiecieSama datu statistiskai apstradei

Mazak par LVL 100 LVL 300400 LVL 600-700 LVL 900-1000
LVL 100-200 LVL 400-500 LVL 700-800 LVL 1000-1200
LVL 200-300 LVL 500-600 LVL 800-900 Vairak par 1200 LVL

Paldies par Jiisu atsaucibu un atvéléto laiku! Lai Jums laba atpiita!

Aptaujas laiks ....................... Aptaujas vieta ...

Telefons (intervijas parbaudei) .......................
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ANNOTATION

Many factors effect changes in the coastal zone globally as well in Latvia, resulting
in transformations in the landscape structure and its capacity to provide services for
society. The thesis explores the coastal landscape of Latvia at different scales and in
different contexts: 1) changes in the coastal landscape structure and the related driving
forces are evaluated for the entire coastal zone of Latvia; ii) the potential impact of
offshore wind parks on the landscape visual structure is assessed in the unique bluff
area of the Baltic coast; iii) the importance of beach landscape for recreation services is
evaluated. Transdisciplinary approach was ensured by involving remote sensing, GIS,
economic as well as public participation methods. Taking into account the obtained
results and findings, recommendations for environmental and landscape policymakers
have been developed to ensure sustainable coastal landscape in Latvia.

Key words: coastal landscape, Latvia, land cover, evaluation, recreation
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INTRODUCTION

Topicality of the doctoral thesis

Coastal areas provide the public with environmental, economic and social resources.
Therefore a considerable attention is paid to the protection and sustainable management
of these territories globally, in Europe and also in Latvia. The research topic of the thesis
was determined by the need to enhance the coastal management by way of providing
policymakers with high-quality scientific knowledge and information. The explored top-
ics are closely in line with the political objectives and statements in Europe (European
Community, 2002; Commission of the European Communities, 2007), the Baltic Sea area
(Helsinki Commission, 2003; European Commission, 2012) and the Latvian Coastal Spa-
tial Development Framework (the Cabinet of Ministers of the Republic of Latvia, 2011).

The International Association of Landscape Ecology acknowledged in the past two
World Congresses in 2007 (Metzger, 2008) and 2011 (PPE, 2011) that coastal landscape
ecology is an important research area. It was also emphasized in these gatherings that
the number of studies on coastal and marine landscapes is still small. Landscape is
also mentioned as one of the environmental research areas in the Seventh European
Framework Programme 2007-2013, which supports science and research in Europe
(European Community, 2006).

Land cover change determines landscape structure and functionality everywhere.
Nowadays the change is primarily influenced by socio-economic and political factors.
The causal links between change in landscape structure and driving forces effecting this
change have been one of the most important landscape science topics in the last years.
Nonetheless, more research that would examine impacts of emerging economic driving
forces (e.g., renewable energy production) as well as climate change is required in order
to better understand the emerging processes and consequences of the land cover change.

Latvia has a coast line that is nearly 500 km long. The coast is represented by a
great diversity of species and habitats and unique landscape values (Melluma, 2002).
Moreover, the coastal area also provides social and economic benefits. Three large
and seven small ports are located on the coast. Traditional fishing and fish processing
industry are the cornerstones of local economies; at the same time, tourism industry is
rapidly developing too. A half of Latvia’s population live in the coastal area. Large cities
(Riga, Liepaja, Ventspils, Jurmala) are located directly on the shores of the Baltic Sea.
A trend of the recent decades shows that the sea coast is and will be one of the most
demanded development locations in Latvia.

In March 2007, when ratifying the European Landscape Convention (Council
of Europe, 2000), Latvia committed to promote landscape protection, management
and planning, as well as to organise participation of stakeholders in the management
of landscape. The Convention stipulates that the landscape policy development and
implementation is based on scientifically sound information. A variety of studies have
been undertaken along the Latvian Baltic Sea coast. During the period from 2002 to
2006, an inventory of biological diversity of the Latvian sea coast was carried out by
the scientists of the University of Latvia (University of Latvia, 2006). Phytosociological
characteristics of Latvian beaches and dunes within the context of the Baltic Sea region
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were investigated in the thesis of B. Laime (2010). Having an important role in shaping
the Latvian coastal landscape, the coastal geological processes have been monitored
for decades (Eberhards, 2003). The analysis and classification of the coastal dynamics
have been in the focus of past years’ doctoral theses too (Lapinskis, 2010; Torklere,
2008). A. Terauds (2011) provided a landscape ecology analysis and an assessment of
the Vidzeme coastal forest landscape change. Additionally, the NorthVidzeme biosphere
reserve is an area for which the first landscape ecology plan was developed. The plan
inter alia covers the coastal landscape of the eastern part of the Gulf of Riga (Estonian,
Latvian and Lithuanian Environment SIA, 2007). At the same time, there is a lack of a
comprehensive overview of the Baltic Sea coastal area landscape structure that would
contribute qualitative information for a national thematic plan of coastal landscapes to be
developed in the future (the Parliament of the Republic of Latvia, 2010).

Studies on landscape management require an integrated approach at different
levels (Tress et al., 2004). In order to achieve truly sustainable landscape management,
a transdisciplinary approach is suggested, requiring that different academic sectors and
non-academic representatives/stakeholders —i.e. the public or any target groups important
for the study — are directly involved in the research (Naveh, 2007). Therefore, when
identifying and predicting coastal and landscape development in relation to social and
economic factors, multiple methods aiming at involvement of different society groups
are applied (Jude et al., 2006; Bryhn et al., 2012). Additionally, economic benefits
from using landscape as a resource (e.g., in tourism) are studied within the frame of
transdisciplinary research (Hamilton, 2007; Termorshuizen and Opdam, 2009).

Aim of the thesis

To explore changes in the coastal landscape structure and its driving in Latvia at the
turn of the 21* century as well as to characterise and assess the potential changes in the
coastal landscape in the future.

Work tasks of the thesis

1. To characterise the structure of the coastal landscape and driving forces that affect
landscape change:

1.1. To collect, analyse and summarise current international and local scientific
information and knowledge on driving forces that effect changes in coastal
landscapes spatially and temporally;

1.2. To identify changes in the coastal landscape of Latvia and to describe the
driving forces that effected these changes at the turn of 21" century.

1.3. To assess potential impacts of wind farms as a new landscape element on the
visual quality of the coastal landscape.

2. To identify and characterise landscape services obtained from the coastal landscape;

2.1. To describe qualitatively the landscape services ensured by the Latvian coastal
landscape;

2.2. To evaluate the importance of the beach landscape as a resource for recreational
services in Latvia.

3. To give recommendations to environmental and landscape policymakers on the
coastal landscape governance in Latvia.
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Novelty of the study

For the first time since Latvia regained its independence in 1991, this thesis
provides a comprehensive overview of the whole Latvian coastal landscape structure and
its major changes. Applying the approach developed in the European Union, the Latvian
coastal landscape is characterized by the indicators of land cover and its change. Thus,
the research results provide the opportunity for comparing the situation of the Latvian
coastal area with other that of other countries in Europe.

Based on published scientific literature on ecosystem services, the author of the
thesis has identified the links between available coastal landscape services and their
relationship with landscape structure in terms of land cover. In addition, the concept of
coastal landscape services is tested by assigning an economic value to the Latvian beach
landscape in terms of the related recreational services.

The thesis identifies the need for an integrated and coordinated approach between
coastal land use and marine spatial planning in the assessment of potential impacts on
the visual landscape quality caused by offshore wind power development. Coordination
between policy priorities of national and local development plans is an essential task
to avoid contradictory development. Moreover, coherence between different sectorial
interests should be achieved during the land and sea use spatial planning processes.

Transdisciplinary approach to coastal landscape governance was applied to
the studies carried out by the author under the doctoral thesis. The integration of
environmental and economic aspects and implementation of public participation methods
have been ensured when the potential landscape changes or the importance of landscape
protection were assessed.

Approbation of the study results

The results of the doctoral thesis have been reflected in 5 international scientific
publications, 5 abstracts/reports, and 5 abstracts for scientific conferences in Latvia. The
results of the doctoral thesis have also been reported at 7 international and 5 Latvian
scientific conferences.

Publications of the study results
Scientific publications

1. Veidemane K., Nikodemus O., 2013. Coherence between marine and land use
planning: public’s views on landscapes in the context of siting a wind park along
the Latvian coast of the Baltic Sea. Journal of Environmental Planning and
Management, xx.—xx.

2. Veidemane K., Nikodemus O., 2013. Latvijas pludmales ainavu sniegto rekreacijas
pakalpojumu vertejums. Latvijas Universitates Raksti, 796. séj. Zemes un vides
zindatnes.

3. Veidemane K., 2011. The impact of driving forces and protection policies on
future coastal landscapes: a case study of Latvia. In: Schernewski G. et al. (eds.),
Global Change and Baltic Coastal Zones, Coastal Research Library 1, Springer
Science+Business Media B.V., 193-210.
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Bryhn A.C., Veidemane K., Stalnacke P., Nagathu U.S., 2012. The future of the
Gulf of Riga, Pollution, Water Quality and Fish Production, In: Cessa C. (eds.),
Sustainable Water Ecosystems Management in Europe. Brigding the Knowledge of
Citizens, Scientists and Policy Makers, IWA Publishing, 53-67.

Veidemane K., Iital A., Gielczewski M., 2011. Participatory Scenarios for regional
water management planning: an Eastern Baltic case study. Journal of Water and
Climate Change, 143—153.

Abstracts of reports presented at international congresses and conferences

Veidemane K., 2013. Workshop on “Enhancing research for Marine Spatial Planning
in the Baltic Sea.”, 28-29 May, 2013, Klaipeda, Lithuania. Referats: “Coherence
between marine and land use planning policies: people’s views of landscapes in
placing a wind park along the Latvian coast of the Baltic Sea”.

Veidemane K., Nikodemus O., Ugule D., 2012. Assessing potential impacts on
landscape values caused by wind park development in coastal areas, In: PECSRL -
The Permanent European Conference for the Study of the Rural Landscape — 25th
Session “Reflection on Landscape Change: the European perspective”, 20-24
August, 2012, Leeuwarden & Terschelling, the Netherlands, 89-90.

Veidemane K., 2011. OURCOAST Stakeholders Conference “Integrated Coastal
Zone Management in Europe: the way forward” 27-28 October, 2011, Riga, Latvia.
Referats: ,,Sustainable management of coastal zone of Latvia: success, opportunities
and challenges in governance”.

Veidemane K., Nikodemus O., 2011. Monetization of recreational services for
protection needs of coastal landscapes. In: Proceedings of the 8" World Congress
of the International Association for Landscape Ecology “Landscape Ecology for
Sustainable Environment and Culture”, 18-23 August, 2011, Beijing, China, 542.
Veidemane K., Bojars E., lital A., Gielczewski M. 2011. Participatory scenarios
for water management planning: an Eastern Baltic case study. In: Scenes Water
Scenarios — Final results, Hungarian Academy of Sciences, 23 March, 2011,
Budapest, Hungary, 41-45.

Veidemane K., 2010. Protection as a policy response to maintain coastal forests in
Latvia. In: Book of Abstracts of PECSRL — The Permanent European Conference
for the Study of the Rural Landscape — 24rd Session, “Living in Landscapes:
knowledge, practice, imaginations, University of Latvia, Riga, 135.

Veidemane K., 2008. Protection rules vis-a-vis changes of coastal landscapes in
Latvia. In: Book of Abstracts of PECSRL — The Permanent European Conference
for the Study of the Rural Landscape — 23rd Session “LANDSCAPES, IDENTITIES
AND DEVELOPMENT” Lisbon and Obidos, Portugal, 1st—5th September 2008,
154.
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1. COASTAL LANDSCAPE

1.1. Research framework

Landscape has various definitions, the field or subfield of research often determining
the meaning of the term. The broadest definition of landscape is given by the European
Landscape Convention adopted on 20 October 2000 in Florence. Landscape “means an
area, as perceived by people, whose character is the result of the action and interaction of
natural and/or human factors” (Council of Europe, 2000).

Areas distinguished as research objects are diverse both in scale and in applicable
research topics. Landscape development is explored globally (Martinez et al., 2007;
UNEP, 2007), analysed at a scale of a continent or major regions, such as Europe or
North America (Verburg et al., 2006; Nassauer and Wascher, 2008), at national (Pengze,
2009; Mander et al., 2010) or at regional and local scales (Zarina, 2010; Térauds, 2011;
Vanwambeke et al., 2012). Scientists study rural (Palang et al., 2005; Nijnik and Mather,
2008) and urban landscapes (Antrop, 2004; Aguilera et al., 2011), specialise on mountain
(Campagne et al., 2006; Soliva et al, 2006; Agnoletti, 2007), coastal (Pereira da Silva,
2003; Kull et al., 2007; Palgindmm et al., 2007), lake (Cheruvelil and Soranno, 2008;
Drewes and Silbernagel, 2012) or other geographical objects.

Like any landscape, the coastal landscape is formed primary by natural factors
(geological, geomorphological, climatic, hydrologic, etc.). Additionally, the interaction
between sea and land is an essential process resulting in the creation of unique coastal
landscapes of characteristics and types that do not occur elsewhere. They are beaches,
dunes, dune forests, bluffs, estuaries, lagoon lakes.

The impact of human activities on the landscape can be evaluated in different
contexts and with multiple methods (Lopez y Roy a et al. 2009; Sarda et al., 2005;
Schneeberger et al., 2007). One of the most commonly applied approaches is to analyse
systematically the cause-effect relationships between changes in the landscape and factors
that affect them (Biirg et al., 2004; Rounsevell et al., 2010). Human factors that drive and
determine the variability of the landscape are divided into the following main categories:
socio-economic, political, technological and cultural. Cause-effect relationship analysis
also includes impacts of natural factors — which are the primary driving forces — on
landscape change (Wascher, 2004).

Socio-economic driving forces of landscape change have been studied extensively
in Europe overall (European Environmental Agency, 2006) as well as in a number of
specific European countries and regions (Klijn, 2004), while the role of political processes
and public values in shaping landscapes has received the attention of researchers just
over the last decade (Lambin et al., 2001; Conrad et al., 2011). Despite the knowledge
obtained, the socio-economic drivers are not constant and therefore interest in exploring
them is stable. For example, the need for alternative sources of energy production leads
to new emerging driving forces that bring changes into the functioning of the existing
system. As technology evolves and changes in society occur, the role of socio-economic
factors also change over time.
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The result of interaction of natural and human factors is reflected in the state of
the landscape. A variety of quantitative and qualitative indicators and parameters
are developed and used to assess the state. Land cover is one of such indicators of
landscape ecological structure. Both objective (e.g., visibility, accessibility, location and
composition of individual elements) and subjective indicators are applied to characterise
the visual qualities of landscape (Ode et al., 2008). The latter indicators are related to the
human perception of landscape attractiveness, or, to the contrary, to the frustration from
its visual appearance (Parsons and Daniel, 2002).

Society obtains various benefits from landscape as a territory with different
natural conditions and resources. To assess these benefits provided by landscape and
its ecosystems, the concept of landscape/ecosystem services is designed. The original
concept was set to reflect society’s dependence on natural resources and related processes
and functions, with particular attention being paid to the importance of conservation
of biodiversity (Hermann et al., 2011). The monetary valuation of ecosystem services
evolved as an important research direction, especially after scientists developed the
“Millennium Ecosystem Assessment” (2003). Based on the global and local ecosystem
assessments, policymakers should adopt such decisions that promote sustainable
development. In this context, the research object for evaluation of landscape services is

Emerging driving forces:

# new ways of energy generation

\

# climate change

forests, beach,
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Figure 1.1. Framework of the study
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benefits ensured by the multifunctionality of landscape. The quantity and quality of these
benefits depend on land use or marine spatial planning and management (de Groot et al.,
2010).

Defining the scope of research on the Latvian coastal landscape, the scientific
approach employed in the doctoral thesis is based on the concept of cause-effect
relationship (Figure 1.1). The initial focus in the concept is the state of the coastal
landscape which is assessed by indicators of land cover structure and change at the turn
of the 21 century. The most significant economic and political driving forces that have
affected the state of the Latvian coastal landscape structure have been determined and
characterised for the selected period. Aspects of ecosystem/landscape services and their
assessment have been integrated in the concept of cause-effect relationships to show how
new economic players (e.g., wind power generation at sea) would change the state of the
landscape, which in turn would affect the recreational services provided by the coastal
landscape. So, evaluation of the importance of recreational services provided to beach
visitors/users in Latvia is another aspect of landscape services dealt with in the thesis.
The evaluation resulted in important conclusions to be considered by those who develop
national and local policies determining the state of the territory in the future.

Taking into account the current need for applied scientific studies that also address
societal aspects (e.g., innovative products, science-based policy making, etc.), the
turn of the 21% century was chosen as the time period for research under this doctoral
thesis. Assessment of the contemporary situation and the emerging factors that have
been affecting the coastal landscape provides the policymakers with information and
knowledge about the legacy of the past and challenges to be considered in future
planning.

1.2. Coastal landscape structure and its change

1.2.1. Land cover

Land cover is one of the most commonly used indicators for the assessment of
quantitative characteristics of landscape structure. Indicators, including the land cover,
do not present a complete picture of reality; they are approximate, presenting information
that is derived from analysing raw data and other information (Weber and Hall, 2001).
Nevertheless, indicators are used as a tool to communicate relevant information in
an explicit and understandable way between different stakeholders: scientists and
policymakers, policymakers and the public, scientists and the public (Nordic Council of
Ministers, 2005). For these reasons, the author has chosen to use the land cover indicator
for characterisation of the coastal landscape structure in Latvia.

The land cover means the bio-physical coverage of land. It is the combination
of vegetation, soil, rock, water and human-made structures that makes up the earth’s
landscape (Di Gregorio and Jansen, 2005; Lambin et al., 2001). The land cover gives us
essential information about the state of landscape and change observed over a period,
including the speed and quality of the change (Wascher 2004; Mander et al., 2005).
Land cover changes enable us to evaluate such characteristics as diversity, ecological
importance, stability, attraction, etc., which are important for ensuring ecological



129

functions of landscape. Land cover changes make it possible to discover the effects of
socio-economic and political intrusions.

1.2.2. Assessment of the visual quality of landscapes

Since landscape is the result of interactions of natural and human factors, to ensure
successful landscape management, one needs to assess the visible part of the landscape
which is captured by human eyesight. A view or scene that opens up to its observer
depends on the location’s height, obstacles and terrain features, as well as specific
weather conditions (Leinerte and Melluma, 1992).

There have been different approaches to the landscape visual quality management
and different experiences of its development. There are two main directions in the
assessment and planning process: i) expert/design approach, when a trained expert
systematically inspects landscape and evaluates it with respect to a combination of
abstract design parameters; and ii) landscape quality assessment and maintenance strategy
development based on the public/stakeholder group perception. The first direction is
associated with land management in the interests of the public (e.g., forests, open rural
spaces), while the second direction has developed as a result of applied research in the
form of landscape and environmental assessment. Depending on national policies, the
second direction is also implemented in the planning practice. Both directions are based
on the common landscape quality concept, in which the biophysical characteristics of the
environment and the human perception and experience are essential, mutually interacting
components. Creating a link between the characteristics of the landscape and the effects
of these characteristics on people as observers, the understanding of landscape visual
quality develops (Daniel, 2001; Gobster et al., 2007).

At the turn of the 21% century, the combined approach in the management systems
for different landscapes was increasingly used. The combined approach means that the
visual quality assessment of landscapes is carried out by trained experts in accordance
with the guidelines and by using GIS tools and by parallel involvement of stakeholders,
e.g., in making a representative survey or organising focus group discussions on the
landscape quality assessment (Daniel, 2001; Vouligny et al., 2009).

Wind energy development planning in relation to the impact of wind turbines on
the visual quality of landscapes has received attention of many researchers (Krohn and
Damborg, 1999; Ek, 2005; Kaldellis, 2005). On the one hand, the technical specifications
for wind parks are defined (Miller et al., 2005; Bishop and Miller, 2007) and the best
available solutions for the siting of wind parks in landscapes are searched for by using
GIS and other software (Baban and Parry, 2001; Méller, 2006; Molina-Ruiz et al., 2011).
On the other hand, the participatory approach is developed to study people’s perception
to find out the public’s willingness to accept a changing landscape or seascape (Lange
and Hehl-Lange, 2005; Molnarova et al., 2012).

International studies on landscape perception indicate that visual assessment varies
among different groups of society. The assessment of local residents differs from that
of tourists and recreational users (Fyhri et al., 2009; Hanley et al., 2009). The planner’s
view of residential area development differs from the visions of builders and inhabitants
(Ryan, 2006). Forest managers have greater tolerance for the effects of clear cutting on
the landscape visual quality than the public (Palmer, 2008). In turn, farmers and rural
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people have different views on the quality of agricultural landscapes in comparison
to experts who are responsible for rural planning (Rogge et al., 2007; Vouligny et al.,
2009). Consequently, the essential task for studies in Latvia would be to explore whether
there is a disparity between different groups of society regarding the visual assessment
and which factors affect their perceptions.

For the management of landscape visual quality, two evaluation aspects can be
addressed: (i) evaluation of visual quality, comparing different landscape areas; (ii)
evaluation of visual quality, assigning relative values of visual quality against other
values/resources/human needs and desires (Daniel, 2001; Ode et al., 2008). The need
for landscape quality evaluation has arisen because of the competition among different
economic, biological and legal aspects as well as different landscape-related issues in
environmental or land management. In addition, more and more attention is paid not
only to the quality assessment of different landscapes but also to the assigning of value to
landscapes by using methods of environmental economics (Daniel et al, 2001; Schaeffer,
2008). T. Kapper (2004) argues that, although the impact on landscape has been one of
the aspects in assessing different projects in the past, the assessment results have been
ignored in the final decision-making against other environmental and economic aspects,
because the landscape values have not been assessed in monetary terms.

1.3. Major driving forces effecting landscape change

1.3.1. Prevailing socio-economic driving forces

Land use can produce powerful effects on ecological systems. Although the
landscape and geography studies on landscape change and its driving forces have already
well-established traditions, understanding of different factors that effect changes in land
use and land cover are not complete (Wood and Handley, 2001). This is so because
of the fact that driving forces constitute a complex system — which is characterised
by interdependence, interaction and feedback links — and affect several temporal and
spatial levels (Biirgi et al., 2004; Lambin et al., 2001). In addition, they are different with
respect to their origin, nature, geographical scale, duration and intensity (Klijn, 2004).

Five main categories of driving forces are distinguished: natural, political, socio-
economic, technological, and cultural factors (Brandt et al., 1999; Hersperger and
Biirgi, 2007). Behind one dominant driving force that causes changes, there are other
subordinated forces and factors acting. Therefore, driving forces are often grouped as
direct and indirect, or primary, secondary and even tertiary ones. At the same time,
research can also be focused on exploring the impacts of a single factor over time, for
example, specific policies leading to changes in the landscape (Baur, 2002).

Due to increasing human activity, seacoast is a dynamic and highly changing
territory. The main economic sectors — agriculture, forestry, maritime transport and
tourism — and their development cause the coastal landscape change temporally and
spatially. Coastal land is limited and under pressure from human development, and, with
75% of the human population expected to be living in the coastal zone by 2025, it is
evident that extreme competition for space with the ecosystem is what we can expect
(Salomon and Turner, 2005).
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1.3.2. Emerging driving forces
1.3.2.1. Wind energy generation

Being a Member State of the European Union, Latvia has approved long-term goals
for the use of renewable energy sources. Having regard to the achievement of 2005,
when the share of renewable energy sources was 32.6%, Latvia has set up a goal to
achieve a 40% proportion of renewable energy sources in the final energy consumption
by 2020 (European Community, 2009). To reach this target, the Republic of Latvia has
developed an action plan for renewable energy, which foresees that wind power will
make up to 18% of the total electricity generated from renewable energy sources by
2020 (the Cabinet of Ministers of the Republic of Latvia, 2010). As the wind energy
contributed only 1.7% of the total electricity consumption in 2012 (LR Central Statistical
Bureau, 2013), it is predictable that wind power plant construction will speed up in the
coming years.

In order to ensure the planned rapid growth of wind energy generation in Latvia,
allocation of suitable land and sea areas is needed. The offshore wind energy production
capacity is planned to be at 180 MW by 2020. According to the existing design and
construction trends in the European wind energy market (European Wind Energy
Association, 2012), one offshore wind farm will be enough to achieve the objective
pursued. The farm can consist of the maximum of 90 wind turbines, or, in the light
of the current development, 36 turbines with a capacity of SMW would be sufficient.
The required size of the area is determined by the current and future technological
development in the manufacturing industry of wind turbines. Past experience in the
North Sea shows that three to four wind turbines of 2 MW can be accommodated on
one km?, while the newer 3.6 MW turbines can be located with a density of 1-3 turbines
per km? (Wiersma et al., 2011). Following the practice in Europe, Latvia would need to
allocate an offshore area not larger than 25 km?, which is a small area compared to the
total marine area of the country.

1.3.2.2. Potential impact of climate change on the coastal
landscape structure

All scenarios of climate change anticipate major changes in temperature, rainfall,
as well as extreme weather frequency and duration. Although these projections have a
degree of uncertainty, most scientists are convinced about climate change impacts on
ecological processes and landscape functions (Opdam et al., 2009; Bray, 2010). They
will cause all kinds of impacts on land cover structure, ecosystem services, as well as
on human activities. The main purpose of landscape ecology is to explore and assess
interactions between landscape structure and processes. In order to ensure the continuity
of ecosystem services, it is also important to understand and evaluate the potential
impacts of climate change on landscape. It is particularly essential to pay attention to the
landscape aspect in adaptation to climate change by developing different approaches to
integrate landscape issues into the planning process and to inform the public about the
ongoing processes and their consequences in the environment (Seabrook et al., 2011).

In 2002 the European Council adopted recommendations on integrated coastal
zone management. This policy paper stresses inter alia the vulnerability of and potential
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threats to the coastal zone caused by climate change in terms of sea level rise and storm
frequency and strength (European Community, 2002).

1.3.3. Protection of coastal landscape

Coastal conservation has been practiced at all times because of people’s need to
manage food, water and other coastal resources to secure the means of subsistence.
Historically coastal protection meant protecting the territory available for recreation
or for the sake of coastal resources. During the last centuries the society has launched
targeted actions that preserve coastal flora and fauna. This means that some coastal areas
have been identified as more important for protection than others.

In order to ensure landscape protection, various management tools have been
developed, implemented and enhanced (Conway et al., 2005; Brandt et al., 2012). When
developing the landscape ecology plan for the North Vidzeme Biosphere Reserve,
proposals for the use and management of the coastal landscapes in the eastern part
of the Gulf of Riga coast were elaborated (SIA “Estonian, Latvian and Lithuanian
Environment”, 2007). Lithuanian scientists have analysed their coast and defined the
conditions to preserve dunes and coastal landscapes in their country. They are based on
the tourist flow management, restoration of grazing areas, and beach nourishment with
sand in sites that are exposed to heavy erosion (Armaitien et al., 2007).

The status of a protected area influences what happens in the adjacent areas outside
its boundaries. Studies show that in the vicinity of a protected area the development
is faster than average in the region or country, especially as it relates to increase in
urbanization and decline in forests (Wang et al., 2009).

1.4. Landscape services

The concept of ecosystem services was developed under the Millennium Ecosystem
Assessment (2003). The aim was to support policymakers of various sectors with
scientifically sound information about impacts on human welfare due to changes in
ecosystem and its services and how these impacts would progress in the future. The main
focus of the concept is on the assessment of human welfare, recognizing that biological
diversity and ecosystems have definite values and that people, when taking decisions
pertaining to ecosystems, should take into account not only the human well-being but
also the true values of ecosystems themselves.

Taking into account the ecosystem processes, functions and benefits, scientists have
developed multiple classification systems for evaluation of ecosystem services to be used
depending on the context of an evaluation objective and decision-making (Costanza,
2008; Fisher and Turner, 2008; Rounsevell et al., 2010). As a result of international
discussions, it was suggested to group ecosystem services into four primary categories
(de Groot et al., 2002; Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 2003):

*  Provisioning services are the ones which supply humans with products (food,

fresh water, fuel wood, fibre, etc.)

*  Regulatory services are the ones that ensure functioning of the ecosystem

processes for the benefit of people (climate regulation, air quality maintenance,
water purification, pollination, etc.)
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*  Cultural services are the ones that provide intangible benefits derived from
ecosystems (spiritual and religious, recreational and aesthetic, inspirational
and educational benefits, a sense of belonging to a place, cultural heritage,
etc.). This category of ecosystem services includes benefits that are external to
ecological systems (Fisher et al., 2009);

*  Support services are those that are necessary for the production of all three
types of services mentioned above (such as soil formation, nutrient flow,
primary production, etc.). They differ from the provisioning, regulatory and
cultural services in that their impacts on people are either indirect or occur over
a very long time, whereas changes in the other categories have relatively direct
and short-term impacts on people. To avoid double accounting of values in
assessing the overall economic importance of ecosystem services, the support
services should not be included in calculations of the total economic value
(Hein et al., 2000).

Many landscapes provide a multitude of functions and are subject to many possible
land uses (de Groot, 2006). Usually different combinations of land uses are possible
and many aspects need to be considered in analysing various planning and management
alternatives for multifunctional landscapes. Another important characteristic of
ecosystems and their services is that they are not homogenous across landscapes or
seascapes, nor they are static phenomena. They are heterogeneous in space and evolve
over time (Fisher et al., 2009). The spatial character is important to those decision-
makers who are involved in landscape management, thereby dealing with ecosystem
services beyond the boundaries of a single ecosystem (Boyd and Banzhaf, 2007).

Acknowledging people’s needs for landscaping services, it is essential that decision-
makers evaluate functions provided by ecosystem services at a landscape level (ICSU
et al.,, 2008). Landscape functions are defined in different ways. E.g., one group of
scientists uses the term to describe the capacity of landscape to produce and provide
services (Willemen et al., 2008; Kienast et al., 2009), whereas another group of scientists
(Helming et al., 2008; Pérez-Soba et al., 2008) defines landscape functions in terms of
ecological, social and economic benefits from land cover.

The conceptual framework of ecosystem assessment is based on the assumptions
that dynamic interactions exist between people and ecosystems. Human activities
directly and indirectly effect changes in ecosystems, while ecosystem changes affect
the well-being of humans. At the same time, many other environmental factors act
independently and influence the human well-being, and many natural factors influence
the state of ecosystems. In environmental studies and assessments, the direct driving
forces as defined in Figure 1.2 are frequently called “pressures”, in distinction from
indirect driving forces as driving forces or factors.

To facilitate the broad use of ecosystem services by decision-makers, landscape
ecology researchers have emphasized the need to include spatially explicit aspects in
the assessment, thereby achieving that region-specific goods and services and landscape
functions are balanced against other issues in public debates on sustainable development.
In practice it means that the assessment scheme is supplemented with relevant functional
and structural elements (Fig. 1.2). In addition, the importance or value of ecosystem
services can be determined in line with three parameters: ecological value, socio-cultural
value and economic value (de Groot et al., 2002; de Groot, 2000).
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Figure 1.2. Ecosystem assessment framework (adapted from the Millennium Ecosystem
Assessment, 2003; Kienast et al., 2009)

In accordance with the concept of ecosystem assessment, recreational services are
classified under cultural services. Recreational services provided by coastal landscapes are
related to travelling and spending leisure time in nature. Options for coastal recreational
activities are very diverse and depend on the season: swimming and sunbathing, walking,
leisure time with children, sports, sightseeing, angling, bird watching, fishing and other
activities (Agardy et al., 2005; Atkins et al., 2011).

In recent years, ecosystem and landscape research has been devoted to the
development of quantitative and qualitative indicators that provide easy-to-understand
information to policymakers and the public about the sustainability of resources and
biodiversity (Layke et al., 2012). One of the principles is to use the already existing
and available information, including spatial and statistical information, to assess the
capacity of ecosystems and landscapes to provide services. Assessment of land cover
and its capacity to provide services is one of the methodological approaches. Based on
the methodology developed by B. Burkhard et al. (2009), this doctoral thesis elaborates
a matrix describing the diversity of services provided by coastal landscapes (Table 1.1).
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Coastal landscape services (after Burkhard et al., 2009 and Kienast et al., 2009)

Table 1.1
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1. Provisioning services
Wildlife products
Food (fish, game) X X |[X|X|X|X X|X|X[X|Xx|X
Raw mater (e.g., fibre, fuel, wood) X |X|X|X|X X
Biochemicals X X | X|X|[x|x X[X|[X X
Cultivated products
Food and raw materials from
. XXX |X|X X | X
cultivated land and aquaculture
Commercial forest products
Timber, fibre X X X X |X|x X
Non-timber forest products X X | X|[X X X [ X
Transport X X
Housing X
Energy X | X X[ X X X X X X
2. Regulating services
Climate regulation (C-fixation) X X|X|X|[X|X|X|X[X|X]|X X |X|X
Storm protection X X |X|X X | X X
Flood prevention X|X[X[X|X|X|X|X|X X X|X|x
Water regulation (potable and
. . . . X XXX X[ X[ X[|X[X|X|X X | X X | X
industrial water, irrigation)
UV-protection by O, X X XX | X
Maintenance of good air quality X X X |X|X|X
Water purification X X X |X|X[X|X|X x|x|x|x|[x|X
Pest and disease control X X |X|X|X
Pollination X X | X X[X[X|X|Xx|x
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3. Supporting services
Erosion prevention X X[X|X|X|X|X|X|X|X X[X|x
Maintenance of biological and
. . . XX [X|IX|X[X|X[X[X|X|X|X|X[X|X|X|X
genetic diversity (evaluation process)
4. Cultural services
Enjoyment of scenery (e.g., scenic
oy . ry (e.g. X X XX |X|X|x|x X X X|x|[x
roads, housing)
Ecotourism and recreational nature
X X X| X [X[X|Xx|X XX [x|x|x|x|x
study
Use of nature motifs in books, film,
. X XX |X|X|X|X|xX|X|xXx X[x|x|x|x|x|x
painting, folklore, etc.
Heritage value X|X[X[X|X|X X

As already mentioned above, landscape services are valued not only for their
ecological but also for economic and social importance, applying different methods
accordingly. In the valuation of recreational services provided by coastal or beach
landscape, the most commonly applied economic methods are the non-use valuation
methods (e.g., existence or conservation value) (Ledoux and Turner, 2002; Sepelt et al.,
2012). Whether and how the public is willing to pay for conservation of an ecosystem
or landscape is a question to be considered when different development scenarios are
elaborated and perspectives of sectoral policies are planned (Leibenaths un Badura,

2005; Pendleton et al., 2007).
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2. MATERIALS AND METHODS

2.1. Research of coastal landscape structure and its change

Considering similar studies related to coastal landscapes (Kull et al. 2007; Lopez
y Royo et al., 2009) and the potential for international comparisons (DEDUCE 2007;
European Environmental Agency 2006b), the study area was defined as a 10-km-wide
coastal zone, measured from the shoreline towards inland. Within this 10-km zone,
I-km and 300-m strips and shoreline were selected for detailed assessments of spatially
changing landscape patterns. As different protection regimes have been set up for the
coastal areas, this division will also allow the assessment of the impact of protection
policies on land cover change.

The analyses of recent land cover changes were based on the digital land cover
layers originally generated by the CORINE Land Cover (CLC) Projects of the European
Environment Agency. The CLC inventory was performed for three periods with five
year intervals (1990, 2000 and 2006) and presents the land cover and its changes in the
form of maps for the Member States of the European Union, including Latvia. The CLC
provides a 1:100 000 scale resolution, a minimum mapping unit (MMU) of 25 hectares
and a minimum width of linear elements of 100 meters. In addition to the CLC maps, the
CLC-Changes were produced as a separate product. For that purpose, the MMU of the
Land Cover Change database was set to 5 ha, indicating the true evolution process and
not different interpretations of the same subject (European Environment Agency, 2007a).

To spatially assess the land cover change of forest landscapes, aerial photographic
images produced by the Latvian Geospatial Information Agency was the main
information source. The images were taken in 2007-2008 and visually reflect the recent
changes in landscape due to final felling. The pixel resolution was 0.5 m, providing
detailed landscape structures for assessment. Spatial data on nature conservation were
obtained from the layer of the GIS Latvia 9.2 Data Base developed by Envirotech SIA,
Latvia.

Spatial analysis was carried out based on the GIS methods and the tools provided
by the ArcMap 9.3 version. By intersecting or selecting European CLC data within the
relevant area (i.e., 10 km of coastal area), land cover data of defined scales and scope
were generated. By overlaying the two data periods on the land cover change, the spatial
distribution of the changes was delivered in the form of a map. The Arc Map 9.3 version
software also allows statistics to be performed on land cover patches.

To assess driving forces for change in the coastal landscape, statistical indicators
were collected for administrative or management units. The Latvian Central Statistical
Bureau, the European Commission’s Statistical Office (Eurostat) and the Latvian State
Forest Service were the main sources of statistical data. Socio-economic indicators were
used to characterize the population migration, harvested timber volume, exports and
tourism sector.
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2.2. Research of attitudes and perceptions of local residents and tourists

2.2.1. Impact of wind energy generation on the visual quality of coastal landscape

The impact of an offshore or land-based wind park on the visual quality of landscape
was studied at the area representing the open Baltic Sea coast of Latvia, covering two
rural settlements — Jurkalne (c.a. 360 inhabitants) and Pavilosta (c.a. 1,100 inhabitants).
On the one hand, the area represents unique coastal landscape forms with sandstone
bluffs that are about 20 m high. On the other hand, the area has been identified as one of
the potential areas for electricity generation because of favourable wind features. Three
out of eight offshore wind park development sites have been designated in the vicinity
of these settlements. The nearest potential wind park areas are approximately 8 km and
10 km from the shoreline.

Two separate questionnaires were designed to find out the attitudes and perceptions
of social groups about the potential wind park development in the open Baltic Sea coast
area of Latvia. Questions were structured according to the methods used for economic
valuation of ecosystem services (Pendleton et al., 2007; Mendelshon and Olmstead,
2009). The aim of the questionnaires was to find out attitudes toward the wind park
development along the Latvian coast and the potential impacts of wind turbines on the
coastal landscape. While local residents were also questioned as to their willingness to
pay for having a wind park located at their desired distance, tourists and recreational
users were interviewed about their trips, including from where and why they arrived
at the location, for how long and where they were staying, and how frequently they
visit the Baltic Sea coast. This information was used in further estimates on foregone
revenues for local economy due to change in the visual quality of landscape.

Both questionnaires had similar components, thus allowing for a comparison
between the responses of the two groups. A set of questions was designed to explore the
respondents’ attitude towards wind parks in three potential locations: i) in the terrestrial
coastal zone of Latvia, ii) offshore in the Latvian waters, and iii) offshore in the vicinity
of Jurkalne and Pavilosta. Those local inhabitants who had a negative view for locating
an offshore wind park near their homes were also tested as to whether their attitude
would change if additional income to the local municipal budget was ensured.

The questionnaires contained four offshore scenarios designed as photomontages
(A3 page landscape layout) to be assessed by respondents. Each photomontage showed
20 wind turbines with a 100 m tower height and approximately 40 m long blades in
proper scale located in marine waters at distances of 8, 10, 15 and 20 km. Selection of
technical parameters for the visual presentation of wind turbines was based on the turbine
specification options listed in the permit application form submitted by the developer
to the environmental authority for carrying out the environmental impact assessment
procedure. Because the study area is characterised by approximately 20 m high bluffs —
the four photomontages simulated a view from the top of the bluff. The photomontages
were used to examine visitation probability by tourists and recreational users depending
on the siting of the offshore wind park. Local residents were asked about their attitudes
toward the four scenarios of wind park construction.

A set of questions assessing the importance of landscapes and seascapes were
also included. Furthermore, the respondents were asked to evaluate the potential
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effects of wind parks on the environment and related effects, such as electricity tariffs,
employment, property value, shipping and fishery, local tourism and coastal landscapes.
The final part of the questionnaire collected socio-economic information (gender, age,
education, occupation, income) about the respondents. Tourists and recreational users
were also asked about expenditures on their trips.

The face-to-face interviews with local inhabitants were conducted during April-May
2012, by visiting them at their homes or in public places. Tourists and recreational users
were interviewed directly on beaches, parking lots and accommodation sites in these
settlements; these face-to-face interviews were conducted in August—September 2011
and June—July 2012, when the actual coastal outdoor season runs in the region. Persons
interviewed had to be at least 18 years old, which is the minimum age to participate in
elections in the country. The average interview lasted 10—15 minutes.

2.2.2. Assessment of the recreation services provided by beach landscapes
in Latvia

Beach landscape and its character play an important role in the use of landscape for
recreational services (Brenner et al., 2010). Therefore, the study was focused on those
recreational sites which represent sandy beaches. In addition, the recreational sites were
selected according to the following criteria: 1) different intensities of beach use to be
covered by city, town and village beaches located at the Baltic Sea coasts; ii) different
accessibility, thus determining which part of the public can use it (i.e. reachable by public
transport, such as train or bus, or by private car only); iii) different levels of infrastructure
(toilets, waste containers, sports facilities, changing facilities, a playground, etc.). Based
on the above criteria, the following locations were chosen: the city of Jurmala (Majori,
Bulduri and Dzintari beaches), the city of Liepaja (city beach), the town of Saulkrasti
(the entire beach of the town area), Engure municipality (the coastal strip with beach
from Apsuciems to Lapmezciems).

Perceptions of beach users were gathered using a questionnaire of specific design
based on the contingent valuation methods for evaluating recreational services. The aim
of the questionnaire was to find out whether individuals are willing to pay for ecosystem
services (Pendleton et al., 2007; Mendelshon and Olmstead, 2009). The questionnaire
included several thematic components. At first, a beach user’s characteristics were
obtained, namely whether the respondent is a local resident or summer vacationer, or
has arrived from another city or country, as well as the reason for visiting the beach.
The next set of questions was aimed at finding out the respondent’s appreciation of the
coastal landscape and its elements and the attitude towards landscape conservation.

With respect to the willingness to provide a financial contribution for beach
conservation, respondents were asked a “yes” or “no” question. This was followed by a
multiple choice question about the factors that determine the choice of the interviewed
person to allocate financial resources for beach landscape conservation, the preferred
amount and means of payment. At the end, socio-economic information was collected:
gender, age, education, occupation and income.

The face-to-face interviews were conducted in the summers 2010-2011, approaching
visitors and holidaymakers in the beach area. The average length of one interview was
approximately 10-15 minutes.
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2.2.3. Statistical analyses of the survey data

The completed questionnaires were entered into Microsoft Excel databases and
later transferred and processed using the IBM SPSS Statistics 20 software. Various
statistical methods were applied to describe the characteristics of the samples (Arhipova
and Balina, 2006; Gosa, 2007; Mooi and Sarstedt, 2011). As the survey samples were
selected from general population based on non-probability sampling methods, non-
parametric tests (Friedman, Kendall’s W, Wilcoxon signed-rank, Mann-Whitney U test
and Kruskal-Wallis test) were run to analyse them. The Spearman rho coefficient was
used to assess the significance of dependence or correlation between two parameters.
Binary logistics and linear regression analyses were used to determine the relationships
and key factors defining respondents’ responses to the key study questions.

2.2.4. Calculation of the revenue foregone for tourism

Tourists and recreational visitors to the potential wind park area in the vicinity of
Jurkalne and Pavilosta were asked to estimate their aggregate travel-related expenses
(accommodation, travel costs, meals and refreshments, etc.) of their trip to/within the
study area. The respondents also reported their travelling party size, i.e. how many people
(including children) the reported expenses covered, and provided information on the
length of stay in the study area. To avoid overestimation of the total spending of tourists
and recreational visitors, the per-person spending average was computed by dividing the
per-party spending average by the average party size (Stynes and White, 2006; Sun and
Stynes, 2005) for one of the two categories of stay (one-day trip or overnight stay).

The revenue foregone from tourists and recreational visitors was calculated as
follows:

R= (S, *n *x) + (S *n *x),

where

R - potential revenue foregone in EUR;

S, — per-person spending average for a one-day trip in EUR;

S,. — per-person spending average for a trip with overnight stay in EUR;

n_—number of visitors in the respective category of the length of stay according
to the statistics, 2012;

x — share of respondents answering negatively (definitely no; somewhat no) to
the question on visitation probability to the area if a wind park would be
located at a certain distance.

The computed sum for each of the four scenarios gives an indicative figure on the
potential revenue foregone for the local and regional economy depending on the distance
of the location of a wind park.
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3. RESULTS

3.1. Major change in structure of the Latvian coastal landscape

3.1.1. Characterisation of the Latvian coastal landscape structure

The 10-km-wide Latvian coastal area is represented by 27 out of 44 land cover
categories, and 15 different landscapes form the shoreline. The CLC2006 data show that
the Latvian coastal zone is dominated by forest landscapes, which form up to 61.6% of
the area. The Latvian coastal forest landscapes are dominated by coniferous (40% of for-
est cover) and mixed forest (30% of forest cover) stands. The wooded dunes, which are
natural or semi-natural forest (long established) habitats with well-developed pine (Pinus
sylvestris) woodland structures, are the prevailing forest ecosystem after strips of beach-
es and shifting or fixed dunes (European Commission, DG Environment 2007; Aunins,
2010). The CLC2006 data reveal that 14.7% of the forest areas are so-called transitional
woodlands. This land cover category represents either forest final felling areas, including
clear-cuts, or forest expansion into abandoned agricultural land (Bossard et al., 2000).

Due to the sandy soil and poor fertility in the coastal areas of Latvia, agricultural
areas cover just 25.3% of the coastal zone. This share of arable land is smaller, at just
8.2% of the total land cover, than the area of pastures, which accounts for 9.4% of the
total land cover. 4.3% of land areas have artificial covering, making an important part
of the coastal landscape structure. Areas of individual and public housing and related
service facilities and leisure areas are situated in 70.7% of the total artificially covered
land. According to CLC2006, harbours occupy 3.1% of artificial surfaces.

Table 3.1.1
Share of the main land cover classes in the coastal zone of Latvia, by the distance from
shoreline (% of the total land cover in the selected widths of the coastal zone) (source:
European Environment Agency (EEA), CLC2006)

Code Land cover class Shoreline 0-300 m 0-10 km
1 Artificial surfaces 6.8 12.7 4.3
2 Agricultural areas 7.6 16.9 253
3 Forests and semi-natural areas 83.9 69.5 62.7
4 Wetlands 1.2 0.6 4.6
5 Waters 0.5 0.3 3.1
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Wetlands (including bogs and marshes) cover 4.6% of the coastal area, while inland
water courses and bodies account for 3.1%. The four larger lakes (Pape, Liepaja, Engure
and Kaniers), which are former coastal lagoons, provide a distinct character to the
coastal areas of the country. They are particularly important for migratory water birds.
As they are shallow, parts of the lakes are slowly overgrowing and forming wetlands.
The estuaries of the four major rivers (Daugava, Liclupe, Gauja and Venta) also bring
special features to the coastal land cover.
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The landscape pattern differs with the distance from the shoreline. Whereas the
direct coastline is dominated by forests and semi-natural areas, the agricultural areas
gradually increase with increasing distance from the sea. It is worth noting that most of
the artificial covering areas are situated in the 0—300 m zone, which again proves that
urbanisation is an issue for terrestrial areas adjacent to the sea.

3.1.2. Quantitative changes in the structure of coastal landscape in Latvia

After the restoration of independence in 1991, land ownership changed from public
to private in most of the country. Consequently, it is also important to assess what kind of
changes and where key changes took place in the coastal areas. About 18,500 hectares,
which is about 3.1% of the coastal zone of Latvia, underwent transformations during
the period of 1995-2006. While the average and maximum sizes of individual plots of
changed Latvian coastal landscapes were larger in 1995-2000, their number was higher
in the following period.

Having the largest share of forest cover in the coastal zone, these landscapes also
experienced major changes, comprising 94% of all changes in the area over this time
(Table 3.1.2). About 5% of the total coastal forest cover was reduced by felling activities
during 1995-2006.

Even agricultural land is not prevailing in the coastal zone of Latvia, with its share
of the land cover decreasing by either the overgrowing of woodlands or the expansion
of artificial surfaces. Transformation of pastures into non-irrigated arable land and vice
versa can be explained by agricultural practices, wherein arable land plots are turned into
pastures after intensive use, while the relevant pastures are cultivated into arable land
(Table 3.1.2).

Urban sprawl in coastal areas is also becoming a trend in Latvia. The change is
apparent in the CLC2000-2006 data, showing an increase in the area covered by artificial
surfaces, particularly during that period. This development has caused a loss of pastures
and other agricultural areas. Even certain areas of forest have been turned into built-up
areas.

Table 3.1.2

Area of land cover change in the 10-km-wide coastal zone during the two time periods of
1995-2000 and 2000-2006 (source: EEA CLC-Change)

CLC at the beginning CLC at the end Area of change (ha)
of the period of the period 1995-2000 | 2000-2006
133 Construction sites 112 Discontinuous urban fabric - 29
211 Non-irrigated arable land 231 Pastures 1,060 89
231 Pastures 112 Discontinuous urban fabric - 14
231 Pastures 121 Industrial or commercial units - 7
231 Pastures 133 Construction sites - 74
231 Pastures 211 Non-irrigated arable land 560 -
231 Pastures 324 Transitional woodland/shrub - 80
242 Complex cultivation patterns | 121 Industrial or commercial units - 31
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CLC at the beginning CLC at the end Area of change (ha)
of the period of the period 1995-2000 | 2000-2006
242 Complex cultivation patterns | 133 Construction sites - 9
242 Complex cultivation patterns | 243 Land principally occupied by - 32
agriculture, with significant areas
of natural vegetation
243 Land principally occupied by | 324 Transitional woodland/shrub 37 21
agriculture, with significant areas
of natural vegetation
311 Broad-leaved forest 324 Transitional woodland/shrub 534 1,105
312 Coniferous forest 324 Transitional woodland/shrub 2,682 3,286
312 Coniferous forest 133 Construction sites - 22
312 Coniferous forest 131 Mineral extraction sites - 7
312 Coniferous forest 122 Road and rail networks and - 64
associated land
313 Mixed forest 121 Industrial or commercial units 6 -
313 Mixed forest 133 Construction sites - 5
313 Mixed forest 324 Transitional woodland/shrub 4,695 3,857
324 Transitional woodland/shrub | 312 Coniferous forest - 37
324 Transitional woodland/shrub | 313 Mixed forest - 159
412 Peat bogs 324 Transitional woodland/shrub - 15

The analysis of aerial photograph images reveals the same phenomena as the CLC
data. There were no major changes in the 300-m stretch with regard to forestry activities.
It is clear that there were no clear-cut and final felling areas in this zone of coastline.
As the requirements for felling activities are not so strict for inland areas, the forest
land cover structure is different there. The final felling and clear-cut areas appear in the
300-m to 1-km stretch, and the density of felling patches increases towards the inland.

3.1.3. Impact of urbanisation on the structure of coastal landscape

The trend in urban sprawl has caused a loss of pastures and other agricultural areas.
Even certain areas of forest have been turned into built-up areas. Artificial surfaces have
expanded by 1%. As mentioned above, the CLC-change database registers the land
cover changes greater than 5 ha. In the Latvian coast such a change is observed in the
vicinity of Riga, Jurmala, Liepaja (Grobina), and Saulkrasti. Urbanization has unequal
territorial distribution that follows with the growth of population in the vicinity of cities.
According to statistics, the number of inhabitants has increased in coastal municipalities
that are located within 50-60 km from Riga, Ventspils and Liepaja (Central Statistical
Bureau of Latvia, 2009).

Although the CLC data do not indicate changes in the sea port areas, the national
regulations establishing harbour boundaries adopted during 20062008 have increased
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the area assigned to this transport sector by two-fold during this period (from 2,025 to
5,059 ha). Consequently, these changes may soon result in the port areas occupying 1%
of the coastal zone.

3.1.4. Geomorphological processes and landscape

A review of the CLC Coastline database indicates that about half the length of
the Latvian coastline has a stable equilibrium between the erosion and accumulation
of sediments. However, about 34% of the coastline is exposed to erosion. Beaches and
sandy coasts, including dunes, form up to 85% of the shoreline according to the CLC
data, and they are most susceptible to erosion. They are followed by forest landscapes, as
about 24 km of pine forests along the coastline are under the pressure of erosion.

Usually the public has been concerned about coastal erosion in urban settlements,
industrial areas and ports. In total, a 11.2-km-long coastal stretch could be subject to
this impact. Accordingly, various defence measures against sea attacks have been
implemented in the past.

3.2. Impact of a potential wind farm on the visual quality of coastal
landscape

Many scientists have concluded that wind energy brings significant changes to the
coastal landscape in terms of visual quality (Wolsink, 2007; Ladenburg, 2009; Gee, 2010;
Punt et al., 2010). Therefore, in the light of the implementation of the provisions of
the European Landscape Convention (Council of Europe, 2000), it is very important to
find out what changes people are ready to accept. Due to stakeholder involvement, this
would lead to fruitful results for landscape planning and management (Dramstad and
Fjellstad, 2011). This chapter presents the results of a separate study on the attitudes and
preferences of two main stakeholder groups towards the location of potential wind parks
and their impact on landscape.

3.2.1. Support to wind park development in the Latvian coastal area

The results show that both local residents and tourists/recreational visitors have
similar attitudes towards wind park development. They would rather support wind park
development on land in coastal areas (more than 50% of the respondents) and are less
in favour of having an offshore wind park in the Latvian waters. The least positive
response is for siting an offshore wind park near their particular settlement — Jurkalne
and Pavilosta (less than 27% of respondents). The differences in attitudes between the
three alternatives (onshore, offshore, offshore nearby) are statistically significant. The
results of the Friedman, Kendall' s W and Wilcoxon Signed Rank tests, which were used
to evaluate differences among the three alternatives, were also significant.

There were also different degrees of support observed between tourists/recreational
visitors and local residents. While the former were more supportive towards wind
park development, most of the latter were rather negative in this regard, irrespective
of the potential wind park location. The statistical difference between both groups was
confirmed by the results of the Mann-Whitney U test.
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3.2.2. Perception of impacts of offshore wind parks on landscapes

When respondents were asked to evaluate various potential impacts caused as a
result of the construction of wind parks, both groups of respondents assessed the effect
on landscape negatively (65% of tourists and recreational visitors, 67% of local residents
respectively). Certain tourists thought that the landscape would become more attractive
if wind turbines were erected at sea, particularly if the constructed wind park would be
the first one in the region. Approximately 20% of the local residents and 16% of the
holidaymakers in the area did not expect any effect on the landscape. Approximately 7%
of the respondents did not have an opinion on the issue. The data indicate that almost all
respondents who expressed opposition to the wind park development also believed that
the landscape would be damaged.

3.2.3. Assessment of visual impacts of offshore wind parks

The visual effect on seascape based on the four image scenarios presented was
assessed according to the different coastal uses by the two stakeholder groups. For
tourists and recreational visitors, the key issue of the study was whether the construction
of an offshore wind park would deter them from visiting the location. The results show
that the visitation probability increases with the distance of the offshore wind park from
the shoreline. Furthermore, tourists would more likely stay longer if the wind park was
located further from the coast. The Spearman rho test confirmed a statistically significant
strong correlation between positions on visiting the coastal area and readiness to stay
longer for all four scenarios.

The sample group included one-day tourists and those who stay for several days,
a week or even several weeks. The views on the visual disturbance from a potential
wind park are not statistically significantly different when comparing different types of
tourists — the change in attitudes has the same pattern. The visual assessment is not
dependent on the visitation frequency of tourists, as the correlation coefficients are not
statistically significant. An identical pattern holds for the visual assessment results of the
local residents.

The local residents are also in favour of placing wind parks further away.
Furthermore, when asking about the importance of the distance of the wind park site
from the shore, half of the population (53% of respondents) indicated that this factor
is important for them in deciding whether to support or not the development, while
one third (28%) thought that the distance is not important. Approximately 19% of the
respondents stated that their attitude is negative in general — there is no need for offshore
wind parks, and therefore visibility as a criterion for their attitude is irrelevant. The
data analysed with the Mann-Whitney U test confirmed that the assessments of the local
residents were statistically significantly more negative for all four scenarios compared to
the assessments of tourists/recreational visitors.

3.2.4. The role of prior experience in the formation of attitude towards wind park
development

Although no offshore wind park has been constructed in the Latvian waters yet,
31% of tourists and 16% of local residents have observed offshore wind parks in other
countries, mainly in Great Britain, also in Denmark, Sweden, and the Netherlands. The
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study reveals that the prior experience in observing offshore wind parks does not have
a strong effect on opinions towards having an offshore wind park in the local waters.
The chi-square test for independence resulted in no statistically significant difference
between the groups with or without the prior visual experience in their supporting or
disapproving attitude towards offshore wind park development.

When the respondents were asked about prior negative experiences with wind parks
or disturbances that they had felt in connection with them, approximately 10% of the
local residents admitted that they had experienced disturbances, mainly in the form of
noise, vibration or psychological discomfort. Only a few respondents mentioned the
negative effect on the landscape or a shade effect. Those who had felt discomfort were
also opposed to the siting of a wind park offshore.

3.2.5. Development of an offshore wind park and economic aspects

Tourists and recreational visitors were also asked about their travel expenditures.
This information can be used to calculate indicative amounts of foregone revenues in
the case of building an offshore wind park. This in turn makes it possible to determine
the impact on the local and regional economy. The range of travel expenses, covering
transportation, accommodation, meals and other services, is variable, and we established
that travellers planned to spend from LVL 6.81 to LVL 8.94 (average LVL 7.87) per
person per day. These calculations are higher compared to the reported figures on tourism
statistics by the Central Statistical Bureau of Latvia, and this is explainable by the facts
that the interviews took place in the summer, when the elevated price for accommodation
is applied, and that Jurkalne and Pavilosta are located relatively far from cities, requiring
higher costs to reach them (e.g., more fuel consumed).

Based on the statistics of the tourist information centre of Pavilosta from the year
2011 and the per-person spending average per day if he/she stays in the area for at le-
ast 24 hours (or 2 days), the total revenues from tourists in the region are estimated at
LVL 349,714 per year. Additionally, one can add up to that sum revenues from one day
vacationers. Since statistics on those are not available for the Pavilosta municipality in
particular, we used the statistics covering the entire Kurzeme region to calculate the total
estimated revenue. According to the Central Statistical Bureau of Latvia, one day travel-
lers accounted for 74% of all trips to the Kurzeme region in 2011. Thus, the total expen-
diture of tourists and recreational visitors can be estimated to reach up to LVL 780,206.
Considering the possible change in visitation of the area due to the construction of a wind
park described above, the potential foregone revenue for Pavilosta municipality is within
the range of LVL 86,789—416,010 per year, or up to 20% of the annual municipal budget.

3.3. Assessment of recreation services provided by the Latvian beach
landscape

3.3.1. Importance of the maintenance of beach landscape

Visitors” willingness to pay may depend not only on the socio-economic
considerations but also on their overall attitudes towards the landscape (Beharry-Borg
and Riccardo Scarpa, 2010). Therefore, the results on the study of the beach users’ views
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with regard to the environmental aspects of the landscape are assessed in the thesis. The
study results show that a majority of visitors are aware of the importance of maintaining
the current landscape (93%) and that the beach quality is important as well (97%). There
was no single beach user for whom the beach quality would be of no concern. Natural
landscape elements, such as sand, beach, dunes, pine forests, sea water and waves, are
considered more important compared to human-made elements, such as fishing boats,
ships, lighthouses, etc.

3.3.2. Willingness to pay

The results of the survey show that 27% of all respondents are ready to allocate
their financial resources for beach landscape conservation. The Kruskal-Wallis test results
confirm that there is a statistically significant difference in opinion among respondents
from different beaches covered by this study. Using the Mann-Whitney U-test method,
it was clarified that a statistically significant difference does not exist between the beach
users in Engure and Saulkrasti, as well as between the Engure municipality and Liepaja,
while statistically significant differences are observed among other respondent groups.

Regarding the question of willingness to pay, the results of statistical analysis show
significant differences between the groups of beach users according to their place of
residence. Respondents from other countries are the most positively disposed — 39% of
respondents in this group would be willing to pay for landscape conservation, followed
by respondents arriving from other Latvian towns or regions (30%) and those residents
who live near the beach during the summer season (29%). Permanent local residents are
least willing to pay for beach landscape conservation (22% of respondents in this group).
The Mann-Whitney U-test results indicate a statistically significant difference between
local residents and those who have come from elsewhere.

Results of various tests show that there is no statistically significant difference in the
willingness to pay between men and women, different age groups, education levels and
income. Using the binary logistic regression module, it was found that only two factors
have a statistically significant effect on the willingness to pay: landscape conservation
considerations and the respondents’ origin (local residents, local seasonally or having
come from another region or country). The assessment of the current the beach quality
as either satisfactory or unsatisfactory does not influence the respondents’ willingness to
pay for beach landscape conservation.

The calculated average amount of money that respondents would be willing
to pay for beach landscape conservation is LVL 6.30 + 0.25 per year. However, the
distribution of amounts according to the place of residence is different in comparison
to the willingness to pay. The respondents from other countries are ready to contribute
larger amounts (an average of LVL 8.37 + 0.94/year), followed by the permanent locals
(LVL 7.11 £ 0.37) and residents who live near the beach seasonally (LVL 5.92 + 0.76),
whereas beach visitors from other Latvian cities or municipalities are willing to pay the
least amount (LVL 5.19 + 0.36).
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4. DISCUSSION

4.1. The coastal landscape structure and driving forces

4.1.1. Change of forest and agricultural landscapes

The CLC2006 data show that the Latvian coastal zone is dominated by forest
landscapes, which form up to 61.6% of the area. This indicator value is higher than the
average forest cover in the country, which is 45.8% of the territory (Central Statistical
Bureau of Latvia, 2007). The high share of transitional forests and bushes indicates the
intensity of forestry activity. Landscape changes due to the increase in clear cutting were
recognised as a major issue in the 1990s and 2000s for all three Baltic States (Mander
and Kuuba, 2004).

The high share of clear-cut felling areas certainly causes landscape fragmentation,
which in its turn has an effect on forest biodiversity (Jongman, 2004, Kuuluvainen,
2009). This may be beneficial to some species, such as pioneer organisms or edge
“ecotone” types of species, but highly detrimental to others, such as species affected by
the loss of protective cover (Estreguil and Mouton, 2009).

Forest resources have high importance in the economy of Latvia. Wood and
wood products contributed 20-37% of the foreign trade balance of the country during
1994-2007 (Central Statistical Bureau of Latvia, 2007). Moreover, the actual trade
volumes gradually increased by more than ten times over the period. To achieve such
results, the forest felling activities have also been growing. The forest management
statistics on coastal municipalities show that the average annual final felling area has
been 0.8—-0.9% of the forest land. These statistics show an even higher rate of change
compared to the CLC statistical data.

A low presence of agricultural landscapes is also observed in the coastal areas of the
mainland of Estonia (Kull et al., 2007). In addition, the example of the Estonian island
of Saaremaa shows that the agricultural land area is decreased over the past 60 years.
Since grazing and mowing of the meadow was restricting in bordering the territory of
the Soviet Union, pasture and meadow are overgrown with reeds, scrub and woodland
(Palgindmm et al., 2007).

4.1.2. Trends in urbanisation

During the period of 1995-2006 artificial surface areas in Latvia have increased
by 1%, which is much less compared to the trend in Europe (European Environment
Agency, 2006b). Due to similarities in recent history and economic development, the
urban sprawl in coastal areas over the last decade has also been confirmed by studies in
the neighbouring countries (Kull et al., 2007).

To spatially assess the details of urban development, it is necessary to have older
images of the same territories, and they should be of the same resolution. In Latvia, a
typical housing plot in a coastal village is in the range of 0.1-0.5 ha, and only in rare
cases up to 2 ha, in which case the plot may extend into the forest area. The minimum
size for setting up a new construction site outside a village is 3 ha. Considering the high
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price of land in coastal areas, new estate owners prefer to acquire smaller land units.
Therefore, one can assume that the CLC data do not reflect the urban sprawl to the full
extent. The rapid expansion of residential areas is also confirmed by the statistics on
dwellings in larger coastal towns (Central Statistical Bureau of Latvia, 2007).

Furthermore, to satisfy the increasing demand in sea transportation, ports need
adequate infrastructure, which is also related to land demands and expansion policies.
Of course, this trend causes pressure on the neighbouring original landscapes, which are
often semi-natural or natural habitats with high biological value (Reise, 2005; Ruskule,
2009). Consequently, compromises between nature and landscape protection are required,
and the best solutions consider both interests (Maes and Neumann, 2004).

As presented in section 3.1.3, the CLC data do not indicate changes in the sea port
areas. This is reflected in the recent history of drafting the laws and regulations of the
port sector, which led to expanding the port boundaries during the period from 2006 to
2008.

4.1.3. Impact of nature conservation legislation on coastal landscape structure

As a Member State of the European Union, Latvia has transposed the relevant
nature conservation directives, and also designated sites for the Natura 2000 network of
protected nature areas in Europe (European Community, 1992). As proven by this study,
the nature conservation policy also supports the ecological needs of forest landscape
conservation. The assessment of land cover changes in the coastal areas indicates that
forest felling activities are much lower intense in protected nature areas compared to
other areas. Moreover, the spatial distribution of final felling sites and their number
correlate with either the nature protection status or the available forest resources.

The nature protection legislation also limits the peat extraction and drainage
activities in coastal areas, thereby ensuring the maintenance of wetlands and marshes.
However, the situation might change in the future.

4.1.4. The impact of climate change on coastal landscape

Because the majority of Latvian coasts have experienced an increase in erosion
intensity and erosion risks there are assessed as high (Eberhards et al., 2009), the coastal
landscapes are vulnerable to coastline changes due to severe storms or rises in sea
level. Severe storms (with wind speeds higher than 30 m/sec) along the open Baltic
seacoast, with SW, W and NW winds, recur every two to six years, causing significant
erosion (Eberhards et al., 2009). The rate of coastal erosion during any single storm has
increased, averaging at 3—6 m, with maximums reaching 20 m (Eberhards et al., 2009).
Thus, based on simplified estimates, certain stretches of the coastline may retreat by
about 20 up to 400 m by 2050.

Therefore, there is a need to reconsider the long-term effectiveness of the existing
protection zone, as the lifetimes of new houses and buildings are certainly more than
50 years. Consequently, the present 150-m width of the protection zone, where new
building development in coastal areas is limited, may need to be expanded. Additionally,
political positioning and approaches relating to compensation for the loss of valuable
forest and semi-natural ecosystems should be developed. Despite the shifts in
environmental conditions that support faster growth of tree species in the Baltic region
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(Metzger et al., 2008), the forest ecosystems still need many decades to reach maturity.
At the very least, a national debate on realignment of the protection zone should be
initiated to ensure that the relevant landscape types and structures are preserved in the
long term.

4.2. Assessment of recreational services provided by beach
landscapes

Earlier Latvian environmental economic studies on determining individuals’
willingness to pay for any environmental value have been carried out in connection
with the protection of water resources, in particular water quality improvement. These
studies had a higher share of population willing to pay up to 30-50% (Pakalniete et al.,
2006; Pakalniete et al., 2007; Ahtinainen et al., 2012). The review on economic valuation
of recreational services carried out by Meyerhoff and Liebe (2010) established that
on average 72% of respondents were willing to make a financial contribution for new
policy measures for ecosystem products or services. Compared to this, the result that
just 27% of Latvian beach users are willing to pay for landscape maintenance is a low
score. However, the results of this study correspond to those which have established
the relationship between willingness to pay and the so-called “public awareness”
(Spash et al., 2009; Garcia-Llorente et al., 2011). The person who deems the landscape
conservation important is also more willing to pay for the maintenance.

Answers about the reasons why respondents do not want to pay for beach landscape
maintenance indicate the dominance of the so-called “protest vote”. The statement
that landscape maintenance is rather the business of the government or municipality
was dominant compared to the reason of low income of the respondent. The fact that
such an argument could be characteristic of the post-communist countries has also
been established by studies in Poland, where the high vote of protest is explained by
the consequences of the previous regime. People are used to the situation where the
recreational or other environmental services for the most part were free, and they believe
it should continue in the same manner (Dziegielewsk and Mendelsohn, 2007; Bartczak
et al., 2008).

Most studies conclude that the respondent’s income level is an important factor that
determines the amount of money allocated (Barry et al., 2011; Rosenberger et al., 2012),
and this is also confirmed in this study, thus making it possible to predict that when
prosperity increases in the country, the society might be willing to pay on average higher
amounts of money also for the conservation of the coastal landscape.

The economic valuation is essential for finding out not only about the target group’s
willingness to pay but also about the potential amounts of money to be allocated for this
purpose. In 2010-2011 the average amount that people were willing to pay was LVL
6.30 or about EUR 9 per year. This amount is smaller than found out by other similar
studies in Latvia — about EUR 11-14 per year (Pakalniete et al., 2007; Ahtinainen et al.,
2012).
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4.3. Changes of landscape visual quality in the future

4.3.1. Sea versus land use

When policymakers need to develop a policy in a new area or on a new territorial
scale, the primary ambition for planning authorities is to reach a consensus between
different sectors and interests in their own “playfield”. Planning the most suitable
locations for wind park development requires comprehensive evaluation of different
alternatives and consideration of various elements, such as environmental, economic and
legal constraints (Punt et al., 2010; Séderholm and Pettersson, 2011). However, planners
are not always ready to consider alternatives outside their field. This is particularly
relevant for countries like Latvia, where land-use planning has been performed at
local levels for just a couple of decades and comprehensive marine spatial planning
is assigned to start on a national level in 2014. Having scattered responsibilities and
different planning scales and scopes can lead to overseeing problems or conflicting
situations during the planning process (Wolsink, 2010). Therefore, explorative studies on
the views of stakeholders can bring additional perspectives for finding and justifying the
best planning decisions as well as prepare policymakers for public consultations (Dalton
and Thompson, 2013).

The study results indicate that stakeholders representing local residents and tourists
are in favour of terrestrial wind park development in coastal areas versus occupying
new marine spaces. This outcome of the study presents indicatively the attitude to be
considered by policymakers and planners in the spatial planning process in the near
future. Similarly to the situation in Latvia, local people in Schleswig-Holstein, Germany
(Gee, 2010), Sweden (Waldo, 2012) and even USA (Firestone et al., 2012) also oppose
the construction of offshore wind farms in their marine waters. The majority of local
residents disagree with offshore wind park development because of aesthetic and
economic considerations. Negative impacts on fishing and local beach tourism are the
top economic issues also identified by the Latvian respondents. Thus, marine spatial
planners will be confronted by the need to find out trade-offs at least between two types
of public goods (climate change mitigation versus landscape/seascape protection) and
two types of private benefits (incomes from offshore wind energy production versus
coastal tourism).

The results of the study show that views of the sample groups towards wind park
development vary. While the local residents constitute a more critical stakeholder group,
tourists and recreational users are more tolerant to the proposed changes. These findings
reconfirm the conceptual claim regarding public participation, i.e. the public and their
views are not homogenous, and this condition should be recognised in the planning
process (Lane, 2005). According to the classification of Maguire et al. (2012), the target
groups of our study represent stakeholders with a high level of interest but with limited
influence. At the same time, these groups are central to the process of stakeholder
participation, because they can form alliances to gain a stronger voice in the planning and
decision-making process (Wolsink, 2007). To avoid conflicts, inputs of all stakeholder
groups should be facilitated. This study and others (Fletcher and Pike, 2007) have shown
that survey is an appropriate tool for determining initial stakeholder perspectives in
marine planning.
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4.3.2. Impact assessment of landscape visual changes

An obstacle-free view up to the horizon is one of the critical assets for the local
tourism development. Erection of wind turbines can therefore lead to a loss of visual
aesthetics for the respective tourism site. Similarly to other studies (Bishop and Miller,
2007; Firestone and Kempton, 2007; Vries et al., 2012), the results of the study show
that support to wind park development by local residents would increase if turbines were
located further from the shore (out of sight). Therefore, to obtain stronger support for
wind park development, the distance is an essential factor when locations are evaluated
in the planning process.

Importantly, the author discovered that the behaviour of tourists and recreational
users in Latvia might differ compared to other countries. For example, one-day travellers
to North Carolina find that offshore wind turbines have little effect on their recreational
visitation (Landry et at., 2012), which contradicts with our outcome. In the case of
Latvia, travel plans may change even for those recreational users who are stopping for a
short break or swimming during the summer.

4.3.3. Prior experience

While everyone in our target group has observed terrestrial wind turbines functioning
in Latvia or abroad, and a number of respondents have experienced disturbances relating
to wind parks, the prior experience is limited with respect to offshore wind parks in
the study area. The fact of having observed them in other countries does not determine
the respondents’ support to offshore development in Latvia. The results from Denmark
(Ladenburg 2009) drew attention to potential future challenges for the Latvian situation.
As a result of more people living in locations where large wind farms are placed close to
the coast, even greater protests can be expected.

The effect of the prior experience was discussed above, indicating that a negative
attitude towards wind park development is expected from that part of society that has
directly felt disturbances from turbines. Therefore, to change the opposition into support,
the planning and environmental authorities should avoid potential influences from noise,
vibration and other physical nuisances. This, in turn, indicates that the distance to a wind
park is critical not only with respect to visual assessment.

4.4. Landscape protection in the future

Almost all respondents, irrespective of whether they were interviewed with
respect to willingness to pay for beach landscape maintenance or in the context of the
development of offshore wind parks, assessed the need for maintenance of the existing
landscape as important or very important. The positive rating varies from 85% to 93% of
respondents in each sample group. Respondents felt it relatively more important to save
the beach and coastal terrestrial landscape in particular.

The conclusion on the need for landscape conservation is in line with the findings of
the study by Z. Penéze (2009) targeted to explore the countryside of Latvia, its changes
and people’s perceptions of these changes. Figuring out people’s views about the human
impact on the countryside, the responses showed that younger and middle aged people
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and those who had higher education consider that the countryside is also important for
natural processes, while human activities are seen as threats that can degrade the quality
of the countryside.

Since the importance of marine landscape conservation shows a statistically
significant moderately negative correlation with possible changes in tourist visits,
indicating that those who appreciate the importance of landscape conservation also would
not want to visit recreational places where wind parks are visible, the author explored
whether the variable of the importance of landscape conservation and the variable of the
perceived impact on landscape can be used to predict behaviour of tourists. Using linear
regression analyses, it was established that the respondents’ views on the importance of
landscape protection (in contradiction to the perceived impact on landscape assessment)
make a significant predictor of the likelihood of visiting the coastal area after the
construction of a wind park at any distance.

The coastal landscape is characterised by both natural and human-made objects.
The beach landscape study proves that, like in other studies on landscape perceptions
in the Baltic region (Kaur et al., 2004; Bell et al., 2008; Bell et al., 2009), respondents
deem the natural elements of landscape as most important for coastal and beach areas.
The study points out the importance of beach sand, sea water and wind, coastal dunes,
and pine forests. The naturalness of coastal landscapes has also been highly appreciated
in other economic valuation studies conducted in Europe (Petrosillo et al., 2007).
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SUMMARY OF THE STUDY RESULTS

Different driving forces affect the coastal zone development worldwide as well as
in Latvia, leading to changing landscape structures and its capacity to ensure essential
resources. In the doctoral thesis, the Latvian coastal landscape is studied at different
scales and in different contexts: i) changes in the coastal landscape structure and the
driving forces of these changes are assessed for the entire coastal zone of Latvia; ii) the
impacts of potential offshore wind energy production on the landscape visual quality
have been evaluated at the unique Baltic Sea coastal bluff area; iii) the importance of
beach landscapes as a source for recreational services is characterised in four different
beaches.

The results of the analysis of the coastal landscape structure in the period of the
turn of the 21% century show that the predominant land cover type was a natural forest
landscape within a 10-km-wide coastal zone of Latvia. Forest landscapes were also those
that have been under the highest pressure, as the major income source for the state was
forest felling and trading.

While urbanization or urban sprawl was a major driving force worldwide and
in the European coastal area in the time period being studied, the Latvian coast has
been affected at a relatively small scale. This is due to the time period being studied,
when building activities in settlements and ports have not yet resulted in landscape
alterations. Furthermore, the national scale of the study might have resulted in potential
underestimation of the actual scale of urbanisation. Therefore, the author recommends
that future studies of coastal urbanisation should use higher resolution remote sensing
materials as well as new digital data processing software.

The research results indicate the impact of legislation on the coastal landscape
structures in Latvia. Both the Law on Protection Belts and regulations on nature
conservation have been effective policy instruments to govern the land use. As proved
by the results from the period of 1995-2006, the Law on Protection Belts has prevented
clear cuts in the 1-km-wide coastal zone and in particular in the protected nature areas.
However, the limitations imposed by the legislation have impacted the adjacent areas,
where forest clear-cut areas are denser.

Sea coast erosion and accumulation processes are natural driving forces which
have formed the Latvian coastal landscapes since ages and forced people to adapt to the
situation by implementing different practical and legal measures. Considering the past
trends in coastal erosion and the climate change potential impacts, one can expect even
more rapid changes in the coastal landscape structure in the future. The studied materials
give a reason to conclude that natural landscapes, such as beach, dunes and pine forests,
are most threatened landscapes. If they were lost, the valuable biological ecosystems
would disappear along with the socio-economic benefits and services obtained from
coastal landscape resources.

The contemporary driving forces effect changes in land cover and landscape visual
quality. The study results from the application of the public perception research approach
to the assessment of landscape visual quality lead to a number of claims. The first one is
related to the study design. That is, studies of this kind should cover different stakeholder
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groups or landscape users (e.g., local inhabitants, tourists, beach visitors, etc.), thus
providing for an opportunity to integrate different perceptions into landscape planning
and management. The second claim is related to the conservatism of the society towards
the introduction of new landscape elements in the traditional landscape. While the wind
turbine has already been adopted visually in terrestrial landscapes, these structures are
new and unknown features in seascape. Another claim is related to visibility: the public
support increases when new objects are sited outside of view. This perception is often
observed in the waste management sector, where the old way of treating waste was to
bring it to forest, burn or bury. A similar awareness of the society has been noticed with
regard to water pollution. The public is concerned about algae blooms or oils spills,
while there is little attention to hazardous substances in water and their impact on human
health.

Although landscape has been recognised as a recreational resource already for a
while, its contribution to sustainable development from the perspective of being a service
provider has not been evaluated to a full extent. The assessment of beach landscape
using economic methods provided additional information that landscape planners and
decision-makers could use in situations when trade-offs between different alternatives
should be made. The study results show that beach visitors in Latvia highly evaluate the
importance of beach quality management and its maintenance for future generations. It
was also discovered that natural landscape features are more appreciated than artificial
ones also for recreational satisfaction. These conclusions can be integrated in coastal
development policies when the interests of economic development need to be balanced
with nature, including landscape conservation needs. Nevertheless, the prevailing public
opinion on the duty of the state and municipalities to provide different services and
the low level of responsibility of individuals in solving issues of importance for the
community should also not be ignored. The opposition and passivity also impacts the
economic valuation results as well as their practical applicability in spatial development
planning in the country. This is particularly true in view of the study period coinciding
with the time when the country was experiencing economic and also temporal political
crises. In other circumstances the valuation results could have been more positive
towards support to the development.
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CONCLUSIONS

The management of socio-economic driving forces after the reinstitution of
independence in Latvia in 1991 has effected noticeable changes in the landscape
structures of the Latvian coastline. The most significant changes were driven by
timber felling activities, leading to the fragmentation of forest ecosystems in a
10-km-wide terrestrial zone adjacent to the sea. Similarly to the coastlines of other
European countries, the Latvian coastline has also gained more built-up areas
expanded at the expense of agricultural areas.

The author concludes that the establishment of a protection belt along the costs
of the Baltic Sea and the Gulf of Riga and nature conservation areas has been an
effective mechanism to prevent significant land cover structure changes in these
areas during 1995-2006. There have been no apparent clear-cuts in the 300 m
protection belt and zero or low density of felling areas in the Natura 2000 sites.
However, the results also indicate that the pressures in terms of timber felling and
new construction have been reallocated to the adjacent areas.

As the markets demand resources of timber and land for dwelling areas, each
business sector (forestry and estate development respectively) must focus its
strategy on those areas where regulatory limitations are weaker or are not imposed
at all. As found in the case of the Latvian coastal zone, the pressures on landscapes
become polarised, from untouched areas to the areas with the highest exploitation
of resources.

Having regard to the recent trends in coastal erosion processes and considering
the potential impacts of climate change, estimates show that coastal landscape
structures will face major changes in the future. Coastal beaches, dunes and forests
are in danger to be lost to significant extents. The socio-economic benefits obtained
from the present ecosystem resources and services will be foregone.

The study results on public perceptions lead to a conclusion that both local
residents and tourists/recreational users have similar attitudes towards wind park
development in the Latvian coastal area. Respondents would rather support wind
park development on land in coastal areas and are less in favour of having an
offshore wind park in the Latvian waters. The least positive response is for siting an
offshore wind park near their particular settlement — Jurkalne and Pavilosta in this
case.

The results of the study show that visibility is an important factor to be considered
in wind park development planning. Support to wind park development by local
residents would increase if the impact on seascape visual quality was reduced.
Tourists and recreational users would not like to visit and stay longer in those
locations which are surrounded by visible wind turbines. By erecting new visual
elements in the open seascape, the potential economic loss to local tourism and
recreational sector is to be expected. The study also established a significant
difference between local inhabitants and tourists in terms of the siting of a potential
wind park in the coastal area of Latvia. The attitude of local inhabitants towards the
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10.

wind park is negative for all proposed offshore scenarios, even when the turbines
would be hardly visible.

In distinction from study findings in other countries, our results did not confirm
the importance of prior experience with wind parks. This factor turns out to be
insignificant in forming the attitude towards the potential visual change in landscape.
The Latvian beach users highly value both the necessity of ensuring adequate beach
quality as well as the importance of maintaining natural landscapes. They deem
natural elements as being most important with respect to landscapes. Yet, less than
one third of the interviewed respondents were willing to pay for the maintenance of
natural landscapes.

The willingness of beach users to allocate a certain amount of money is determined
by two major factors: i) attitude towards landscape maintenance; ii) place of
residence (i.e., from where he/she has come to the beach). The higher the importance
of landscape maintenance is valued, the higher is the probability that the person will
be willing to contribute financially to the maintenance of beach landscape.

The study results show that there is no statistically significant difference in the
willingness to pay between women and men, different age groups, educational
levels or incomes. Thus, socio-economic variables did not turn out to be significant
determinants of finding out whether the public assigns an economic value to beach
landscape as recreational service provider.
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RECOMMENDATION FOR COASTAL LANDSCAPE
MANAGEMENT IN LATVIA

Policy planning

When landscape management policy is discussed, policymakers should assess the
implications of socio-economic drivers on a scale wider than a single habitat, ecosystem
or narrow coastal strip. The principle of having a broader regional view of nature
protection should be integrated into the Latvian spatial development planning policy and
into the relevant sectoral policies.

Given that the necessary measures to protect the human-made landscape structures
and elements from climate change impacts will be adopted, we should not forget about the
potential loss of valuable natural and semi-natural landscapes which can irreversibly dis-
appear as a result of storms or sea level rise. Therefore, climate change adaptation policy
developers should also look for adequate solutions and measures which would ensure the
maintenance of the most valuable Latvian landscapes. A realignment policy and the need
for “retreating” into inland should be factored into the planning process in the future.

Although a detail assessment of impacts from potential climate change on the Lat-
vian coastal area has not been performed, the issue of the sufficiency of the width of the
existing protection belt should be included in the debates on the methodology for delin-
eating the protection belt for the costs of the Baltic Sea and the Gulf of Riga. The pre-
cautionary principle which is widely accepted and used in environmental policies would
also ensure better readiness for predictable and unpredictable changes in the future.

Considering that both the progress report on the implementation of the Spatial
Coastal Development Framework 2011-2017 and the proposals for updating the
framework must be prepared by the year 2014, the author would recommend the inclusion
of an additional objective in this policy document: to define either actual landscape and
seascape visual protection zones in coastal areas or at least criteria for establishing such
zones. Furthermore, in establishing these zones/criteria, policymakers are encouraged
not only to consider proposals prepared by technical experts but also to take into account
and integrate public perceptions on landscape importance. This objective would be in
line with the Recommendation of the European Commission on the Integrated Coastal
Zone Management and with the European Landscape Convention.

Next, the author holds that sea and land use policy planners should cooperate
closely to balance the production of renewable energy with the protection of landscape/
seascape as a resource for tourism. We should not take the easiest route and use marine
space simply because it is available. Based on the responses of different user groups,
the author recommends that spatial planners screen and utilise all opportunities of
terrestrial locations for satisfying the required space for wind power development. In
this way, certain tensions between stakeholders could be reduced when the official public
discussion of the marine spatial plan is launched.

Although study results are not directly related to marine planning or landscape
policy development, the author notes that the findings from the study area in Latvia have
confirmed the hypothesis that achieving coherence between different planning priorities
(i.e., renewable wind energy, tourism, and landscape management) and specifics of
planning sites — marine and terrestrial — will be a challenging task.
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The results of the study can contribute to the marine spatial planning process and
development of a new spatial and temporal distribution of human activities in coastal
areas to achieve economic, environmental and social objectives.

Being aware of the traditional sectoral approach and division of competences
between land and sea use planning, the author recommends that spatial planners take
a broader and more integrative view in setting the policy goals and making spatial
allocations at local or national levels, in cross-border regions and even at the sea basin.

The results should facilitate an increasing demand by stakeholders that their
perceptions and attitudes are respected when policies that will affect their future lifestyle
are developed. Therefore, it is crucial to form working groups of stakeholders to ensure
that all segments of the public have an opportunity to be involved.

Environment Impact Assessment

The Law on Environmental Impact Assessment effective in Latvia since 2011 lays
down that landscape is one of the aspects to be assessed before the implementation
of an activity or planning documents that may cause direct or indirect change to the
environment. Therefore, the competent environmental authorities that supervise the
environmental impact process related to offshore wind park development should
require from developers not only to perform a survey based on random probability
sociological methods but also to implement a transdisciplinary approach, carrying out
a comprehensive and complex study on impacts on the visual quality of landscape
and the related economic changes. Taking into account the precautionary principle of
environmental policy, the authorities should approve and recommend for development
such activities which are assessed based on scientifically sound research results.

Research

To monitor national trends relating to changes in the coastal landscape structure,
it is important to continue using the remote sensing method of the landscape structure
analysis in the future. The next possible milestone for which the European Environment
Agency collects data on land cover is 2012. This can be a great opportunity to evaluate
the two major contemporary economic drivers: the increase in building activities in
2006-2012 and the deforestation trends in Latvia due to the economic and financial
crisis in 2009-2011. Up-to-date geospatial data would show whether the existing
environmental protection legislation regulating the coastal development still protects the
coastal zone from rapid changes.

Marine spatial planning is developing not only in Latvia but also in the Baltics,
in Europe and globally. Scientifically sound information and knowledge about marine
processes are essential along the need for different assessment methodologies to plan the
space sustainably. A comprehensive and representative study, based on sound research
and tested methods for exploring perceptions of the public, would be necessary for the
entire territory of Latvia.

Up till now, just a few studies have applied the contingent valuation method to the
willingness to pay for evaluating the environmental resources and ecosystem services
provided. Moreover, none of the studies has completed the so-called “post” study,
comparing the hypothetical willingness to pay and the actual one. Therefore, the author
also recommends further research in this direction of ecosystem service evaluation.
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