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INTRODUCTION

The Sustainability and Environmental Education (SEE) Project has been developed by member
of the European Network of Outdoor Sports to develop mechanisms for training of leaders,
instructors and guides ina range of outdoor sports in environmentalissues. The trainingtoolkit
will be developed in Work Package 2 of the project. However, the first stage of the project was
tounderstandwhattheissuesare and also what federations and training organisations currently

do provide.

Desktop research and surveys were developed to collect inputs from Protected Areas across
Europe, to learn about the various impacts of outdoor sports and from federations to find out

whatinformation they provide ontraining courses.

The outcomes of the data analysis will contribute to the preparation of a toolkit for outdoor
sports’ trainers and educators to ensure a more sustainable, respectful and enjoyable
experience of beingactive in nature.
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1. The Protected Areas Survey

The SEE project partners received data from 94 Protected Areas from 24 countries. Of these 97%
have implemented some form of regulations to manage outdoor sports —most frequently permit
requirements (69%) and restriction of access (67%). The majority of respondents (65%) also
indicated that the authority of their Protected Area engages with the outdoor sports sector in
decision-makingforrelated regulations.

Chart 1 Overall perception of Outdoor Sports (%) Overall, most respondents
perceive outdoor sports in
their Protected Area as a
positive (45%) or neutral
(38%) phenomenon, but each
sport has unique impacts on
habitats and ecosystems (see
chart1).

= Negative = Neutral Positive To examine the issues, a scale

was used witha ratingof 0 (no impact) to 6 (majorimpact). The respondents were asked to rate
each sport’s impacts under a series of issues that were relevant for that specific sport such as
littering, disturbance to fauna, trampling of plants etc.

Within all outdoor sports disturbance to wild fauna was identified as the most prominent issue
(averagerating 2.5), while issues related to wildfires wereidentified as anissue of least concem
(average 0.8) among the issues listed. Issues arising from high visitor numbers (overcrow ding,
parkingissues) and fromirresponsible behaviour (littering, conflicts, practice inrestricted areas
or times) were allcommon but ranked relatively low interms of concern.

Most respondents (80%) indicated that through the pandemic, outdoor sports became more

popularandthatoverallthereisahigher level of irresponsibleusage by their practitioners.
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Issues connected to Mountaineering and perceived level of impact

14 of the protected areas (15%) that respondedto the surveyindicated that mountaineeringis
one of the mainactivitieswithinthe area.

Protected Areas were asked the type of impacts that the sport had on the environmentand 13
categories were created and ranked from 0 (no impact) — 6 (majorimpact).

Overall, mountaineering had an average score of 1.74 out of 6 in terms of the impacts that it

creates.
Chart 2 Average score for issues

(Scale from 0 = no impact to 6 = majorimpact)

Average perceived level of impact
0.00 050 1.00 150 200 250 3.00

Littering I 1,93
Parking issues I 271
Conflicts with other users I 1.43
Wildfires N 0.50
Overcrowding INEEEEEEEE——————— 2.14
Trampling plants I 1.36
Opening new trails NG 1.86
Disturbance to cattle I 1.43
Disturbance to wild fauna T 1,93
Land/rock slides T 1.50
Erosion I 236
Practiced in forbidden areas I 1,57
Practiced at forbidden times T 1,93
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None of the respondents identified mountaineering as one of the least compliant sports with
rules, regulations or policies although 10did highlight hikingand a further 1 highlighted climbing
as one of the least compliant and some of this may relate to mountaineering. One further
respondent highlighted ski mountaineeringas one of the least compliant sports.

1 respondentindicated that they engage most with a mountaineering federation while none
indicatedthatthey engage least with the sport. Again, there were different figures forjust hiking
and climbingwhich could be partly attributable to mountaineeringoverall.

There were two additional comments that were provided by the respondents that highlighted
those problems were similar to hiking but that there were less areas of “high mountains”
available.

Table 1 Average score and frequency of scores for each issue

(scalefrom“0=no impact” to “6 = majorimpact”)

Frequency of scores
Issue Average Score | Score | Score | Score | Score
e |SEe | Sere | score [ o | SR
Littering 2.98 2 18 14 19 12 12 6
Parkingissues 3.28 6 13 10 10 19 17 8
Conflicts withotherusers | 1.76 18 23 14 19 7 2 0
Wildfires 1.71 25 23 10 9 11 2 3
Overcrowding 2.90 12 12 13 12 12 13 9
Trampling plants 2.54 6 19 20 12 16 8 2
Openingnew trails 2.81 9 16 9 16 18 11 4
Disturbance to cattle 1.37 30 19 18 8 5 3 0
Disturbancetowildfauna | 2.76 3 15 19 21 16 5 4
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eue S Frequency of scores
1

Issues with unleashed 3.77 5 5 5 17 29 15 14
dogs

Erosion 2.20 18 17 13 11 15 7 2

Picking protected plants 1.78 10 30 21 13 8 1 0

Practicedinforbidden 533 15 14 23 3 1 7 5
areas

Practlcec! atforbidden 1.82 o5 19 10 13 10 3 3
times

Chart 3 Issues related to mountaineering and associated impact
(scale from “0 =no impact” to “6 = majorimpact”)

Number of scores per perceived issue
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Common features and quotes

66% of respondents findthat OSintheir Protected Area arelinked to betterawarenessof nature
and environmental issues, and 65% believe that their Protected Area is more valued by OS
practitioners.

“Outdoor recreation plays a key role in building awareness of the natural
world - it's much easier to foster an ethos of care for resources that people
can experience atfirst hand.”

“Many outdoor sports enthusiasts are nature lovers and therefore enjoy
coming to the national park. This is an opportunity to raise awareness of our
goals among thesegroups.”

“Betterinformed, sportsmenandwomen often become actors of nature and
landscape conservation.”

However, 8.5 % said that they don’t see any significant benefit in OS for their Protected Area,
andin total 17% of respondents perceive OS as a negative phenomenonintheir Protected Area.
The partners in the SEE project believe that this can be changed through environmental
education and focus on sustainability in OS. In the survey, respondents were asked to share
important features or messages they would like OS practitioners to know, which would inspire
themto take bettercare of the Protected Area.

In general, respondents would emphasise features of natural heritage (such as characteristic

habitats and vulnerable species), issues related to soil (e.g. erosion, vulnerability of sandstone

or dead wood and associated soil processes) and demandsrelated to responsible and respectful

behaviour.

“Be responsible foryourownactions, show consideration toother users and

don't allow your activities to damage the area.”

If you want to read the full report or find out more about the SEE project you can follow us on the
project website https://www.see-project.eu/ or our social media account SEE-project |

Facebook @SEE.Project.Europe
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2. Examination of Mountaineering Federations websites

Followingon from this work, partnersto the project examined the websites of the International
Climbing and Mountaineering Federation (UIAA) and the websites of the federations in 18
countriesincludingthe partnercountries.

Theinternational federation has excellent information on sustainability and the environment and
this can be viewed at Mountain Protection —UIAA (theuiaa.org).

Of the 18 countries examined, 21 federations’ websites were found (in some countries there
were more than 1 federation)and of these 12 (57%) had any form of environmentalinformation.
Of these 11 only 7 were of astandard that were consistent with the statement for sustainability
andenvironmental education that the SEE project partners had developed. (See Appendix).

Chart4

Mountaineering federations' websites and environmental
information

o

Number that are consistent with statement

Number that have environmental _ 12

information

Number that DO NOT have environmental _ 9

information
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3. Survey of Federations and Training Organisations

A survey was then carried out with outdoor sport federations in the partner countries and 9
mountaineering federations responded to this survey. While the data provided does provide
some interesting information it should not be taken as representative of mountaineering
federations across Europe.

Respondents provided answerson how they undertake environmental education (ifat all) within
their leadership training programmes and this included the amount of time spent on courses.
However, the first question was on the provision of environmental training for outdoor leaders /
guides/instructors asarequired part of the trainingcourse.

Of the 9 responses received, 7 (78%) indicated that they do provide environmental training as
part of the course while 2 (22%) do not provide this training,

Chart5h

Do you provide environmental training for outdoor leaders / guides /
instructors as a required part of their training course?

22%

m No

® Yes

78%
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The survey asked federations how important they felt that environmental knowledge and
awareness was for their sport’s leaders, guides or instructors? 89% (n=8) indicated that it was
eitherimportant orextremely important (See Chart 6).

Charté

How important in your federation is environmental knowledge and
awareness for your sport’s leaders, guides or instructors?
Completely unimportant o
Tamnotsure o

Unimportant o

Neither |IEEEEINET 1
Important [N
Extremely Important | 4

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5

This led on to a question to try to understand what the main reasons for not providing
environmental training were. In recognition that there was probably no single reason why
environmental education is not included within training regimes a scoring system was
established for federations to rate the reasons. A score of 1 = least important reason w hile a
score of 5 = mostimportant.

The survey provided five options of reasons as follows:
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Not enough time on courses

Different priorities
Lack of knowledge by training providers
Notseenas important

ok~ nhPE

Otherreason (with the opportunity to state this)

The mainreasons why the two federations out of the nine do not provide training were primarily
notenough time on courses butalso different prioritiesandto a lesserdegree lack of knowledge
by training providers. “Not seen as important was deemed to be the least important reason.
“Other” reasons given were that the federation does notrun courses atall.

Sevenout of the nine federations did provide this trainingand the mainreasons for this were as
perchart7.

Chart7

Why Training is Provided
Legal requirement 0

Otherreason 0

Ethical or moral sense of responsibility _ 2
Recognition of importance of natural _ 5
places for your sport

0 1 2 3 4 5 6
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They had also been asked how much time was spent on this at basic, moderate and advanced

levelsandthereis most time spentonthisat moderate and thenatadvanced levels.

Chart8
Average % of Time Spent on Courses

0 20 40 60 80 100 120

W Environmental Training ™ Other Courses

The next question asked was on what type of guidance is providedto the tutors who impart the
trainingand forthe most partthe answers were similar however specific guidance was preferred
over general guidance on both generalissues and sports relevantissues.
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Chart9

What Guidance is Provided

Other

General guidance is given to the tutors but the
detailed course programme is up to them

Guidance is given on pedagogical methodologies on
how to impart the environmental knowledge to
students on courses

Specific guidance is given on what general issues
must be included (sustainability knowledge, mobility
etc.)

Specific guidance is given on what sport relevant
issues must be included (disturbance of fauna, flora
etc.)

I H
N

S

0 05 1 15 2 25 3 35 4 45

It wasinterestingto find out whetherthey employed theoretical or practical methods to impart

the environmentalinformation. As can be seen from chart 10, the majority of the methods used

were theoretical ratherthan practical (10 versus 8).
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Chart 10

Training Methods Used

Other - 1
Theoretical —outdoorsin the environment _ 5
Theoretical - indoors class room based _ 5
session
Practical - indoors using props and _ 5
examples

Practical outdoors using interactive _ 6
methods

44% (4) of the mountaineering federations who returned a response indicated that they had

some form of key ambassadororchampion forthe environment while 56% (5) did not.

Chart11

Do you have any key ambassadors or champions for the
environment in your federation?

44% a No

56% ® Yes
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When askedif they would like to be kept informed of the SEE project, 89% said that they wished
to be keptinformed whichis very positive forthe project’s dissemination.

Chart12

Please keep meinformed about the SEE project's
developments

11%

= No

m Yes

89%
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As the SEE project has been developed
through the European Network of Outdoor
Sports (ENQOS), the partners have adopted
the ENOS definition foroutdoorsports.

ENOS Definition of Outdoor Sports
We have defined outdoor sports as activities

-thatare normally carried out with a (strong)
relation to nature and landscape and the
core aim is dealing with natural elements

ratherthanwithanobject

- It may include activities that have their
roots in natural places but use artificial
structures designed to replicate the natural
environment.

- where the natural setting is perceived by
users, as at most, only minimally modified

by human beings*

- that are perceived as (at least minimally)
physically demanding

- that are based on man or natural element
power and are not motorized during the
sportitself

- that may use some form of tool (for
example a surfboard, bicycle, skis etc) or
justinvolve the human body

A

* does not have to be wild, just perceived as
natural

SEE project Statement on Sustainability and
Environmental Education.

This project focuses on how outdoorsports
training organisations educate their leaders
and instructors on issues of sustainability

andthe naturalenvironment.

Thisis notaboutteaching participants about
how the natural environment affects us
whereby the focus is safety (e.g. avalanche
risk, floods inrivers etc.) Ratheritis focused
on how ouractivitiesaffect the environment.

Sustainability for this project is the notion
thatthe activity orconsumption of resources
in the present does not compromise the
ability of future generations to also
participate.

The term of Environmental relates to the
local natural setting, protected areas that
are highly used for activities and the global
issues facing our natural environment and

the planetasa whole.
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