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Executive Summary

India, being one of the oldest civilizations inweld has been emerging as one of the most soadet

tourist destinations across the globEhe tourism industry in India plays a significant role in economic
development by offering geographical diversity, world heritage sites and niche tourism pn@hgihg

from cruises, adventure, medical, wellness, sports; tecwism, film, rural and religious tourism. It is one

of the fastest growing economic sectors and has significant impact on trade, job creation, investment,
infrastructure development andsial inclusioh The tourism sector is also considered an integral pillar of

GKS Wal 1S AY LYRAIFQ LINRPAINIYYS® LYRAF A& Od2NNByiif e
development index (2024)The sector contributes immensely to foregrehange reserves for India, and

provides employment opportunities, both in the formal and informal sector. In year 2019, the sector
accounted for 8.8% of the total employment, 5.8% of the total exports and 6.9% of GDP.

Tourist satisfaction is one of theost important concerns for destinations as it significantly affects tourist's

choice and their decision to revisit. Destination loyalty is one of the important intangible assets of tourism
odzaiySaad 5SadGAylFiAaAz2y € 2el f ido revidit@d destBatior, SprdagiryR | &
L2 AAGADBS NBOGASsaE YR 0O02YYSyida FyR NBO2YYSYyRAyYy3 i
fertae SyO2yvyLlaasSa | LIS NA LJd&rd revight Dehavrisut towards yYaR A OF G S
destination that connets with their previous travel experiences at the same destination (Opperman
2000)3

185 tourist sites across 53 destinations in 29 States/UTs were selected for this assessment by the Ministry.
The assessment of tourist destinations and their associatgtt sites was undertaken across two broad
areas, namely, infrastructure and cleanliness. The sites and destifat@madolistically evaluated based
onfour key elements across three different modes used to conduct the assessment, namely:

9  Tourists lterview
9 Other Stakeholders interview
9 Direct Observation

The tourist sites were distributed across five different categories (Historical, Coastal, Spiritual, Wildlife and
Marketplace) and each site had a list of stakeholders/target respondents mapped.

Methodology

The tailormade approach for assessing the project in terms of achieving the intended objectives was
decided in line with the ToR. The approach adopted was unbiased, objective based on detailed analysis of
facts and evidence. Based on the underdtag of the scope of work, a three phased coherent approach

was followed to cover a total sample of 67213 tourists, 4068 other stakeholders and 182 direct
observations.

! https://tourism.gov.in/tourisminfrastructuredevelopment

2 https://www.invesindia.gov.in/sector/tourism
hospitality#:~:text=Industry%20Scenario&text=The%20travel%20market%20in%20India,for%20about%2053%20Mn%20jobs

3 A STUDY ON PERCEPTIONS, SATISFACTION LEVEL OF TOURISTS IN KASHMIR VALLEY; Ishfaq Ahmad Bhat1niDvoRitikaudbae2anidARHE

ISSN(G23954396

4 BAtourist destination is defined as a physical space having planning or administrative boundaries in which a visitoraceovspeigtht. It is

the cluster of products and services, and of activities and experiences along the tourism value chainar@abay A G 2F |yl teaAra 27
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Out of the total sample of 67213 tourists, 69% of the tourists surveyed were miESh were
females.

Slightly more than half 4%6) were aged between 315 years followed by 33% of the tourists
within the age bracket of 190 years.

Slightly more thanthre8 A TG K 2F (GKS (2dz2NA&ada ocy:20 oSN
apprEA Yl 1St @& wnwt: 6SNB 200FaAz2yltf GA&AAG2NAE® h

'.F
AR

Key Findings

A) Accessibility

T

/[ ft2asS G2 T FAFOUGK 2F (GKS G2d2NRadGa omy:20 G K¢
transport at the tourist sites, this gportion was considerably higher for wildlife (33%), whereas

coastal (19%), historical (17%) and spiritual sites (15%) were somewhere close to the national
average.

Only 15% of the stakeholders at an overall level informed that they had to wait for losgdro

public transport across all categories of sites, it was highest amongst wildlife site (33%).

Less than a fifth of the tourists (14%) at an overall level perceived the roads arounds the sites to

be comparatively narrower and more congested, thepprtion being highest among
marketplaces (29%) and lowest among coastal/ lakes (7%).

Stakeholders indicated that spiritual/religious places (22%) have most narrow roads within the
two-kilometreradius of the site slightly more than national average (15%).

Only a fourth of the tourists (26%) at the national level reported that cabs/taxis were reasonably
priced, thereby indicating an additional demand pressure on public transport system with the
influx of the tourists.

While close to thredifth of thetourigsi & o p 20 4G Fy F33INB3IAFGS f SPSt
NEIFaz2ylofteée LINAOSRézZ | GSYyGK 2F (2d2NRada OAGS
KAAaU2NROIf &aAdSa NB LR NI SvRle doietorsfigthKof touriskkRi7%)2 y I o f
aNRPaad gAfREAFS NBLR2NILUSR ddzyNBl a2yl of S¢o

Close to half of the tourists (49%) across all sites highlighted adequacy of transport facilities,
proportion being highest among historical and spiritual sites (50%) as compared to 45% tourists
from coastal sites forming the same.

l'd GKS yraAz2ylt fS@St 2yteé FNRdzyR I FAFOGK OHwm
at the destination level, tourists across sites had similar perception. This proportion was slightly

low for stakeholders (17%) at natad level.

Less than half of the tourists at national level (44%) reported that adequate information about the
tourist destination were available either through online or offline modes, while 8% of tourist
NELR2NISR aAyl RSIljdz Ogé o

More than twofifth (41%)2 ¥ (G KS G2dz2NAada | ONRaa +Fft aArads
0SGGSNI FdZARIYyOSé 20SNI YR 62088 (GKS SEA&GA
the wildlife sites (45%) followed by spiritual/religious sites (43%) and fas{dieo).

a ¥
y 3

B) Amenities

1

A fourth (25%) of tourists at the national level, informed that the tickets counters at the site was
Ga2YSeKFG FRSIdzZ 6§S¢ SAGK AAYAELF NI LINPLRNIAZY
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reporting the same, close to a fifth (178bJourists at historical sites and 13% across wildlife sites
NELR2NISR aAyl RSljdzr Oeé¢ 2F GAO1SG O2dzyi SNB ®

A smaller proportion of tourists from historical sites did not have a positive perception as around

Mo s NBLI2NISR ddzyal A atfeinadianal BBrage (124) dndwildlife ©%)K A I K S
less than twefifth (37%) of the tourists at an aggregate level as well as across historical (34%) and
wildlife sites (39%) mentioned the promptness and helpfulness of the information center towards
queriesaR NXB [ dzSadGa F2NI AYF2NNIGA2Y 61 & daljdza Ol ¢ @

I NPdzy R HT: 2F (KS (2dz2NA&ada NBLERZ2NISR adzyl OF Af
AAYAET I NI LINPLRNIAZ2Y 2F (G2dz2NAadGa OAGSR adAYS
the service qualityo enhance the overall experience for the tourists, especially foreign tourists.
MorethantwoF A FGK 2F GKS F2NBAIY (2dNRAad onw:0 NBL
OSY(SNESX KAIKSNI GKIFIY R2YSaGAO G2dzNRada oHy: 200
only 30% of the tourists at theational level as well as site level (historical 32%, wildlife 26%),
AYF2NYSR GKIG GKS aSNBAOSa LINBPOARSR o6& GKS A
GKSNBlI&a KIfF 2F GKS G2dNnxada opm:0 adlaSR Al
Slightly more than twdifth (44%) éthe tourists reported that the accommodation/ hotels within

a proximity of twdkilometess from the site was reasonably priced. Compared to the other sites,

lower proportion of tourists from the wildlife site (29%) and historical sites (33%) agreed that
accommodations/hotels were reasonably priced.

Less than a fifth (19%) of the tourists at an aggregate level agreed that the serviced offered by the
K20Stkl O0O2YY2RIGA2y 6SNB aalidAra¥TlOliz2NRé®

A larger proportion of tourists from coastal/lake (38%) followedistprical (33%) mentioned

GKFGO aSFdAy3a FLrOAtAGE F@FLAfLFofS 6AGKAY GKS {3
maintenance.

C) Hygiene

T

Just over half (51%) of the tourists at the national level reported that the general cleanliness of
thesiteg I & dzLJ G2 GKS YIFN)] YyR W@SNE 3I22RQ> G(GKAA
(59%) and marketplaces (58%) while wildlife sites were low at (38%).

Slightly less than twfifth (38%) of the tourists stated that toilets were relatively clean at the
marketplaces followed by thirtyree percent (33%) from historical sites.

Slightly more than a tenth (12%) of tourists at national level and across sites informed the
cleanliness in the restaurants can be further improved as the current cleanlinesis lgxstl
GaldAraTrOG2NEE D

Itis quite encouraging to note that more than thifeféh (66%) of the stakeholders at an aggregate
level perceived that the awareness activities have had a positive impact on the tourists towards
more responsible behavior.

D) Safetyand Security

1

1

Majority of tourists (83%) informed that the coastal/lakes sites were safe, whereas less than half
(47%) informed the same about marketplaces. 65% from spiritual/religious and wildlife sites.

/| 2Y&ARSNI0ES LINRPLRNIAZ2Y 2F FSYFIES o0t m20 FYyR Y
crime within (2 km) of the site.
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9  Higher number of tourists at the national level (83%) and across the type of sites, informed that
women were safe and secureand around the tourist sites in India.

1 Close to tweifth of the tourists at an overall level perceived the services of tourist police/general
L2t A0S (2 0S GO@SNE 3I22R3X¢ gAGK YIFIN]SGOGLX FOS NB
wildlife (27%), wich was considerably low compared to all the other sites.

1  Considerable proportion of tourists (66%) from coastal/lakes sites reported adequacy of lifeguards
to ensure safety to the tourists.

f At the national level, 14% of the stakeholders informed thactoevdY | v 3SYSy i &
322RQ® 2KAES AU o6la wwr F2NI O2Fadltkfl1Sax
from historical sites and 19% from spiritual/religious sites had similar perception.

I \

a
A

Suggestions and Way forward

Based on the key insights and identification ofsitecific gap areas from the quantitative survey with the
tourists, stakeholders and direct observation, the following overarching recommendations have been
proposed towards enhancing the overall egystem of the tourist destinations in India.

Inter-Ministerial Collaboration

1. The Ministry may prioritize mapping of various Ministries / State Departments argbwernment
bodies playing a key role in improving the experience of tourists at every destinattourist
attraction for improving overall satisfaction.

2. It may also consider providing fiscal incentives thrdgfiormance based incentives on the KPIs and
grading of destination; incentivization based on dynamic &dymamic parameters (50:50).

3. It may explore leveraging experience, capabilities and resources of other Ministries can exponentially
improve the quality of output and outcomes of different initiative to improve a particular attraction or
site.

4. It may strive for enhanced cooperation ar@badination between the public and the private sector
(PPP) for the future growth of tourism in the country and improved liasoning between the State
Tourism Department and India Tourism Development Corporation (ITDC).

5. It may consider providing accreditatito the Tourist Destinations / attractions babkisir performance
and accreditation through awards like Star rating / Grading of destinations: 5 star/ 4 star/3 star/2 star
/ 1 star based on ranking.

6. It may also envisagssessment of the skill gapstie selected destinations among key stakeholders
(including tour operators, guides, auto/cab drivers, staff in tourism SMEs etc.) and providing
customized trainings in collaboration with other existing skill development schemes.

Promotion & marketing ofiderse attractions/destinations in
collaborationwith different Ministries

The Ministry may consider

1. Extending support through conducting annual national / global business meets, investment
promotions, cultural events & sports events.

2. Organizing cultuteevents, festivals, and exhibitions could promote local culture and traditions. This
can help create a sense of identity and uniqueness for the region, attracting more tourists.

3. Promoting women's entrepreneurship and encouraging the development of wiaddiusinesses in
the tourist attractions.

10
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4. Promotion of Eceural destinations that offers a sustainable and culturally enriching alternative to
traditional mass tourism; it promotes environmental conservation and supports rural communities in
India.

5. Colldorating with schools/colleges/academic institutions to visit those places as a part of
excursion/academic travel. Students can be taught about these destinations in form of classroom
sessions, project activities.

Adoption of innovativéechnologies

1. Providing immersive experience for the tourists through National Tourism application, online bookings,
for booking entrance tickets for tourist destinations, transportation, and accommodation.

2. Promoting common prepaid cards for transportatéord payments at souvenir shops in and around
tourist destinations.

3. Using artificial intelligence (Al) to analyze tourist data, such as search patterns and booking history, can
help tourism providers create personalized services and improve customicsiatis

4. Taking feedback from the tourist via telall/web survey/orsite feedback on the exit points to assess
the need and ensure timely redressal of the same.

5. Promoting digital dissemination of information about site/destination to tourist througlo-aiglal
virtual tour.

11
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Chapter 1.
Overview of Tourism Industry in India

This section broadly presents the tourism landscape in India including
inbound tourists, growth trajectory edurism in the recent years, the
National Tourism Policy as well as other Tourism related statistics.

1.1 Landscape of Tourism Industry

India, being one of the oldest civilizations in the worlddeenemerging as one of the most sougtiter

tourist destinations across the globEhe tourism industry in India plays a significant role in economic
development by offering geographical dsigyr, world heritage sites and niche tourism products ranging

from cruises, adventure, medical, wellness, sports, tecoism, film, rural and religious tourism. It is one

of the fastest growing economic sectors and has significant impact on tradeeglorcr investment,
infrastructure development and social inclusiorhe tourism sector is alsonsideredan integral pillar of

GKS Wal 1S AY LYRAIFQ LINRPRAINIYYS® LYRAF A& Od2NNByiif e
development index ®21¥

Tourismalso supports in conservation of cultural and natural heritage and has a huge potential to make
positive contribution tc@®ustainableDevelopmentGoals.

-

| -
Share in World Share in Foreign Exchange Visitor exports,
tourists’ arrivals International Earnings (FEEs) (2021)
(2021) tourism receipts (2021)
(2021)

GlobalTravel & Tourisindustry hadeen growing aB.5% visa-vis a global economic growth rate205%

in year 2019. The sector contributed around 10.4 % to global GDP, generated 330 million jobs worldwide
and accounted for 27.4% of global services exports. However, COWH3 had a detrimental impact on

Travel industry across the world with the@ee NDa O2y G NAROodziA2y G2 3Ift26Ff D5
49% and 19% respectivelypurismwas the most adversely impacteelctor dueo the Covidl9 pandemic,

with significant depletion in the number of domestic as well as fortegyellers Safety ad hygiene

became the key factors while selecting destinations for travel post the pandemic.

5 https://tourism.gov.in/tourisminfrastructuredevelopment

6 https://www.investindia.gov.in/sector/tourism
hospitality#:~:text=Industry%20Scenario&text=The%20travel%20market%20in%20India,for%20about%2053%20Mn%20jobs

7 https//tourism.gov.in/sites/default/files/202D9/Draft%20National%20Tourism%20Policy%202022%20Final%20July%2012.pdf

13


https://tourism.gov.in/tourism-infrastructure-development
https://www.investindia.gov.in/sector/tourism%20hospitality#:~:text=Industry%20Scenario&text=The%20travel%20market%20in%20India,for%20about%2053%20Mn%20jobs
https://www.investindia.gov.in/sector/tourism%20hospitality#:~:text=Industry%20Scenario&text=The%20travel%20market%20in%20India,for%20about%2053%20Mn%20jobs

Assessment of Tourist Destinations in Areasfaidtructure and Cleanlinegs
Overview of Tourism Industry in India

The sector contributes immensely to foreign exchange resdovekdia, and provides employment
opportunities, both in the formal and informal sector. In yed®@he sector accounted for 8.8% of the

total employment, 5.8% of the total exports and 6.9% of GDP. However, the sector now contributes only
4.7% to GDP, 7.3% to total employment and 2.5% to total exports. The fathersgrvicesector
contributesto t KS LYy RAlIY SO2y2Yeé YI1Sa (GKS ¢NI} @St LyRdzil
economic growtH.

Month-wise breakup of International Tourist arrivals (ITAS) in India-d@-2021
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Figurel: International touristrrivals(ITA3 in India20192021 (Source: India Tourism Statistics, 2022)

The Foreign Tourist Arrivals (FTAS) in India saw a steady growth with numbers rising from 1.28 million in
1981 to 1.68 million in 1991, 2.54 million in 2001, 6.31 million in 2011 to reach 1.52 million in 2021.
Additionally, the Ministry also compiles atigdseminates details of arrivals of NResident Indians (NRIS)

and the International Tourist Arrivals (ITAs) since 2014. Table below gives the number of FTAs, NRIs arrivals
and ITAs in India along with the corresponding growth rate over previous yedo he onset of Covid

19 across the globe and subsequent lockdowns announced across India in 2020, data related to tourism
parameters decreasesignificantlyduring the twayear period 2020 to 2021 witiTAs in India registered

a negative growth of 44.58tver 2026. (Refer Annexure 1 for more insights on statistics).

Tablel: Inbound Tourism: Foreign Tourist Arrivals (FTAS), arrivals-oésidant Indians (NRIs) and international
tourist arrivals (ITAs) 1981, 1991, 2001 & 20021

Year FTAdnIndia( Percentage NRIs Percentag€%) International Percentag€)
Million) (%) change arrivalsniIndie changever Tourist Arrivalén changever
over (in Million)  previousyear India previousyear
previous (in Million)
year
1981 1.28 2.0 - - - -
1991 1.68 -1.7 - - - -
2001 2.54 -4.2 - - - -

8 https://iwww.niti.gov.in/sites/default/files/20286/StrategyPaperon-Restoringthe-Growthof-Tourismin-the-wake of-Pandemiel 9th-Jan
2022.pdf
9 https://tourism.gov.in/sites/default/files/20281/India%20Tourism%20Statistics%20English%202022%20%2 8 Fdi2e%281%29.pdf
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Year FTAdnIndia( Percentage NRIs Percentag€%o) International Percentagé%)
Million) (%) change arrivaldniIndie changever Tourist Arrivalén changever
over (in Million)  previousyear India previousyear
previous (in Million)

year
2011 6.31 9.2 - - - -
2012 6.58 4.3 - - - -
2013 6.97 5.9 - - - -
2014 7.68 10.2 5.43 - 13.11 -
2015 8.03 4.6 5.74 5.7 13.76 5.0
2016 8.80 9.6 6.22 8.4 15.03 9.2
2017 10.04 14.1 6.77 8.8 16.81 11.8
2018 10.56 5.2 6.87 15 17.42 3.6
2019 10.93 35 6.98 1.6 17.91 2.8
2020 2.74 -74.9 3.59 -48.6 6.33 -64.7
2021 1.52 -44.5 5.48 52.6 7.00 10.6

Despite having a diverse culture and rich architectural heritage, India holds only 1.2% share of the
international tourism market (2019) as against Spain (5.7%), USA (5.4%), China (4.5%), UK (2.7%) and
Thailand (2.7%)7. Inadequate infrastructure and poanectivity, safety and security, nawvailability of

skilled manpower, inadequate promotion and marketing and poor hygiene and sanitation are some of the
reasons which are responsible for low tourist footfall in the country. Around 26 million Indiatsttasiel

abroad eaclyear,but Foreign Tourist Arrivals in India have increased only at a margipalTpaarrest

further decline in tourist footfall and give a fillip to the Tourism industry, Government of India launched

the NIDHI(National IntegratedDatabase of Hospitality Indusink SAATH(System for Assessment,
Awareness and Training for Hospitality Ind)stijiatives in year 2028

Challenges posed by the CowddpZ NB & dzf G SR  Ao/becoryeRdifelignd o INIB & ¥ I A MR K
KFNFdGé Aa | OfFNA2y OFff G2 -rélidnoisrabout@dmOwefing fs2 NJ 2

people and enterprises to create solutions that can build a strong, robust, and dynamic India. Aatmanirbhar

Bharat initiative encouges adoption of new technologies, implementation of green recovery strategies,

and shift to policy and business practices to promote domestic tourism. The initiative also promotes

relooking of tourism sector, viz, contribution to the Sustainable DeveldpEuais.

1.2 Tourismg National Prioritization is a prequisite

Post pandemiahe Travel & Tourism sector contributéd% to global GOR FY20223; anincrease of
22%from 2021 and onl23%below 2019 levels.

10 https://www.niti.gov.in/sites/default/files/20286/StrategyPaperon-Restoringthe-Growthof-Tourismin-the-wakeof-Pandemiel 9th-Jar
2022.pdf
1 https://tourism.gov.in/sites/default/files/20229/Draft%20National%20Tourism%20Policy % 2P22DFinal%20July%2012.pdf

15



Assessment of Tourist Destinations in Areasfaidtructure and Cleanlinegs
Overview of Tourism Industry in India

1 In 2022, there wer@2 million newjobs, representing @.9% increasen 2021, and only 11.4%
below 2019.

1 Domestic visitospendingncreased by 20.4% 2022, only 14.1% below 2019.

{1 International visitor spendingse by 81.9%n 2022, but still 40.4% behind 2019 numbérs.

It has a signigant trickle-down effect, and its benefits can be seen in the remotest corners providing
employment and entrepreneurial opportunities to youth, women, marginalized sections of the society and
those in the informal sector. National prioritization of theteeis critical for ensuring focus, investment,
alignment, and for maximizing impact of the tourism sector for the benefit of India at large.

India has a wide range of tourist destinations, ranging from historical landmarks to natural wonders to
culturalexperiences. Broadly thgestinationscould be classified into the following categories:

9 Historical and Cultural Destinatiomsdia boasts a rich cultural heritage and is home to numerous
historiallandmarks that attracts tourists from all over the world. Among them are UNESCO World
Heritage Sites like the Taj Mahal, Red Fort, Hampi, and Khajuraho.

1  Spiritual and Religious Destinatiohslia is known for its spiritual and religious sites, which have
been popular tourist destinations for ages. From Kashmir to Kanyakumari, Indian religious
destinations galore in every state and have been attracting tourists both local and international.
Varanasi, Madurai, Ajmer, Amritsar, and Bodhgaya are few of tthosesands religious
destinations.

1 Natural Destinationsindia's diverse landscape rasdmm mountains to beaches to deserts,
providing a wide range of natural destinations for tourists to explore. Some of the popular natural
destinations include the Hirtayyas, the backwaters of Kerala, the Rann of Kutch.

1  Adventure Destinationgndia is a great destination for adventure tourism, offering activities such
as trekking, mountaineering, rafting, skiing, sledding and wildlife safaris. Some of the most popular
adventure destinations include Rishikesh, Ladakh, Goa, Manali, Kashmir valley.

1  Wellness Destinationgndia has a long tradition of wellnegsgaand ayurveda, attracting many
tourists seeking rejuvenation and relaxation. Popular wellness destinatidnslieinKerala,
Rishikesh, and the Himalayan foothills.

1 Urban Destinationgndian cities are also popular tourist destinations, known for their vibrant
culture, food, and nightlife. Some of the maost popular cities for tourists include Delhi, Mumbai,
Bengaluu, and Kolkata.

1 Ecorural Destinations This type of tourismoffers a sustainable and culturally enriching
alternative to traditional mass tourism; it promotes environmental conservation and supports
rural communities in India. It offers opportunities fasitors to engage in activities such as
farming, animal husbandry, and local handicrafts. This not only provides an authentic experience
for travelers but also supports the local economy and helps to preserve traditional ways of life.
Ecorural tourism an be experienced in states like Telangana, Nagaland, Manipur, Arunachal
Pradesh, West Bengal, and Jharkhand.

1 Coastal/Lakes Destinationsidia is blessed with a vast coastlofeover 7500kilometre and
numerous lakes, making it an ideal destinationidarists seeking to enjoy watdased activities
and relax by the water. Some of the popular coastal destinations for tourism in India include Goa,
Kerala, Andaman and Nicobar Islands. These places offer a wide range of activities such as beach
sports, waer sports, and relaxation on sandy shores.

2 https://wttc.org/research/economitnpact
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1  Wildlife Destinationsndia is known for its rich wildlife and diverse ecosystem, which provides a
range of habitats for many endangered species. Some of the popular wildlife destinations for
tourism in India inade national parks and wildlife reserves such as Ranthambore National Park
(Rajasthan), Jim Corbett National Park (Uttarakhand), Gir National Park (Gujarat) and Kanha
National Park (Madhya Pradesh). These destinations offer tourists the opportunityteasasty
of wildlife, including tigers, elephants, leopards, and many rare bird species.

1.3 Ministry of Tourism

Ministry of Tourism is the nodal agency for formulation of national policies and programs ane for co
ordination of activities of various Centfaovernment Agencies, State Governments/UTs and the Private
Sector for the development and promotion of tourism in the country.

Ministry of Tourism plays a crucial role in coordinating and supplementing the efforts of the State/Union
Territory Governmerst, catalyzing private investment, strengthening promotional and marketing efforts
and in providing trained manpower resourées

The functions of the Ministry in this regard mainly consist of the following

Publicity & Marketing
* Policy.

+ Strategies.

* Co-ordination.

Human Resource Development

+ Institutions.

* Setting Standards and
Guidelines.

Infrastructure & Product

Development

* Guidelines

Planning & Co-ordination with other
Ministries, Departments, State/UT
Governments., Regulation:

* Standards.

* Guidelines

All Policy Matters, including
* Development Policies.

« Incentives.

* External Assistance.

* Manpower Development.
* Promotion & Marketing.
« Investment Facilitation

00—

00 o

. matters, Implementation of official

Research, Analysis, Monitoring and
Evaluation

International Co-operation and
External Assistance

* International Bodies.

= Bilateral Agreements.

* External Assistance.

= Foreign Technical Collaboration

Legislation and Parliamentary Work,

matters, Vigil

ation of

language policy,
official language policy, Budget co-

ordination and related matters, Plan-

coordil and itoring

Figure2: Functions of the Ministry

Figure3: G20 Tourism Expo at Jaipur, Rajasthan

3 https://tourism.gov.in/abouusministrytourism/roleandfunctionsministry
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1.4 National Tourism Policy 2022 holistic framework for tourism development

The National Tourism Policy 2022 is part of the vision of New India on high trajectories of growth and
prosperity. The new Tourism Policy is a holistic framework for sustainable and responsible growth of the
tourism sector and aims at supporting tourisrdustries, strengthening tourism support functions, and
developing tourism sub sectors. The policy is designed and built around six key guiding principles, five
national tourism missions and eight strategic pillars supported by an elaborate instituti@hal an
governance framework?

An overview of the said policy is provided below:

Touris
ot mp,
> %,
< £
To transform our tourist destinations to provide To create an enabling policy framework and
world class visitor experience making India one of strategic plan in partnership with Central, State
the topmost destinations for sustainable and and Local Governments and Industry Stakeholders
responsible tourism. to improve framework conditions for tourism in

the Country, support tourism industries,
strengthen tourism support functions and develop
tourism sub sectors.

Figured: KeyVision and Missioof the National Tourism Policy
The Policy aims to achieve the following targets for tourism sector in India:

Table2: Policy targets

2023 2030 2040 2047
International Tourist Arrival (in Mn) 13 25 56 100
Domestic Tourist Visits (in Bn) 2 4 10 15
Foreign Exchange Earnings (in $ B 30 56 175 400
Employment (in Mn) 88 137 257 400
Tourism GDP (in $ Bn) 143 248 550 1000

1.4.1 Key strategic objectives

The key strategic objectives of the Policy are:

1 To enhance the contribution of tourism in Indian economy by increasing the visitation, stay and
spend and making India a yeaund tourist destination,

1 To create jobs and entrepreneurial opportunities in tourism sector and ensure supply of skilled
work force,

To enhance the competitiveness of tourism sector and attract private sector investment,

To preserve and enhance the cultural and natural resources of the country,

To ensure sustainable, responsible, and inclusive development of tourisntoutitey

=a =4 =

4 Draft National Tourism Poli2@22, Final July 12.pdf
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The Policy shall be applicable for 10 years from the date of notification unless extended further. The Policy
provides broad guidance and direction for growth and development of tourism sector in the country. Most
of the provisions of the policwould require concurrent and coordinated action by the Central
Government, State Governments and Local Governments in partnership with Industry Stakeholders.
Specific roles and responsibilities of different stakeholders will further be spelt out indledistrategies

and action plans, schemes, and guidelines to be prepared for the implementation of the Policy from time
to time.

1.4.2 Six key guiding principles

The six key guiding principles have been presented below:

To promote sustainable, responsible and inclusive tourism

To promote digitalization, innovation and technology in tourism sector

To follow a whole of Government approach

Private Sector led growth

Key Guiding

Principles

To promote Ek Bharat Shrestha Bharat

To follow a destination centric and tourist centric approach

Figureb: Key guiding principles

To promote sustainableesponsibleand inclusive tourismThe main guiding principle of the
Policy is to promote sustainablesponsibleand inclusive tourism, which will cut across all the
initiatives under the policy to ke India one of the topmost destinations for sustainable and
responsible tourism. The policy aims to promote sustainable tourism by minimizing the negative
impact of tourism on sociaénvironmentaland economic aspects and maximizing the positive
impact. The policy further advocates responsible tourism to bringtateholders together for
taking responsibility for achieving sustainable tourism, and to create better places for people to
live in and for people to visitoensure inclusive growth, creatjropportunities for marginalized
sections of society including people living in remote areas will be a priority.

To promote digitalization, innovation, and technology in tourism sedtbe Policy aims to use
technology for several initiatives under the policy and aims to help the tourism industry make the
most of the opportunities presented by the digital economy. The plan is to increase the support
provided to the tourism industry the digital transformation of its business models and processes.

It will also aid in the digital transformation of tourism market development activities. It will help
tourism enterprises to expand their market reach, increase growth, improve operational
efficiencies, and sharpen their competitive edge. At a collective level, it will help to develop and
customize product offerings, improve destination connectivity, generate data to track
performance, and help to improve destination management.

To follow a wkole of Government approacii he Policy follows a whole of Government approach
to address the major and multifaceted challenges faced by the tourism industry and to develop
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tourism sector in the country. Due to its cra@sdting and fragmented nature, tosm policy
development is an increasingly complex process, with longer timescales and a wider scope than in
the past. The whole of Government approach not only amongst the line Ministries of Central
Government but also between Central and State Goverrsresboth are involved in tourism in

a variety of capacities including, marketing and promotion; border security; the regulation of
markets such as aviation; planning regulations; controlling or managing tourism attractions such
as national parks; skillseeelopment; and funding the development of roads and other
infrastructure.

IV. Private Sector led growthirhe Policy is guided by the principle that growth in tourism sector has
to be led by Private Sector and the public sector has to play an enabling itiradirigcrole. The
tourism policy places great importance on promoting entrepreneurship. The tourism policy aims
to create a tourisiiriendly regulatory environment by revising regulations and easing the
administrative and regulatory burden for tourismsmesses. This will increase the entrepreneurial
scope while reducing the cost of regulation. The Policy will focus on increasing productivity,
boosting the skills and competencies opldlyers,and supporting structural change.

V. To promote ElBharat Shrdg¢ha Bharat L Y RA I Qa &a i NBy3a3GK fASa Ay Ala
Shrestha Bharat will be a central idea under the Policy to enhance interaction and promote mutual
understanding between people of different States/ UT to promote a sestand structured
cultural connect in tourism and related areas of culture, traditions & music, cuisine, sports and
sharing of best practices etc. The spirit of EK Bharat Shreshtha Bharat will guide us to bring out the
best of our tourism offerings acrobe States to promote India as a tourist destination. It will have
special focus on the lessor known and less developed tourism destinations of the Country.

VI. To follow a destination centric and tourist centric approachhe policy recognizes that
competiton in tourism is not confined to tourism service providers or one particular experience,
but the overall experience of the destination. It is the destinations, which have to compete and
succeed. The Policy accordingly follows a destination centric apptoaghanning and
development of tourism. The Policy aims at enhancing tourist experience throughout his journey
from arrival to return and it will be a key element of planning for tourism development under the
Policy. A tourist centric approach would ersavailability of all relevant information and services
to the tourists online. It should also allow feedback and rating of services. There must also be a
mechanism for tourists to register their grievances and seek resolution of the same.
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1.4.3 Five boadmissionsF 2 NJ O2dzy i NE Q& (2dzNAayYy aSOG2N
The National Tourism Poligyl & &SG F2NIK FADS ONRBIFR YAThesdfRe/a T2 N

missionsare:

National Mission on

Hospitality sector
MNational Digital skill Mission

Tourism

/
Tourism & /"r
/

Mission for Tourism

Mational Green National Mission on
Tourism Tourism MSMEs

Figure6: Mission of theNational Tourism Policy

1 National Green TourisnGreen tourism or tourism in green economy refers to tourism activities
that can be maintained, or sustained, indefinitely in their social, economic, cultural, and
environmental contexts. Green tourism catalyses action for promafigustainable tourism,
which takes full account of current and future economic, social and environmental impacts,
addressing the needs of visitors, the industry, the environment and host communities.

1 National Digital TourisnThe Policy recognizes thagidalization,innovation,and technology in
tourism sector presents opportunities for tourism enterprises to expand their market reach,
increase growth, improve operational efficiencies, and sharpen their competitive edge. At a
collective level, it will help to develop and custmenproduct offerings, improve destination
connectivity, generate data to track performance, and help to improve destination management.

9 Tourism and Hospitality sector skill missibne Policy also recognises that trained manpower is
required not only to reet the demand of tourism and hospitality sector but keeping in view that
tourism is driven by visitor experience, the people serving in the industry have to be well trained
to deliver a positive experience to the visitors.

1 National Mission on DMOsThe Péicy recognizes the numerous advantages of effective
destination management, coordinated, and led by a Destination Management Organization
(DMO). Such destinations present a higher capacity to keep pace with tourism trends, to innovate
and to adapt to consmer patterns, are more resilient to challenges, have a higher level of
effectiveness in planning and product development and agility in deansikimg.

1 National Mission on Tourism MSMEseping in view the potential of Tourism MSMESs to create
jobsand entrepreneurial opportunities and contribution in the growth of tourism, the Government
will set up National Mission on Tourism MSMEs. The key objective of the Mission will be to enable
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and empower our MSMES across tourism value chain in enhancingahmgetitiveness and their
integration in global value chain.

Ministry of Tourisnielt the needto assess sampled tourist destinations and their associated tourist sites
across the country on parameters of infrastructure and cleanliness to get a comgivehielea towards
G2dz2NAaGQa LISNOSLIIA2Y lo2dzi | RSadGAYyFGAZ2Y Ay (SN
services like hygiene, safety and security and identify any associated gaps.
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Chapter 2:
StudyOverview, Approach and
Methodology

2.1 Study Overview

Tourist satisfaction is one of the most important concerns for destinations as it significantly affects tourist's
choice and their decision to revisit. Destination loyalty is one of the important intangible assets of tourism
business. Destination loyaltylne@ 0SS RSTAYSR | a daG2d2NR&AGQa AyidaSyaa
L2aAGABS NBOASsa FyR 02YYSyida FyR NBO2YYSYRAYy3
f2erfae SyO2YLI aasSa | LISNAE LIS brevighDehavokrl towards YaRA O G S
destination that connects with their previous travel experiences at the same destination (Opperman 2000).
B¢2dzNAaiQa LISNOSLIIA2Yy YIeé 06S RSTAYSR a GaiKS oA
GKNRdzAK GKS agyasSaoé o. NHzy SNEmdp

Augmentation of quality of tourism infrastructure throughout the country is a key function area of the
aAyAaidNERe® a2NB GKIFIYy TFAFGE LISNOSyd 2F (GKS aAyAral
development of quality tourism infrastructure at wars tourist destinations and circuits across States/

UTs. In this regard there is a need to develop a framework and undertake evaluation of the tourist
destinations and their associated tourist sites in terms of infrastructure and hygiene.

Major objectives of the tourist destination assessnveerte:

4\

_,_. Comprehensive picture on the availability and quality of basic services and facilities

«

02 _‘_. Identification of gaps and areas of improvement
<
Figure7: Major objectives of théourist destination assessment

2.2 Scope of Work

185 tourist sites across 53 destinations in 29 States/UTs were selected &ss#ssmerty the Ministry
The assessment of tourist destinations and their associated tourist sites was undertaken across two broad

15 A STUDY ON PERCEPTIONS, SATISFACTIONTOEMREB TFIN KASHMIR VALLEY; Ishfag Ahmad Bhatl , Dr. Ritika Moolch@nssmél \26120; IJARHE
ISSN(G33954396
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areas, namelyinfrastructure andcleanliness.
The sites and destinatiofiswere holistically
evaluated based ofour key elements acrosg .-

Public transport, roadways,

three different modes used to conduct thg i
information boards.
assessment, namely:

i

Amenities
Ticket counters, information
center, seating facility,
drinking water & toilets,
hotels/accommodation,
eating joints etc.
Key Elements of
Assessment

9  Tourists Interview
9  Other Stakeholders interview
9 Direct Observation

Safety & Security

The tourist sites weralistributed across five sy ieimmiiig
different categories and each site had a list [
stakeholders/target respondents mapped.

Hygiene

Dustbin, toilets, sewerage
system, garbage &
cleaning process

Figure8: Key elements of assessment

2.3 Categorywise stakeholder and site mapping

i

Coastal/Lake Wildlife Spiritual/Religious Historical Marketplace
34 sites 23 sites 77 sites 41 sites 10 sites
* Tourist * Tourist = Tourist * Tourist ¢ Tourist
* Site manager * Site manager * Site manager * Site manager *  Shopkeepers
* C(Cleaning staff * C(Cleaning staff = C(Cleaning staff * C(Cleaning staff « Tour operators
* Lifeguards = Forest guards = Shopkeepers * Shopkeepers * Hoteliers
* Boat owners * Shopkeepers « Tour operators * Tour operators * Security guards
* Shopkeepers = Tour operators = Hoteliers * Tour guides
* Tour operators * Tour guides = Security guards s Hoteliers
* Hoteliers Hoteliers Security guards
* Security guards Lodge/resort
owners

* Security guards

Figure9: Categorywise stakeholder and site mapping

2.4 Geographical Coverage

The study coveretl85 sites across SGfestinations irR9 States/UTsef India. Theregion wisalistribution
of the States/UTs has bepresented below:Refer Annexurd for details of the sample.

16 gAtourist destination is defined as a physical space having planning or administrative boundaries in which a visitoraceovepégit. It is
the cluster of products and services, and of activities and experiences along the tourism value chain and abasic @ dfdna 2 ¥ (2 dzZNA a Y £
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‘ East
‘ North

South

O West

DestinationY Number of sites

FigurelO: Region wise distribution of States and destinations and sites

The 53 destinations and 185 sites were classified under the vario
schemes as presented below:

Table3: Scheme wissites/ destination swadesh
PRASHAD Darshan & Swadesh Darshan
14D, 495 PRASHAD 22D, 715
_ ID’ -
PRASHAD 16 60
Swadesh Darshan 25 89
Others 15 60

D - Destination
5- Sites

Figure 11: Scheme wise site/ destinati
distribution

2.5 Overall approach anmuiethodology

The tailormade approach for assessing the project in terms of achieving the intended objectives was
decided in line with the ToR. The approach adopted was unbiased, objective based on detailed analysis of
facts and evidencéased on the uretstanding of the scope of work, a three phased coherent approach
was followed for the current study. The approach along with its methodology is placed below:
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» Created secondary database of sites & mapped different line department/authority/
office for seeking Authorization

* Organized meetings with Regional Directors and coordinated for challenging sites.

» Finalized questionnaires post pre-testing and developed mobile app for data
collection.

Phase 2 — Data collection and Quality control
Apprised local site management about study and took permission to
3 phased . access the sites and obtained photographic evidences.

approach verification & troubleshooting through automated QC utility

Manually checked the photos of each site, including geo-stamping of
the pictures.

i
1
1
i
|
1
collaborative Institutionalized daily monitoring system for real-time monitoring, E
i
1
1
i
i
i
|

Phase 3 — Analysis & reporting
Undertook data cleaning & analysis for all 3 database, including scoring of each site
under 4 thematic areas.

Developed draft report

Completed interactive dashboard & knowledge transfer to Ministry.

Figurel2: 3 phased collaboration approach

2.5.1 Sampling

Simple random sampling method was adopted to select the target respondents across various categories
such as (tourists and other stakeholder) for interviews at eactositeoid bias in selection sémple For

tourists, Ministry of Tourism had proposia: samplesizefor each sitecomputed based on the available
tourist footfallat the sites360 tourigs were chosen asampleper sitewith 95% confidence level and 5%
margin of error.

Sampling for Touri& a

Sample Size = Z2* (p)-pyr2?
1+ (22* (p) * (3p)/c?N)
Where:
Z= Z value (15for Confidence level 95%)
p = percentage of picking a choice (50%), expressed as decimal po
¢ = Confidence interval (5%), expressed as decimal point 0.05
N =Total number of average footfalls per day, per site

Minimum response360
Total target sample: 66,600
Sampling for Stakeholder

Simple random sampling technique was adopted to select 3 responétents each categay of
stakeholders. The category of sta&ktersand the applicable questionaried acrossdifferent categories
of sites
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Final Assessment coverage across the 3 modules

Minimum Response — 360

Tourists .
per site
Total Target — 66,600
Minimun;;essif;)nse —15 Other Total Achieved- 67,213
Total Target — 2,775 e [%

Total Achieved- 4068
Minimum Response -
1 per site
Total Target — 185
Total Achieved- 182%

Direct
Observation \E

Figurel3: Final Assessment coverage across the 3 modules

Wild Ass Sanctuary Approach road to the site —
Ekambareswarar temple

Kanchipuram, Tamil Nadu

Security Guard — Prem Mandir
Surendra Nagar, Gujarat Vrindavan, Uttar Pradesh

Below is the summary efate/ UT wise coverage of sample

Table4: Statewise distribution of destination, sites, and sample coverage

S.No Zone  State/UT Noof Noof Noofsitet Tourish Q Other Direct Total
Districts Destinati (FQ1) Stakeholder: Observations Responseq
(FQ2) (FOF)) Covered
1. East Qincci)eg;?n & 1 1 7 2179 110 6 2295
2. East Bihar 2 2 9 3479 231 9 3719
3. East Jharkhand 1 1 1 366 18 1 385
4. East Odisha 3 2 6 2475 170 6 2651
5. East West Bengal 1 1 3 1092 84 3 1179
6. East ﬁ:gg:g:al 1 1 1 176 21 1 198
7. East Assam 2 2 4 1481 112 4 1597
8. East Meghalaya 1 1 3 1099 67 3 1169
9. East Mizoram 1 1 1 379 22 1 402
10. East Nagaland 2 2 2 585 83 2 670
11. East Sikkim 2 1 5 1839 122 5 1966
12. North Delhi 3 1 4 1503 79 4 1586
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S.No Zone State/UT Noof Noof Noofsites Tourish Q Other Direct Total
Districts Destinati (FQ1) Stakeholder: Observations Responses
(FQ2) (FOF)) Covered
13. North Jammu_ & 1 1 5 1853 110 5 1968
Kashmir
14. North Punjab 1 1 4 1451 63 4 1518
15. North Uttar Pradesh 3 4 13 4947 341 13 5301
16. North Uttarakhand 2 1 3 1188 70 3 1261
17. North Himachal 1 1 4 1452 76 4 1532
Pradesh
18. South  Andhra Pradest 5 2 9 3285 140 9 3434
19. South Karnataka 4 3 8 2948 185 8 3141
20. South Kerala 3 3 8 2993 160 8 3161
21. South  Puducherry 1 1 6 2219 140 6 2365
22. South Tamil Nadu 2 2 10 3848 213 10 4071
23. South  Telangana 7 3 14 5075 258 14 5347
24. West Madhya Prades 4 3 9 3296 218 9 3523
25. West Chhattisgarh 1 1 4 1453 81 4 1538
26. West Goa 2 1 8 2941 181 8 3130
27. West Gujarat 8 4 14 4514 263 12 4789
28. West Maharashtra 2 2 4 1199 111 4 1314
29. West Rajasthan 3 4 16 5898 339 16 6253
Total Coverage across 29 States/UT 70 53 185 67213 4068 182 71463
Tourists Other Stakeholders
Marketplace
5 [ | [
Spiritual & Historical Coastal & Wildlife Marketplace
Religious 23% Lakes 13% 6%
39% 19%
(26%)
1048
Spiritual &
Coastal & Lakes Religious (19%)
o 42% 754
18% ‘ (14%) (15%) (14%)
| 566 599 585 flsi"g.‘
Historical / I I I
22%
— Hoteliers & Shopkeepers Guards Tour guides & Cleaning Agency Site
Resort owners Operators Management
Tourist N (67213) Stakeholder N (4068)

Figurel4: Respondentvise distribution of coverage

2.5.2 Development of mobile application for data collection

A mobilebased questionnaire tool was deployed to record Gédthputer aided personal interviews)
interactionsacross all the three survey modul&eatime quality checks and data revigwocedure was
deployedto mitigate risks related to quality of data. Constant data quality management and feedback
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meetings wee conducted with the data collection team. A comprehensive data management phatisrm
developedo compile and store the data. Following are the screenshots of the data collection tool.

A mobile-based questionnaire tool = = z

was deployed to record V< .
interactions across all 185 sites .= m FQ1-Tourist Questionnaire (841) o
under the survey. - |

L o FQ2- Stakeholder Questionnaire (842) o
X FQI-Tourist Question... SAVECRAFT ‘,] e e

11. Typo of Tourist *

FQ3- Direct Obsarvation Questionnaire (843) o
12 Staka in the which the ressendent s currently L]
g . -

10999 16202 2 804202

13 Fraquency of wisiling the site n he last one.
vear?

Part 2- Accessibility -~

A comprehensive data
management platform to
compile and store the data
was developed.

Part 3- Amenities -
Part 4- Hygiene -

Part 5- Safety & Security ~

Figurel5: Screenshot of the data coltem tool and server
2.5.3 Data collection

Data was collected using three different modules for togristakeholders, and direct observation. The
data collection lasted for over 2 months covering 185 sites across 53 destinations after mitigating the field
level challenges. A team of 2 enumerators and a supervisdtedin parallel across eachiate/UTsto
complete the fieldwork within timelirse The enumerators underwent training andhatgefing in multiple
phases during the entire duration of data collecti@ur data collection protocol foll@d norms that are

a part of the MQCS (Minimum Quality Control Standaodsjsure veracity of information collected and
consistency in the responses obtained.

¢ ~°

Enumerators did a receeaf Data Collection from # Al Quality controls and back
the best area to Interview  tourist, other stakeholders deartments/ Perfarim Data Analytics checks on basis of
the tourist & direct observation :‘anwpmém photographic evidence.
Interviews canducted at In-tase of low footfalls,
E resentation of .
the exit gates, areas with 4 me;:;s n:dﬂ shortfalls compensated
rmaximum footfalls of nntluml;::'tz! - from other sites of same
tourists destination.
Protocol followed Conducting interviews
A. Collated findings from Tourist’s satisfaction surveys- *  Introducing study and asking consent of
*  To avold duplicity of respondents, enumerators verbally clarified whether the tourist has SlshEEpd it § discuesion
participatad in similar survey on the day of survey. Documenting interview and discussion ina

«  Each site was completed over a period of 4 days systematic manner through mobile app.

«  Under direct observation photagraphic and documentary evidence for each parameter and *  Regular update
sub-parameters

¢ Special care was taken while surveying sites located in sensitive regions (extreme weather,

politically disturbed, wildlife/farest areas)

Figurel6: Datacollection overview
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2.5.4 Datamanagementand Quality control measures

To ensure highest quality of outpuan exhaustive and automated quality control mechanism was
established to monitor the quality of information collected, authenticity of the data, mogtthe field
teams and timely initiation of corrective actions to resolve inconsistency and gaps

Field Data
System Configuration . L. Data Processin, Deliverables
B - >>Operat|ons >>Conso||datlon>> - >> >
Creation of Questionnaire Forms Common Server
Mapping

Questionnaire [CrHENeRS: Dashboard
form to Analysis
Creation of surveyor credentials
& allocation of sites Sl

=5

{i

ﬂ Automated QC .
Corrections & a of FQ1 & FQ2 Final
Approval Deletion Data Sets

Request
Automated Site Manual
Testing of Reports FQ3 Qc I'
Questionnaire G
Re-work Analysis
: Ne Ye i
QC Passed = Took-kit

[~ ~REX= a | HMt&

Figurel7: Process flow of data management and quality control measures

+

2.5.5 Data analysis and scoring

Overall analysis of the survey findings was based on attaeg@pproach (current state of services, overall
impact on the tourist satisfaction and the future scope for reviSit)en the imortance of the results of
assessment of tourist sieemphasishas beerplaced onthe importance of relationship building, trust,
and communication to support strong and evidebesed findingsThe assessment report presents
factual findings from procedes performed and backed by supporting documents collected during the
survey The analysis is based on the outcomes and variables identified.

Service Quality Recommend

Reliability ‘

Tourist satisfaction

Responsiveness ‘

Positive word of mouth

Future behavioral
intensions

Figurel8: Data analysis and scoring
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Scoring methodology for tourist destination assessment

To compute assessment scores, the responses were collected through direct observaftame amdace
interviews withi) Tourists and ii) Other Stakeholdekxs.mentioned in the RFP, for the purpose of scoring,
responses were categorized into two catéger

1 Questions for scoringeachoption was assigned a score and each question was given equal
weightage.
9  Questions for information only

Table5: Indicators used for scoring

# Indicators used for scoring

Theme Accessibilities Amanities Hygiene Safety & Security Total
Historical 15 35 28 09 87
Coastal/Lake 14 26 25 12 77
Spiritual/Religious 15 25 26 09 75
Wildlife 14 33 23 09 79
Marketplace 07 13 19 06 45

* Refer Annexure Ill for list of indicators

The responses collectegatross thematic areas for each category of sitess combined to arrive at
composite scoréollowing thethree-stage process

2.55.1 Stage 1Preparation of Analysis tool kit (site level):

1  Segregation of questions based on thensesessillity, amenities, hygiensafety,and security.

1  Alignment of similar questisracross all forms.

i Standardizeautput- percentage of responses for selected response, universe, and normalized
score.

2.5.5.2 Stage 2Synthetization of Data

1  Tabulations of Respons€Bo ensure consistency in responsesores were computed for each
guestion Maximum score was given to most positive respgnshile 0 was assigned to most
negative responseand not applicable (NA) responses were not assigned any score. While
computingthe scores, mukchoice questions and tekiased questions were skipped.

1  Assigningcorego each response

1  Calculation of normalized scoreach coded response pertaining to the relevant varialvkEs
normalized on the scale of O toahd averaged torave at the final score for the site and
destination.The responses so obtainedsaveraged for each item of the questionnaifeefer
Annexure |l folist of variables)

0 €1 a6 ENEAs0 "9(‘) QBQ
WO QO QNEE "YD 0 Qe "Qawadd 6 'Q
Yoe QWQIi neei Qi

1  Aggregating the responsesi\ggregation of responses invalM&o steps:normalized responses

were aggregated by taking the average of normalized scores across a particular theme

B 0Q
€

Where, n refers to number of items pertaining to a particular theme.
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2.5.5.3 Stage 3Consolidated score based on all datasets

To arrive afatotal composite score, aggregation is done by taking a weighted scarerist responses,
othera G I 1 S KréspoRsedwifid Girect observations. Touri@tEesponsesvere assigned weightage of
40%,other stakeholders andlirect observationwere assigneda weightage of 30% eacihm case of NA
guestions, weighta/erere-calculated keeping aggregate of above numbers as new denominator.

. . . imil
L Segregation of questions ., Allgnn1ent of similar . Standardized Outputs
1 based on themes question across all forms

Preparation of

weights are re-calculated
keeping aggregate of
above numbers as new

denominator
Conversion of each -
. iy Calculation of il sttt
Tabulations of Responses RN responses receivedinto [
P normalized score

Analysis Took-kit E Accessibility / Amenities / H E % of responses for selected | ! Weightage for each form is as |
1 - 1 1

(Site level) v Hygiene / Safety & Security 1 P response, universe & i \ follows: '
i : , normalized score ! ! i

e meee e L bbbl ' 1 Fa1 FQ2 FQ3 '

! H H i

1 E 40% | 30% @ 30% '

1 1

1

Aggregated E In case of NA questions, !

1 1

! i

' 1

! 1

! 1

! 1

! 1

! 1

v

Maximum score given to most

i H : i
L} 1 H
' positive response, while 0 was H | Average scores for H
2 | assigned to most negative h i each respanse of H Satisfaction scale

Synthetization of | response and NA responses have | 1 Simr!af' sltes_ ?nd !
Data | not been assigned any score. | ! question, divided by the !
V Eallowi b Vinned | maximum score i
. q4q were skipped 1 1 e H

E for scoring: E i assigned to that score. ! 0.34-0.65 Moderate
1
1. Multi-choice ! ! !
2. Textbased ! e e e

' 1

Figurel9: Process flow for scoring methodology

2.5.6 Challenges andhitigation plans

The followingsection highlightsome of the challenges faced during the survieye challenges were
resolved in consultation with officials from Ministry of Tourism, Regional directors, AStI(Jemrservative
officer, site management and other line departments to ensure smooth facilitation of the data collection
process.

For sites denying permission to enter, additional authorization letter was issues by MoT officials and meetings|
were held with nodal person/Government officials/site management/AS| officials/Forest officers through for
the ease of data collection.

Lack of permission

i

Record of sites with low tourist footfall was maintained and the shortfallswere further compensated from
other sites within the same destination, in consultation with MoT.

yle1ds)- = s]5) 4| Forsites having restriction to carry mobiles/cameras inside, the details were recorded in the direct
observation without photegraphicevidence and remarks mentioned as “photography not allowed”.

restricted

LT N ElyY Permission to capture documentary evidence was sort through meetings with the concerned officials
and for sites without any required documents the same was updated in the remarks as “no
documentary evidence available”

Challenges & Mitigation

evidence

Difficult to get geo-stamp pictures in far-fetched sites having poor internet connectivity- In discussion with
Geo-stamp MoT officials, pictures were captured for the site without geo-tag and the reason for the same was
mentioned in the remarks for the site.

Figure20: Challenges & Mitigation
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2.6 Demographic Profile of the Respondents

This section presents the demographic characteristics of the tourists intervieghadinig the age of
respondents, gender, and their nationality.

2.6.1 Gender of tourists

L
Out of the total sample 87213 touriss, 69%of the 2 69.0 - ﬁ
tourists surveyedwere male while 31% were female: w
(Figure21). Base (N): All tourist 67213

Figure21: Gender of the tourists (%)

2.6.2 Age and Nationality of tourists

Distribution of tourists by age Out of the total touristsurveyedslightly more tharalf

Above 60 yearsi 1% (54%)were aged betweer81-45 years followed b83%

46-60 years mmm—l1% of the tourisswithin the age bracket of 180 yearsThe
assessment revealedhinimal partigpation of young
(upto 18 yearsk old (above 60 yeargpurists in the
survey with only1% of representation respectively.
Slightly more than &nth of thetourists (11%)aged 4-
0% 20% 40% 60% 60 years were a part of thirvey.

31-45 years I 54%0
19-30 years s 33%

Upto 18 years 1 1%

Base (N): All tourists 67213
Figure22: Distribution of tourists by age (%)

The assessment also captured that out of the tataly a marginal proportio(®%) were foreigmourists
while $%were Indians/locals.

2.6.3 Frequency of visit Distribution of tourists by frequency
Since the findings of this assessment majorly rely on percef of visit
of tourists, it was critical to capture whether the tourists a

frequent or rare visitor$o gain holistic understanding abou 2704 ‘
accessibility, amenitiebygiene and security provisions dte
tourist sites Slightly more than threéfth of the tourists(68%)
were found to bed T A NR §  dwhilé &opreXinately(2 2o
were occasional visitors. Om$oof the tourists werax NB 3 «
GAAaAG2NE

= First time
visit
= Occassional

= Regular
visitor

Base (N): All touris67213
Figure23: Distribution of tourists by frequency of vi
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Table6: Demographic profile of the toursssurveyed

# Categories By Gender By Frequency
Male Female Under30 31to45 Above 45 First Time Occasiona Regulars

Bytype of tourists
1 Local Tourists  69% 31% 34% 54% 12% 66% 28% 6%
2 Foreign 59% 41%

Tourists 29% 58% 13% 77% 21% 2%
By Category of site
1 Spiritual & 68% 32%

Religious 31% 53% 16% 61% 32% 7%
2 Historical 68% 32% 39% 50% 11% 72% 25% 3%
3 Coastal & 69% 31%

Lakes 31% 59% 10% 68% 27% 5%
4 Wildlife 71% 29% 39% 51% 10% 77% 21% 2%
5 Marketplace 71% 29% 34% 56% 10% 63% 27% 10%
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Chapter 3:
Key Findings

With the growth in the tourism sector, comes the need to study the factors relating to tourism growth
including factors relating to service quality. Although there has been a mushrooming growth of tourism
related organizations including hotels, restaurafitst aid, hygiene facilities and amenities, the tourists

still find it difficult to get required facilities and infrastructure. The study aimed at assessing the perception
2F G2dz2NRaida F2N G2dz2NAaY NBf | GSR, ideBtiying Gep anil tm £ A (&
desired factors affectinthe tourism service qualifyso that necessary amendmemntan be maddo

enhance tourism service quality and likewise the tourism experience for the tdlrists.

Toachieve the objectiveshis assessmerstudy evaluatedhe accessibility, amenitiebygiene as well as
safety and security at tourist sites. In doing so, gaps and best praggcesaptured through the
perceptionsurvey andevidence fromdirect observationsMoreover, the sections belowsal provide
category of site wisscoredhasis the thematiaveragestate averageand national averages

3.1 Accessibility

This section focuses amderstandingand outliningvarious parameters of accessibility and its edsle
tourist sites. In doing so, thassessmerfbcusedon capturimgthe perception and satisfaction of the tourist
and stakeholders oavailability adequacypricing,and quality opublic transport to igit the tourist site,
congestion managemenand information availablat the sitddestination including directional signages
to aidin smooth movement of the tourstvithin the destination

3.1.1 Perception of touristsand stakeholderon ease of access to plic transport

Public transport is an integral component of the tourism industry anddbessand availabilityof this

becomesa critical factor affecting destination preferences for the togridto understand the ease of
accessibility, one of the primary factors is to assess whether the public transport (bus, tram, train, auto,
metro, taxi etc.) is easily and quickly availablght® tourists. The assessment, therefore, assessed
LISNODSLIiA2Yy 2F (2dzNRAada gAGK NBaLISOG G2 GKS Wgl AdA
As evident from figur24 below, closeto a fifth of the tourisso my:2 0 G 0 KS 2 JQikdgt f f SO
K 2 dzbiEhé public transporat the tourist sites. While marketplacedthe lowest number of tourist

B0 NBLRNIAY3I af2y3 gL AGAYyT K2dzNEES (KA & ereéddP LI2 NIi /
coastal (19%), historical (17%) antigml sites (15%) were somewhere close to the national aveitage.

is however imperative to highlight that aroundo®f the touriss across spiritual sites reported

Gdzy I @1 At oAfAGEe 2F Ladaost dindlar ioNiloweralLdgoelia @76S Apddt flolkd S & A G ¢
wildlife, around foudfifth of the tourists across historical (81%), coastal (80%), spiritual (80%) mentioned
public transporvasd S| A Af & | @I Aflof Séd

YehtwbL{¢Q{ tOw/9t¢Lhb Chw ¢h!wL{a {9wzL/ 9 v| ! BIHAN, WDIA;Dr. Rakhi Raedk/Dr. VijayShdrmsa; Lb . LY!
ISSN: 2248661 (UGC Care Journal)-¥4INo-01(XV): 2021
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Perception of tourists on public transport facility near the site
National Average 78% 18% %
Spiritual/Religious 80% 15% 5%
Wildlife 65% 33% 29
Marketplace 95% 5%
Historical site 81% 17% 29
Coastal/Lakes 80% 19% 19

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

m Easily available ®Long waiting hours m Not available

Base (N): Coastal/lake (12002), Historical (14777), Marketplace (3713), \8il@&g Gpiritual/Religious (27949), National (67213)
Figure24: Perception of tourists on public transport facility near the site

Acknowledging the fact thaome touristsare firsttime visitors, and therefore may lack a generic/usual
insight about accessibilitthe assessment focused on capturing perception of stakeholdezasure
holistic view is capturedAs compared tal KS { 2 dzNR& & briy®5%loI3heBidkelddlderay ah
overall leveinformed hat they had to wait for long hours fpublic transporacross all categories of sites.

For instance, it was observed that public transport around religious sites, such as Tapkeshwar Mahadev
Temple (Uttarakhand), was easily avdda®nly 1%takeholders from marketplace sitssitedthat they

had to wait long hours for accessing public transport. With a sample of approximately four hundred
stakeholders from wildlife sites, only otiérd (33%) informed that they had to wait longuns to access

public transport to commute tandfrom from the site followed by coastal (18%)s compared to the
national average, slightly lower proportion of stakeholders for historical and spiritual sites (12%
respectively) reported the samidowever jt isworth mentioningthat close to a tenth of the stakeholders

I ONRP&a &LIANRARGdAzrt FyR YFENYySGLX FOS o6y:z SIOKO OAGSR

Perception of stakeholders on public transport facility near the site

National Average
Spiritual/Religious
Wildlife
Marketplace
Historical site

Coastal/Lakes 18% 20

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
u Easily available m Long waiting hours m Not available

Base (N): Coastal/lake (562), Historical (728), Marketplace (190), WildlifeS(8i&jal/Religious (1275), National (3130)

Figure25: Perception of stakeholders on public transport facility near the site
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Comparison across gender portrayedmajorvariations, with close to a fifth of female tousistporting
Gf2y3 SgFAGAY3I K2dz2NBE T2 N dopareditatheimblld ofuntedpaNdi(17%): OA f A
Close to foufifth of the females (78%) amdr £ S 6y mM>0 YSyiA2ySR aSlae | @A

Comparisoracross categories of sites, revealed slight variations wihoL8&maleacross spiritual sites
reportinga f 2y 3 ¢ | Acomipafed to knalelzheA) Ehis proportion was slightlygher amongvildlife
sites (35% female and 31% male).

Table7:Perception of tourists by gender on public transport facility near the site

Perception of tourigtby genderon public transport facility near the site

Female Male
% N % N
Easily Available 78% 16424 81% 37213
Long waiting hours 19% 4045 17% 7698
Not Available 3% 518 2% 1289
Grand Total 100% 20987 100% 46200

In addition tothe duration of availability of public transpodondition of otherinfrastructural facilities
(especially size and condition of roads) dlstpsin understandingjuality of the road and ease of its
connectivityto a tourist site ¢ K SNB T 2 NB X i |2 S & i 3 NOB ey BAStEN Dhthe A 2 v
guality of the road and issues faced with thads closer to the sit@vithin a twoekilometreradius)

As indicated ifigure26 below, less than a fifth of the touris{14%)at an overall level perceived the roads
aroundsthe sitesto becomparatively narrower and more congestdte proportion being highest among
marketplace$29%)and lowest among coastal/ lakes (7Rtixthermore a moderate proportion of tourist
acrosspritual/religious (19%) sitedso had similar perceptiomsile this was lower than national average
for historical (11%) and wildli{@%)sites

la 3FrAyad GKS (2dz2NRailaQ thatihabepladashagey arrowek rodd o0 NB d
stakeholders indicated that spiritual/religious places (22%) have most narrow roads within the two
kilometreradius of the site At a national levedlsq it was observed thaimilar proportion of stakeholders
(15%)reportednarrowroadsnear the tourist sites.
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Perception of tourists and stakeholders on narrow road near the site within
a proximity of 2km- Yes%
50%

40%

29%

30%

20%

15%
13%

10% 9% /
11%

7% 8%

14%

0%
Coastal/Lakes Historical site Marketplace wWildlife Spiritual/Religious National Average

Perception of tourists Perception of stakeholders

Figure26: Perception of tourists & stakeholders on narrow road near the site within a proximity

Tourist Base (N): Coastal/lake (12002), Historical (14777), Marketplace (3713), WikfliieS@iritual/Religious (27949), National (67213)
Stakeholder Base (N): Coastal/lake (122), Historical (161), Marketplace (63), Wildlife (89), Spiritual/Religious (288),18patio

Qualitative observations also brought forts :

similar insights with larger proportion ¢SS el . e
respondents across Red Fort, Delhi (Histor ' ‘
Site) reporting heavy crowding and conges
roads outside the site. Similarly,
Tapkeshwar Mahade Temple, Uttarakhancg®#

(spiritual/religious site) it was noted that whi# i :1:‘.‘.“.‘ ey lfm

commuting to the temple via public transpo-* & &

was easy and economical, but the roads wi & §'& L_]‘ 45 =
narrow and congested with stalls on tHf | : ?j.ﬁi.‘.’%“,.,‘fl,\'”,j’;zm ot T

Lat 30.356397, Long 78.016376

roadside and people walking on the road
absence oh clean and concrete footpath.

Figure27: Tapkeshwar Mahadedemple (Uttarakhand)

1 Fatehpur Sikn site officials suggested the site needs to be promoted more. Being off route not all
visiting Agra could enjoy the ambiance of the place.

1 To reactPingleshwar Beadhere is no mode of publi@tisport. Cab and metered taxi are also not avalil
at Pingleshwar Beach due to which the pricing is also not reasonable.

1 Ghoom Monasterialls inside the bylane, most of the times toangit the other monastery on the roadsi
instead the actual site
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3.1.2 Perception of touristsand stakeholderson pricing of public transport (cabs/taxis)

The tourists arriving at different cities/destinations need access to safe and affordable transportation
system for their smooth mobility, as not all strata of tourists can afford a private transport. The pricing of
public transport is another contributirfgctor to assess the accessibility of a tourist site for the tourists
(both domestic and international).

As depicted in figre 28, only afourth of the touriss (26%) at thenational level reported that cabs/taxis

were reasonably prick thereby indicatig anadditional demangressure orpublic transport system with

the influx of the touristsSitewise comparisomrevealedslighty higher proportion of touris across
coastal/lakes and spiritual sites had positive percepsigd8% respectively while it wasslightly low

amongst wildlife and historical sites (24% respectivalyjwhile close to thredifth of the touriss (59%)

at an aggregate level felt that cabeere 8 82 YS6KIF G NBFaz2yl ofée domOSRE X
dunreasonablericing ® al 22 NBEUNRE 2 FKAUR2@ARKQOlI t aAGSa NBE®W?2NI SR
while close to a fifth of tourisb M T2 0 | ONR & & ubrkasdRdble ®S NB L2 NI SR 4

Perception of tourists on pricing of cab/taxis at the site
100%

80%
68%

/ 87%
60% — \ 59%

— 57%
51%

40%
28% 24% 2504 24% 28% 26%
20% 11% k
== 7% 9 o 9% 10%
0% 84 94 L A 6% %
Coastal/Lakes  Historical site Marketplace Wildlife Spiritual/ReligiousNational Average
Reasonable Somewhat reasonable === Not reasonable Not availed

Figure28: Perception of tourists on joing of cabs/taxis at the site

Base (N): Coastal/lake (12002), Historical (14777), Marketplace (3713), Wildlife (8722), Spiritual/Religious (279495,72a8pna

4

Contrary tothe2 dzNJA a i a Q hidliSiuiDHel distaklyoHer@%)(acrossall tourist sitesyeported

that the cabs/taxis were reasonably prictae proportion being highest among marketplace wltise to

half of the stakeholderg46%)portraying a positive picturand lowest amongst wiif# sites (30%).

Marginally higher proportion of stakeholders frasnastal/lakes (44%) mentioned about reasonable

pricing while slightly more than a third of respondents from historical sites (36%) perceived the same.
Slightly more than half of the stakaltlers (8> 0 | £t 42 YSy idA2y SR GKS LINAOAy3Ia
NEIFaz2yl of S¢ %ERAR BRI SRR dizZi@NB I a2y 6t S LINAOSE G |y 32
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Perception of stakeholders on pricing of cab/taxis at the site
100%
80%
58% 56%
60% 53% 20% 49% 53%
pyrons \/\Aﬁn =20
0 0% 39%
36%
40% 30%
14%
20% 11% 0
3% 6% 4% 8%
0%
Coastal/Lakes Historical site Marketplace Wildlife Spiritual/ReligiousNational Average
Reasonable Somewhat reasonable ====Not reasonable

Figure29: Perception of stakeholders on pricing of cabs/taxis at the sit

Base (N): Coastal/lake (391), Historical (577), Marketplace (142), Wildlife (281), Spiritual/Religious (973), National (2364)

3.1.3 Perception of touriss and stakeholderson adequacy of transport facilities available within the
destination

Adequacy of publictransport facilityis determined by thdixeddemand for transport facility by existing
locals along with theourists andthe ability to cater to the need through the existiinged supply side of
the transport facilityThe assessment focused on captgthre adequacy opublic transporavailable to a
tourist siteacross destinations

Close to half of the touris{49%)across all sites highlighted adequacy of transport facilities, proportion
being highest among historical and spiritual s{&¥6)as comparedo 45%tourists from coastal sites
informing the sameé/hile considerable proportion dburistsat wildlifereported W { 2wvgitAgK 2 dawd Q

G KAIKSNI LINA Gbside thesitd Iclasé to alf E16%) &f tourists informed that availability of

LJdzo t AO GNI yALRNI 61 a Wl RSjildelpiogdron bf Gourigtkagrosk &llsited y I (0 A
reportedLJdzo £ A O (NI yaLR2NI (2 0S aaz2YSgKFG | RSIdzZ §S¢ o
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Perception of tourists on transport facilities available to cater the needs of the
tourists within the destination

100%
80%
60%
40%

20% 25% 50% 46% 50% 49%
0%

Coastal/Lakes Historical site Wildlife Spiritual/Religious National Average

Adequate m Somewhat adequate ®Inadequate

Figure 30: Perception of tourists on transport facilities available to cater the needs of the tourists within the
destination.

Base (N): Coastal/lake (12002), Histo(itar77), Wildlife (8722), Spiritual/Religious (27949), National (63500)

A comparatively higher number of stakeholdstated that adequatetransport facilities were available
within the destinationwhen compared wittthe (i 2 dzNJ& & G & QAt théSh At ledél 5lighyly more
than half of stakeholder$6@%) informed thahdequatetransport facilities were available across all tourist
sites and destinations. It can be noted that availability of adequate transport remainsdorasstvildlife
sites(37% and highest in thenarketplace(78%).Less than a tentbf tourists(8%)across spiritual sites

OAGSR dGAYl RSIjdz- 08 2F LJzfAO GNIYYyaLRNI FIOAftAGED

Perception of stakeholders on transport facilities available within the destination
100% Y0 8% 4%
80%
39% 44%
60%
60%
40% 78%
49% 53% 53% 52%
20% o 37%
0%
Coastal/Lakes Historical site Marketplace Wildlife Spiritual/ReligioudNational Average
Adequate m Somewhat adequate m Inadequate

Figure31: Perception of stakeholders on transport facilities availableater the needs of the tourist within the
destination

Base (N): Coastal/lake (367), Historical (454), Marketplace (101), Wildlife (228), Spiritual/Religious (856), National (2006)
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3.1.4 Perception of tourists and stakeholders on most convenient moddrafhsport within the
tourist destination.

Easy access to public transport is important for tourists visiting a site because it provides convenience and
accessibility, which can enhance their overall experience. Tourists usually have a limited timeg@explo
site, so easy access to public transport can save them valuablastived] as is more economically viable

The assessment therefore looked at perception of tourists and stakeholders on the most convenient mode
of transport within the tourist destation. The findings indicate that cabs/tawiere themost convenient

mode oftransport as indicated b§6%tourists and 40% stakeholdersraitionallevel. Followed by this,

40% tourists at historical and spiritual/religious 42% sites vdte@ée-wheeler autos as the most
convenient transport to commutdt is however encouraging to note thhlss than aenth of the

all 1SK2t RSNA | f a2 /aettRcivénicld S Be raostlcaniedied®Emods Shipart S
across the historical site®eep diving furtheit isobservedi K I (i wéastatisidéred a convenient mode

by 12%tourist and15%stakeholders across all categories of sBésycle, metro, and boatgerethe least
preferred sources of transport for tourists as well as the stakehol@®fer Tabl& below).

Table8: Perception of tourists and stakeholders on most convenient mode of transport within a tourist destination

Perception ofourists

Type of sites Buses Battery Cabs/Taxis Auto  Rickshaw Bicycle Metro Boat

Vehicle

Coastal/Lakes 14% 2% 53% 20% 3% 6% - 2%
(N=12002)

Historical site 10% 6% 37% 40% 4% - 1% 2%
(N=14777)

Wildlife 17% 1% 59% 17% 6% - - -
(N=8772)

Spiritual/Religious 9% 8% 35% 42% 3% - - 3%
(N=27949)

National Average 12% 4% 46% 30% 4% 2% - 2%
(N=63500)

Perception of stakeholders
Type of sites Buses Battery Cabs/Taxis Auto Rickshaw Bicycle Metro
Vehicle

Coastal/Lakes 12% 3% 59% 15% - 9% 1%
(N=282)

Historical site 15% 10% 31% 41% - 1% 2%
(N=323)

Wildlife 20% 1% 44% 34% 1% - -
(N=166)

Spiritual/Religious  14% 9% 27% 47% 1% 2% -
(N=593)

National Average 15% 6% 40% 34% 1% 3% 1%
(N=1364)
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3.1.5 Perception of tourists and stakeholders ananagement of traffic and congestioat site and
destination leveb

When traffic and congestion are walanaged, visitors can move around more easily, have better access to
attractions and amenities, and have anm enjoyable experience overall. This can lead to positive-gford
mouth recommendations and repeat visitsaffic and congestion can also have economic impacts, such as
decreased productivity, reduced business revenue, and increased costs for emsegeiceg. Effectivieaffic

and vehiculamanagement can mitigate these impacts and lelpsttourism in the area.

The assessment captured perceptions of tourists and stakehadtbens the level of traffic and its
management in and around the site and destinatigktsthe national level onlground afifth (21%)

reported the level of traffic to beécongested while at the destination levelpurist acrosspiritualand
historical(23%each), had similar perceptigrfollowed by wildlife (17%) and coastal (16@4)erall, more

GKIFIy KFIfF 2F GKS G2d2NAadGad 6po20 NBLR2NISR GNXFFAO
and lowest among coastal/lakes (47%).

Perception of tourists on traffic congestion in the destination

National Average INZIA N I - S
Spirtual/Religious IZS N = S
Wildife
Historical sie

Coastal/Lakes 47% 37%

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

m Congested m Somewhat congested m Not congested

Figure32: Perception of tourists on traffic congestion in the destination

Base (N): Coastal/lake (12002), Historical (14777), Wildlife (8722), Spiritual/Religious (27949), National (63500)

Comparedtdi KS (2 dzNRA &0 aQ LIS NDBthaf dtakeficlders dtthatcBaElave (1t ¢ 2y S
that the traffic in the destinatiomasWO2 y 3Sa i SRQ | Y 2 y :ndK14%thioagNtkh®©safe & A (1 S ¢
for wildlife sites. It is however noteworthy that bl more than twefifths of the stakeholder$42%)

I ONRaa O2Fadlftxktl(8a NBLR NinSderahlykighahiamberaFdggdegitee 6 S
(27%). This proportion was lowest among historical sites (13%).
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Perception of stakeholders on traffic congestion in the destination
National Average 56% 27%
Spiritual/Religious 57% 27%
Wildlife 57% 32%
Historical site 64% 13%
Coastal/Lakes 44% 42%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
m Congested m Somewhat congested m Not congested
Figure33: Perception of stakeholders on traffic congestion in the destination
Base (N): Coastal/lake (282), Historical (323), Wildlife (166), Spiritual/Religious (593), National (1364)

Slightly more than a fourth of touristsn an average, at national ley29%) as well as across sites i.e.,
coastal/lakeg39%), historical (29%) wildlife (21%) and spiritual/religious §26) stated that traffic and
O2y3SaidAazy YIyYylF3aSYSyid Aiwry ® ¢ Rl M@atyaR hali ¢f e taukisi Sa 6 S
FONR&a Fff aArAdSa NBLRZNISR {NMhReppoddh yfiolrsstie@ y Y I y I
Gdzyal GAaTI OWR WE 3 6 FH$H Bafiaus t@ogs of sites/ destinations.

Perception of tourist on congestion management in & around site

100% 1% 1% 2% 3% 9
9%
15% 0

80%
47%
60% 52% 55% 51%
53%
40%
39%
20%
29% 29%
2 21% 26% ¢
0% 4% 3% 2% 2% 3%
Coastal/Lakes Historical site Wildlife Spiritual/Religious  National Average

Excellent = Very Good m Good m Satisfactory mUnsatisfactory

Figure34: Perception ofourist on congestion management in & aroune sit
Base (N): Coastal/lake (12002), Historical (14777), Wildlife (8722), Spiritual/Religious (27949), National (63500)

Close tawo-fifth of stakeholder38%) & F f f &aAGS& LISNOSAQOGSR GNIFFAO O
322 Ré D /[ 2| ahistoricat Sites{weréd compéamtively better managed with higher number of
stakeholders (46% andld NBALISOUGA GBSt &0 AYyF2N¥YAYyI (K (tha©2y ISA(
wildlife wherein only26%stakeholders informed about the same highlightingeed for improvement.

(Refer Fig5 below).
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Perception of stakeholders on congestion managegement in & around site
100% 1% 1% 1% 2% 1%
80%
33%
6 46% 8% 45%
60% .
55%
40%
46% 1o
6 38%
20% 37%
0% 26%
0% % 5% 3% 3% 5%
Coastal/Lakes Historical site Wildlife Spiritual/Religious  National Average

Excellent = Very Good = Good m Satisfactory mUnsatisfactory

Figure35: Perception of stakeholders on congestion management in and around the site

Base (N)Coastal/lake (306), Historical (446), Wildlife (219), Spiritual/Religious (711), National (1682)

3.1.6 Perception of tourists and stakeholdersn adequacyof general information pertaining to the
destination available to the visitor though online/offline modes

Adequateaccess tgeneral information about a destination is essential for viséngstouriss to make
informed decisions about their travel plaWgith appropriateaccess to accurate information about a
destination, they can make the most of their tiemel experience the local culture, cuisine, and attractions
more judiciously.This information catbe provided through various online and offine modes such as
tourism websites, travel guides, brochures, social media platforms, and travel agents. Theeassess
captured tourist and G I { S KprteRtiBriNGR the adequa@nd availabilitypf the general information
(timings, attractions, nearby hotels)NA OS 2 ¥ (1 RQ@ Yy &) dout tReti€stinatibngnd site
through different offline and/or online modes.

Less than half of the tourists at national I€4&l%)reportedthat adequateinformation about the tourist
destination were available either through online or offline moHgsalproportion of tourissacross other
sitesechoedsimilarsentiments with marginally higher proportioof tourists from spiritual sitesited
adequde information (45%) Slightly less than a tenth (8%) of towgiat an aggregate level reported
GAY Ll RSIjdz O&¢ 27T ob&igt8eNtindtios prypoiddeding Highest among wildlife sites
(12%) and lowest among coastal/lakes(5%).

47



Assessment of Tourist Destinations in Areas of Infrastructure and Clegnliness

Key Findings
Perception of the tourist on general information pertaining to the destination

100%
80% 44% 42% 43% 45% 44%

60%

40%
51% 52% 45% 46% 48%

20%
0% 5% 6% 12% 9% 8%

Coastal/Lakes Historical site Wildlife Spiritual/Religious  National Average

Inadequate ' Somewhat adequate = Adequate

Figure36: Perception of tourists on adequacy of general information pertaining to the tdegshation

Base (N): Coastal/lake (12002), Historical (14777), Wildlife (8722), Spiritual/Religious (27949), National (63500)

Deep diving furtherits depicted that as compared to tourid@qual proportion of stakeholdersat the
national leve(42%) resonatedsimilarperceptionon adejuacy of informatiomvailable about tourist sites
online (on the internet) or offline (through information notice boards, brochures, banner$, etc
Comparison across categories of sites revealed higher proportion of stakehobderkidtorical sites
(44%) reported adequacy information as against coagtakessites(39%)

' f I NHSNJ LINPLRNIAZ2Y 2F adGlF{1SK2ftRSNER FTNRY gAfRf A"
counterparts from other sites.

Perception of the stakeholder on general information pertaining to the destination

100%
9% 11% 14% 12% 11%

80%
5000 52% 45% 45% 46% 47%

(]

40%
20% 39% 44% 41% 42% 42%

0%

Coastal/Lakes Historical site Wildlife Spiritual/Religious  National Average

Adequate Somewhat adequate ® Inadequate

Figure37: Perception otakeholders on adequacy of general information pertaining to the tourist destination
Base (N): Coastal/lake (213), Historical (216), Wildlife (121), Spiritual/Religious (424), National (973)
3.1.7 Perception of tourists ordirectional information available toaccess the tourist sites

Directional/information signages are crucial for accessing a tourist site because they help visitors navigate
their way to the destination. These signages provide visitors with essential information about the location,
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direction and distance of the tourist sit€his is especially important when the s#either ina remote

area orin adifficultterrainL & ¢+ a8 GKSNBF2NB AYLERNIFyYyd (G2 dzy RSNRGI

on theavailability and quality of théiredional information and/or sigrgesat the site.

A little more thanhalf (52%)of the tourists at national leve¢portedthat the directional information was
sufficiently available to guide the tourist to the sitile close to thredifth (58%)of the touristsat the
coastal sitesnentioned that the directional information wasailable highest compared to other sites,
48% mentioned the same about wildlife sites.

It is important to note thaslightly more thanwo-fifth (41%)of the tourists across all sites felt the need
F2NJ aFr RRAGAZ2Y I E &aA3yl3ISEa F2N oSG0 SNI 3 dzh RimafilQ S ¢
by the touriss of the wildlife sites (45%) followed by spiritual/religious sites (43%)isrudical (40%).

Perception of tourists on directional information available to access the tourist sites
100%

80%

60% 52%

48% 49%
34% 40% U 41%
40% e " 45% 43%
0,
20% 8% 5% 7% 8% 7%
C—== o =0 =C= —g
0%
Coastal/Lakes Historical site Wildlife Spiritual/Religious  National Average

Yes —=@=No ==@=Needs additional signages for better guidance

Figure38: Perception of tourists on proper and clear directional/information signages avadghaleling tourist
sites in the destination

Base (N): Coastal/lake (12002), Historical (14777), Wildlife (8722), Spiritual/Religious (27949), National (63500)
3.1.8 Scoring on Accessibilityf sites

Accessibility scores have been categorized into 3 groulgss than 0.33 (unsatisfactory), ii) between 0.33

208

and 0.66 (moderate), and iii) 0.66 and above (satisfactory). The accessibility scores showed that across

most of the thematic areas, destinations, and sites, while adequate public transport was avadlable an

priced reasonably with variations in scores at tourist site level, the major challenge that needs to be

addressed were traffic congestion at the tourist sites and improper management of tourist congestion.
According to the data collected through the paiy survey, the overall national accessibility score taking

the relevant indicators for all the destinations across the major thematic areas stood at 0.67.

“

FaSR 2y G2dNRAaGaQ NBalLkyaSas 2yte nwm: 2TtofiKS

an

tourist congestion. For traffic congestion, the percentage of sites attaining a satisfactory score was low at

15%.

Inadequate management of traffic and tourist congestions at the destinatvens the two major
challenges to accessibility at the t@tirdestinations. The overall national scoretfaffic congestion at
the destinationvaslow at 0.53. Management of tourist congestion in and around thew#@smarginally
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better with a score value of B5Theaccessibility score perfored better on the sub-indicatord &e of
availability ofpublictranspor€ near the site/market (0.88).

A high score of adequate availability of general information pertaining to the tourist destination through
online/ offline modes is a positive indicator tipabvides boost to the tourism sector (Score value: 0.69).
Looking at the accessibility scores acrosslifherent category of siteeveaédvariations across different
parameters of accessibilifReferTable9).

Table9: Accesmility score across category of site.

Category of Site Indicator Overall
Availability Pricing of Adequacy Traffic Tourist Availabilityof ~ satisfaction
of public cabs/taxis of congestion congestion information levelon
transport transport management through accessibility
facility facilities online/offline *
Raga N mode
Historical 0.89 0.69 0.75 ,' 0. 50 \ 0.57 0.68 0.74
Coastal/Lake 0.89 0.70 072 | 058 \‘ 0.60 0.71 0.65
Spiritual/Religious  0.87 0.67 0.73 :' 0.51 1 0.55 0.71 0.66
Wildlife O 81 0.61 068 1 0 58 ! 0.52 0.64 0.59
Marketplace 0.72 0.89 \ ! 0.65
————_—— 0.67
*LLGAATFIOGA2y &a0FtS8S 2F anGRcNA yYR RSKJI nidfoso wlmydicl cli Adal Fiil AGAIT2I NB(Z2 Nédvo n
Red Fort, Delhi (0.90) i *+  Chandavaram Buddhist site, Andhra Pradesh i
i (0.31)

Jagannath Temple, Odisha (0.89) i I
3 *  North Bay Island, Andaman & Nicobar Island
Amer Fort, Rajasthan (0.89) b h (0.32) i

Figure39: Satisfactory & Unsatisfactory performance based on accessibility score

The overall accessibility score of the historical places @a&the highest across all the thematic areas.

The ease of availability of public transport at the sites, the resultant reasonable pricing of cabs and taxis
operating, adequate facilities toanage traffic and tourist congestion in the area and availability of
information about the site through online and offline modes impdaye accessibility of thhistorical

places to the tourists. Marketplaces also eohkigh across all the thematic asewith a score value of

0.95 in terms of ease of availability of public transport. Pricing of caltaxasdasalso reasonable in the
marketplacewisited(Score value: 0.72). However, traffic congestion in the marketplac¥ lftodght

down the overdlaccessibility score of the marketplaces (0.@%fer Annex V)

Accessibility to wildlife areagasthe lowest with a score of 0.59 \svis other thematic areas. Difficulty

in access to public transport as measured by ease of availability and isitiigh rendeed the wildlife

less accessible to the tourists. Another factor contributing to inaccessibility of the witifitee lack of
availability of general information about the destinations and sites through online and offline mode. In
comparism to other thematic areas, wildlife destinations scbmoorly on availability of adequate
site/destination information (Score value: 0.64). Traffic congestion on the route to spiritual places (Score
value: 0.51) and improper facilities to manage tourstgestion (Score value: 0.55) reedlin spiritual

places performing not so well @aecessibility scoring (0.66). However, better availability of information
through online/ offline modewas reported acros®ligious /spiritual places (Score of 0.71).
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State wise analysis shedithat Delhiwasa high performein terms ofaccessibility to tourists based on

the perception of the surveyed sample. Sites such as Humayun Tomb, Qutub Minar, Red Fort and Chandni
Chowkhad more tharadequate public transport facilities (Score value ranges between 0.97 to 1). Pricing

of autos/cabswasalso reasonable, as evident from the score value of 0.89 told®&ever, nadequate
management of tourist congestion and traffic congestion at the wiges the significant issuefaced by

the touristsin these areasScore value on traffic congesticangel between 0.40 to 0.47. NortRastern

states such as Arunachal Pradesh, Nagaland and Sikkérat the bottomof the spectrunon accessibility

scores. The overall score of Arunachal Prases0.47, with Nagaland and Sikkim scoring marginally
better at 0.50 and.53,respectively. Lack of availability of public transport (0.002) and high pricing of cabs
and taxis (0.23) at Parashuram Kund in Arunachal Pradeslkedaésdtate attaining the lowest rank.

Historicalsites such as Amer Fdf®.89), Hawa Mahal and Jantar Mantar (both with a score of 0.87) in
Jaipur, Golghar (0.88) in Patna, Patwon Ki Haveli (0.85) in Jaisalmergmbrfelinon accessibility scoring.

On the contrary, certain spiritual sites sabl@w as tourists faakchallergeswith adequate availability of
information pertaining to the destination and pricing of cabs and vesie also highKalijai Temple in

Odisha (0.39), Kadile Papahareswara Temple (0.36) in Telangana, Dubdi Monastry (0.34) in Sikkim and
Chandavaram Butiist Site (0.31) in Andhra Pradesh such site{Refer Annex V)

Comparison acrosgrious categoriesf sites presented an interesting picture with close to-fiftin (75%)

of the historical sites performing satisfactoriygher than the national average (55%) and all other

categories of sites. Higher proportion of sites from wildlife (72%) and marketplace (60%) performed

moderately taking all accessibility parameters. Negligible proportion of sites across coastal (3%) and
Satisfaction scale for accessibility by type of site (%)

spiritual (1%) performed unsatisfactorily, depicting slightly encouraging picture.
100
28
80 40
60 75
40
72
60
20
25
0

Coastal/lLakes Historical site  Marketplace Wildlife Spiritual/Religioudlational Average

m Unsatisfactory mModerate m Satisfactory

Figure40: Satisfaction scale for accessibility at the site level

Base (I}t Coastal/lake (33 sites), Historical (40), Marketplace (10), Wildlifeg2B)aBReligious (74), National (182)
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3.1.9 Accessibility Summary of findings

Public Transport Facility

* Out of one-sixth tourist who reported
long waiting hours, slightly more than a
fourth (28%) mentioned unreasonable
pricing of cabs/taxis at the site.

* 107 sites did not have any “eco-friendly”
mode of transport

Quality of Road

* Less than a fourth of sites (24%) had

unpaved or cracked roads with potholes.

* Slightly more than two-fifth of tourist
across spiritual (42%) and historical
(40%) sites reported “auto” as the most
convenient mode of transport

Figure41: AccessibiliySummary of findings

Directional Signages

* Of 139 sites having directional signage,
only 67 had it in multiple language

* Around two-fifth (41%) of tourist felt the
need for additional signages for better
guidance to the site.
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3.2 Amenities

Tourign depends not only on the place but also the availabilitygobd facilities/ services /
infrastructurdamenities at the destination. Therefore, assessment dfasic amenities at various
destinations according to the tourists is essential for enhancing thiestinflow. Satisfied touristre a
great and free mechanism to spread publicity aboutdeist site'® Accordinglythe assessment focused
on capturingthe perception of the touristand the stakeholders regarding theailability and quality of
basicfacilities and services tourist sitesand their satisfactiotevelwith the samelike availability and
number of ticketing counters, availability of tourist information centvaline ticketing facility,
infrastructurd quality, seating facilitgtc.

3.2.1 Perception of touristson ticketing facilityamenity across the tourist sites

Majority of the wildlife and historical sites in India require an entry ticket from the tourists to access/visit
the site. It igo benoted that the funds collected from domestic as well as foreign tourists is used towards
the maintenance of the tourist site. Since, having a valid ticket in many tourist sites is a prerequisite for the
tourists, it is important for these sites to have a siigfictional ticketing amenitio ease the entry process.

The assessment therefore captured perception of tourists on ease of availability of tickets from the
ticketing counter.

The findings highlighted that a four(@5%)of tourists at the national level,formed that the tickets

O2dzy iSNR G GKS aAdS ¢4l a aaz2ySegKIl (sframRvdifezand S¢ & A |
historical sites reporting the same. While around tHitte of the touriss OA G SR & RSj dz O& ¢
counters, it is importanta highlight that close to a fifttl7%)of tourists at historical sites and ¥3across

gAft REATS aAiSa NBLR2NISR aAyl RSljdzZ 0g¢ 2F GAO1SG O2

Perception of tourists on the adequacy of ticket counters avaible at site

National Average 25% 15%

Wildlife 24% 13%

Historical site 25% 17%

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

Adequate m Somewhat adequate m Inadequate

Figure42: Perception of tourists on adequacy of ticketing couraseslable at the site
Base (N)Historical (14777), Wildlife (8772), National (23549)
3.2.2 Perception of tourists on the ease of availability of tickets from the ticketing counter

The findings highlighted that slightly more than a {@&®00)of tourists at thenational level, informed that
the ease of availability dicketsg | & & @ S anB thaAtBeg & not face any challenges in availing the

18 hitps://tourism.gov.in/sitesdefault/files/202604/Revised%20Infrastructural%20Gap%20Assessment.pdf
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same. While historical sites fair better than the national average (32%), wildlife is on the lower end of the
spectum with only 2460f tourists having positive perception.

0 H:? HeRE H: T3

~

Figured43: Perception of tourists on the ease of availability of tickets frontitketing counter
Base (N)Historical (14777), Wildlife (8772), National (23549)

As depicted in the figure below, more than tifth (46%)of the tourists at an aggregate level, felt the

SrasS 2F GAO1SG | @F At oAt A iods bdhisforicak (84%FandivBldlife sitds o 3 2 2
(47%). Howeven smaller proportion of tourisfrom historical sites did not have a positive perception as
around 13NB LI2 NI SR adzyal GA&TFEFOli2NRéSY af AIKGE & %A ITKSNI (

Perception of tourists on the satisfaction level with ease of availability of tickets from the
ticketing counter

Netional Average 115 1156 o
Wildlife 9% 17% 47% 3%
Historical site 13% 8% 44% 3%

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

Unsatisfactory = Satisactory = Good mVery Good mExcellent

Figured4: Perception of tourists on the satisfaction level with ease of availability of tickets from the ticketing counter
Base (N)Historical (14777), Wildlife (8772), National (23549)

This however creates room fopscalingand upgradinghe ticketing system as majority tourists informed
that they faced difficulty in availing the same, these include, but are not limited to:

Low proportion of ticketing Unavailability bonline/virtual
L . Long Queues . .
countersvis-a-vis tourist footfall purchasingpptions

Whilespiritual sitesRA Ry 20 KI @S Sy iNE FSS3 o0dzi GKSNB | NB L
GAYAY3E
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3.2.3 Perception of the tourists and stakeholders over the promptness of the information center
toward query

Informationcentersprovide a centrétedlocation where visitors can gafl the information and detailsf

the sitesuch asts layout, maimattractions, and facilitieslhis helg visitors to plan their visit, prioritize
what they want to see, and make the most of their time. The assessmemfdte captured the
perception of tourists towards the quality of services provided by the information centers across sites.

As evident from the figure below, less than #ifth (37%)of the tourists at an aggregate level as well as

across historical #30) and wildlife sites (39%mentioned the promptnessand helpfulnessof the
informationcentertowards queies and requests for informatignl & & lj dzA O1 ¢ ® 5SSLI RA GAy
performance of the information centerd, is worth highlighing that 274 of the touriss reported

Gdzy I GFAfFoAtAGE 2F GKS (2dzNAAlG Ay TFaQd SR 20 08y GEM
indicating towards a scope for the betterment of the service quality to enhance the overall experience for

the touriss, especially foreign tourists.

/ 2y OGN NBE (G2 GKS (G2dz2NAaidQa LISNOSLIIA2YS O2yaiARSNI o
f S@St OAGSR GKIG GKS AYyF2NXNIGA2Yy OSYGSNI gl & alj dzA ¢
higher endof the spectrum (78%) in comparison to historical sites (52%). None of the stakeholders across

020K OF(GS3I2NASa 2F aAiSa NBL®ANILSR adzyl @F At oAf AGER

Perception of the tourists and stakeholders over the promptness of the information center

towards query

National Average 37% 27% 9%
2
5 wildlife 39% 25% 12%
|_

Historical 34% 29% 7%

©  National Average 65% 31% 4%
S
o . .
S Wildlife 78% 22%
[
@ Historical 52% 40% 8%

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

Quickly Time taking  Not at all quick m No information center

Figured5: Perception of the tourists arsfakeholders over the promptness of the information center towardsyquer
Tourist Base (NMistorical (14777), Wildlife (8772), National (23549); Stakeholder Babts(hiical 78), Wildlife 89), National {17)

Diving furtherinto the perception ofhe touristsby the type otheir nationality, regarding the promptness

of information centeracross the historical and wildlife sitefepicted that more than twedfifth of the
F2NBAIY (2dzNRAald onw:0 NBLRZ NI SR higusfHadibmestittonirlsts A G & 2 T
(28%). Close to a tenth of both foreign (8%) @mmestic(9%) tourist cited that information centers were

ay2aG a4 Fff 1jdzAO1£é Ay NBa&LRYRAY Iforéigh (BoKaBdloindgicNE = ¢ K
(26%)tourissYSY 1 A2 Yy SR | A Y H¥ D

55



Assessment of Tourist Destinations in Areas of Infrastructure and Clegnliness
Key Findings

Tablel0:Perception of tourists by type of tourist nationality over the promptness of the information center
towards query

Perception of tourist byype of ii 2 dzNdatioiial®&over the promptnessf the information cente

towards query

Foreign touriss Domestidourists
% N % N
No information center 42% 500 28% 6169
Not at all quick 8% 94 9% 2037
Quickly 27% 322 37% 8166
Time taking 23% 285 26% 5976
Grand Total 100% 1201 100% 22348

3.2.4 Perception of the tourists and the stakeholders towards the services of the tourist information
center

At most sites, information centers are staffed with knowledgeable and friendly personnel to answer
visitors' questionsaid, and help to resolve any i€sior problems that may arise. This can enhance the
visitor's experience and ensure that they have a positive impression of the site and its management. The
assessment therefore captured the perception of the tourists oveaguladty of servicesf the iformation

center towards query.

The findings suggest that information centers were mostly available at wildlife and historical sites. It is
however noteworthy that onlg0%of the tourissat the national level as well aite level(historical 32%,
wildlife 26%)jnformed that the services provided by the information centers werde @fSyoul quality,
whereashalf of the touriss (51%)statedA & G2 6S G3I22RE @

Perception of tourists towards the services of the tourist information center
2% 2% 2%

T T T
60% 50% _— 51%
40%
20% 32% 26% 30%
0% 5% 4% 4%
Historical site Wildlife National Average

Excellent © Very Good " Good m Satisfactory m Unsatisfactory

Figured6: Perception of the tourists towards the services ofttheist information center

Base (N)Historical (10273), Wildlife (6607), National (16800)

1'd O2YLI NBR (G2 GKS G2 dz2NR &G QA1%WaSidRBI®Idaisatay overadl evela K ( &
NBLZ2NISR (KS &ASNWAOSa 2F (GKS AYyF2NXNIGA2Y OSyd SNJ
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historical sites (7%). Ottieird (33%2 ¥ &Gl {1 SK2ft RSNA G Fy FF33aINBILGS €S
J22RED

Perception of stakeholders towards the services of the tourist information center

100% 16 170 3X 2% 29
80%
29%
60% 46% 479 47% 40%
40%
48%
33%
20% 29% 3206 32%
0% 10% 7% 1% 5% 11%
Coastal/Lakes Historical site Wildlife Spiritual/Religious National Average

Excellent = Very Good " Good m Satisfactory m Unsatisfactory

Figure47: Perception of the stakeholders towards the services of the tourist information center

Base (N): Coastal/lake7®), Historical317), Wildlife 166), Spiritual/Religiou$%2), National {310

3.2.5 Perception of the touristsand stakeholderdowards theaccommodation amenitiearound
tourist destination and sites

Accommodation here meanseveral typesof facilities designed to meet the specific needs and
requirements ofravellerswith their compleéness that can be used by the tourists to take rest comfortabl
and to stay overnight while visiting a destiaatilf touristscan have better experience of services and
surroundings they wiltarry favourableperceptions about the location, the local pb®, the hotel, the
restaurantsand the site

| 26 SOSNE LINAOAY3I Aada 2yS 2F (GKS LINAYINEB FFOU2NARIZ |
decision to visiandlodge at a tourist destination. The assessment captured perception of the tourists and
stakeholderdowards the pricing of hotels/accommodation within the destination

Overall slightlymore than twefifth (44%)of the tourissreported that the accommaation/ hotels within

a proximity oftwo kilometresfrom the site was reasonably pricggompared to the other sites, lower
proportion of touriss from the wildlife site (29%) and historical sites (33%agreed that
accommodations/hotels were reanably pried. More than half(54%)of tourists acrosspiritual and
coastal/lakessites reportedd NB | & 2 y | ,cconSideraBlyIhighBréthan the overall aggregdteis
however imperative to highlight thathile less than a tent{8%)of the tourissat anoverall level reported
accommodation prices asinNEB | & 2 yitisgpfogition was considerably higher among tosifistm
wildlife (18%).
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Perception of the tourists towards the pricing of hotels/accommodation within the
destination
100% - -
(1)
80%
42% 39%
48%
60% 63%
53%
40%
54% 54% 24%
0, (1]
20% 33% po%%
0%
Coastal/Lake Historical site Spiritual/Religious Wildlife National Average

Reasonable = Somewhat Reasonable m Not Reasonable

Figure48: Perception of the tourists towards the reasonable pricing of hotels/accontimodethin the destination

Base (N): Coastal/lake (12002), Historical (14777), Wildlife (8722), Spiritual/Religious (27949), National (63500)
As compared tdil KS (G2 dzZNR &34 Q LIS ND Sesdingteditifal coastalMies3eb) arid S K 2 f R S
spiritual/religious sites (34%) across tiegtions have comparatively more reasonable accommodation
amenities as against wildlif2%%) and historical site81%) which could be attributed to the high cost of
maintenance for these siteAtanaggregatdevel, howeverglose to thredfifth (56%)of the stakeholders

informed that the accommodation amenitiesere WomewhatNB | a2y | 6t & in tIMBIOSRQ ¢
destinations.

Perception of the stakeholders towards the pricing of hotels/accommodation within the destinatic

100% L e
'

80%
56%
0,
60% 2 57% S7% 59%
40%
0, 0,
20% 35% - 34% 0% a1%
0%
Coastal/Lakes Historical site Spiritual/Religious Wildlife National Average

Reasonable = Somewhat Reasonable m Not reasonable

Figure49: Perception of stakeholders towards the pricing of hotels/accommodation withde#imation

Base (N): Coastal/lake (270), Historical (332), Wildlife (200), Spiritual/Religious (582), National (1384)

Apart from pricing, the overall quality of stay and the services provided by the hotels/accommodation
providersalso determine the expennce of touristsThe assessmetiiroughtforth that less than a fifth
(19%)of the tourists at an aggregate lewagreed that the serviced offered by the hotel/accommodation
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were osatisfactorg @round 36 of the tourists across spiritual/religious and Vifiéd sites reported
Gdzyal GAATFFOG2NEE ljdzt t Ae 2F aASNBAOSa o0& (KS K2(GSt

Perception of the tourists towards the overall quality of the services offered by the

hotel/accommodation
National Average2% 21% 52% %
Coastal/Lakes 4% 32% 52% 1%
Historical site 1% 21% 54% 1%
Wildlife 1% 13% 42% 29% 3% 12%
Spiritual/Religiousl%  18% 59%

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

Excellent © Very good ' Good m Satisfactory mUnsatisfactory mNot applicable

Figureb0: Perception of tourists towards the overall quality of the services offered by the hotel/accommodation

Base (N): Coastal/lake (1), Historical (14777), Wildlife (8722), Spiritual/Religious (27949), National (63500)

3.2.6 Perception of the touriston the infrastructuralamenitieswithin the tourist site

Wellmairtained infrastructure amenities make it easier and more convenient for visitors to navigate and
enjoy the tourist siteGood seating arrangements and amenities ensure that visitors are comfortable
during their visitAdequate seating arrangements and amenigigsure that the tourist site is accessible

to visitors with disabilities or mobility issues. This can include ramps, accessible seating, dadildibsr

like drinking water, toilet, baby care room etc

The assessment focused on capigiperception of touristdowards the available seating arrangements
and facility within a tourist sit€lose to twefifth (35%)of the tourists at the national level informed that
seating facility available within the tourist site$ & & @S NE  DPapldqdacyantl mairiedarice
As evident from the figure below, a larger proportion of toafisim coastal/lake(38%) resonated the
same perception, followed byistorical(33%)
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Perception of the tourists towards the seating facility at the site available at site

S0% 44%
()
0
26% 20% 42%

33%
30%

20% 15%
12%
0,
10% 8% % 7% 6% 7% %

[ -
0% | -

Coastal/Lakes Historical site National Average

Excellent = Very good mGood = Satisfactory m Unsatisfactory

Figurebl: Perception of the tourist®wards the general seating facility at the site

Base (N): Coastal/lake (12002), Historical (14777), National (26779)

As compared to the tourista slightly higher proportion of stakeholders at an aggregate level (40%),
reported that the seating facility @+ At F 6t S G GKS aArAdS 61 a aOSNE
highest (43%) vis a vis historical (37%). Slightly less than g#&6)thf stakeholders from coastédkes
reportedunsatisfactory seating facility.

Perception of the stakeholders towards the seating facility at the site available at site

50%
43%
0,
40% 379 38% 0%
32%

30%
24%

20% 15%

10% 11% 13% 12% 11%

0, 7%
10% 4%

1%
0% . o N

Coastal/Lakes Historical site National Average

Excellent = Very good mGood = Satisfactory mUnsatisfactory

Figure52: Perception of the stakeholders towards the general seating facility at the site

Base (N): Coastal/lake (236), Historical (339), National (575)

3.2.7 Perception of the tourists toward®ther site-specific facilities; Wildlife and Coastal Sites

While many facilities acrofs2 dzNdessinatirfand sites are common, the assessment focusedpturiog
perceptions related taite-specific facilities as well. This was done to holistically captigge characteristics,
attractions, and visit@ @eeds that must beonsidered for different type of sites.
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ME22NRG& 2F GKS 6Af Rf A RbthedokristSto dnifande tfideipérien2eTadiSaéd W o A f
a major source of income for many who depend on tourism around wildlife Shesassessment brought
forth that out of the total tourists surveyed, only eftarth (24%) informed that the quality of safari
SELISNASYOS 2FFSNBR 461 a a@SNE 322 Rér@portegttie sdme. LIHsE A £ | N
to 8%of the tourstsNB L2 NBSSIR SySiEE F2NJ GKS ljdzh t Ade 2F al FF NAO A

Perception of the tourists and the stakeholders towards the quality of safari(s)
offered

60%

50%

40%

30% 24% 25%

20% 140 8%

10% 8% 6% I I 2% 19
0% L

Excellent Very Good Good Satisfactory Unsatisfactory

Tourist m Stakeholders

Figure53: Perception of the tourists and stakeholders towards the quality of safari(s) offered

Base (N): Tourist (8772), Stakeholder (138)

Similarly,the assessment also inquired about touriatsl & (i | | S KefcaptDMNBn&her adventure
activity (such ashird watching,camping, nature walk, quad biking, and trekking)services offered at the
wildlife sites.It was found thatonly 13%tourists and26% stakeholdersreported that other adventure
activities offered at the wildlife sites wereBid SNE 3I22RQ ljdzZt f A&

Majority of tourists andstakeholders indicated that the activities were good and that there is scope for
improvement.

13%

Tourists informed that other adventure
activities were ‘very good’

26%

Stakeholders informed that other
adventure activities were ‘very good’

.llllllllllllllllllll.

While the wildlife sites offer unique services such as safari and other adventure activities, coastal sites, which
have beaches for the tourists to experience, offer facilities of changing rooms. The assessment informed that
onlyone-third tourist (35%; otof a sample of 1202)F 2 dzy R G KS ljdz- ft Ade 2F OKLF y3IA
while a majority stated otherwise.
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3.2.8 Scoring on Amenities

FASR 2y NEGepEnythDyeialBnatiorlal scores famenities for thesurveyedourist sites
stood at0.62. Moderate scoréscan be observed for all the indicatéfrased in computing amenities
scores. Condition of infrastructure maintenameasperceived to be of better quality 88) in comparison
to services of tourist farmation centerg0.53), quality of services offered by hotels/accommodation in the
destination (0.50) and availability of general seating capacity at the tourist site (0.57).

Historical sites with overall amenities score of 0.66 (Thbjefared better in terms of conditin of
infrastructure (0.65)seatingfacility (0.57) and quality of services provided by tourist information center
(0.55). Wildlifeareas, with an overall low amenity score of On&8ethe worst performers.

Tablell: Amenitiessmre across category of site.

Category of site Indicator Overall satisfaction
Tourist Information Hotels/acco Condition of Seating level on aenities*
centre mmodgtlons infrastructure facility

Historical 0.55 /! 0. 50\ 0.65 0.57 0.66

Coastal/Lake 0.58 ! 0.57 \‘ 0.50 0.57 0.60

Spiritual/Religious 0.49 I' 0.50 ! 0.61 - 0.62

Wildlife 0.53 1 044 | - - 0.53

Marketplace \ ! 0.62 0.79
——_—— 0.62
*LLGAATFI OQGAz2y alOFtsS 27 anOIQan}\ VYR ROSKII nlidfoso  welmydiicl cli A&al Fiil AGAIT2I NB(Z2 Nidvo n

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Satisfactory performance : :
Qutub Minar, Delhi (0.86) I *  Dubdi Monastery, Sikkim (0.22)

Gadisar lake, Rajasthan (0.83) i i

Swaminarayan Temple, Gujarat (0.81)

Figureb4: Satisfactory & unsatisfactory based on amenities score

Acrossstates, Delhi o with amenities score of 0.85 followed by Punjab (0.74) and Odisha (0.72) whereas,
Sikkim attained the lowest score (0.40). Quality of services provided by the tourist information center and
hotels and other accommodation facilitiere the key issuegacedby respondents at Dubdi Monastery in
Sikkim. Services provided toyrist information centers ansuperior qualityof accommodation is crucial

for the tourists. West Bengal (0.42), Arunachal Pradesh and Nagaland, both with an amenity score of 0.45
wereother two lagging states aamenity scores. Ghum monastemDarjeelingWest Bengal scored a low

value of 0.03 on quality of services provided by the tourist information céReéer Annex V)

Besides Dubdi Monastery (0.21) at Pellingikkim sites suk as, Chandavaram Buddhist Site (0.22),
Srisailam Wildlife Sanctuary (0.28), Kanchenjunga National Park (0.34) attained low amenity scores. Quality
of services provided by hotels and accommodation facilities at Chandavaram Buddhist Site and Srisailam
Wildiife Sanctuary needs to be improved. It is worth mentioning that Chandni Chowk with the highest
overall amenity score of 0.99 has abve average or scores almost close to 1 on availability of restaurants or

9 For consistency, all the questions have been scored on the scale of 0 to 1.
20Check Section on Methodology for the list of indicators used.
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seating joints in the proximity-gayment facilitis at shops and eating joints, presence of ATM facility,
hospitals in the periphery of Rlometres of the market and designated parking facility for visit@Refer
Annex V)

On categorization of amenity scoréislarge number of sites, services providadtourist information
centers is a concern. For®of the sites surveyed, the score on quality of services provided by the tourist
centerswasunsatisfactorst. Satisfactory quality of services provided by hotels or accommodation facility
was, yet anothe challenge faced at tourist sites. Onfb &f the sites hd a satisfactoryscore value on
quality of serviceprovidedby hotels and other accommodation facilities.

Comparison acrosgarious categorie®f sites presented an interesting picture with majority of the
marketplace sites (90%s¢rformingsatisfactorily, considerably higher than the national average (45%) and
all other categories of sites. Higher proportion of sifeg8%)from wildlife and spitual sites §1%)
performed moderately taking all amenities parametefgsound 4%of wildlife sites performed
unsatisfactorily

Satisfaction scale for amenities by type of site (%)

100
8 39 45
57
6

0
0
40 76
61 54 53
20 43
10
0 g —r— —p—

Coastal/Lakes Historical site  Marketplace Wildlife Spiritual/Religioudational Average

m Unsatisfactory © Moderate m Satisfactory

Figureb5: Satisfaction scale for Amenities at the site level
Base (N): Coastal/lak&3 site$, Historical 40), Marketplacg10), Wildlife 25), Spiritual/Religioug4), National {82)

3.2.9 Amenities Summary of findings

Information about site

Slightly more than two-fifth of foreign
tourist (42%) reported unavailability
of information center at the site.

Of those who reported inadequate

ticketing counters at the site, 75%
reported unsatisfactory experience in
getting ticket.

21 ess than 0.33

Infrastructure

Less than a third of sites (32%) have
disabled friendly facilities available.

Of those who said unreasonable
pricing, 16% reported unsatisfactory

quality of services by
hotels/accommodations.

Drinking water & toilet
* More than four-fifth of sites (82%) had
drinking water facility.

* Of applicable sites, only 10 sites had
baby care facility.

* Out of 159 sites which had toilet, only 44
had disable friendly toilets

63



Assessment of Tourist Destinations in Areas of Infrastructure and Clegnliness
Key Findings

3.3 Hygiene

Health and hygienkavebeen one of theornerstonef the tourism industrysanitation and cleanliness

is what the tourist expect, and the service providers must deliver. It crosses the entire operational
spectrum of any hotel, guesthousecess to improved sanitation, clean drinkiager, general cleanliness

of the site seweraye,and disposal systepic. The maintenance of the sardepends not only on staff but

2y UKS GAaAldz2NBE | yGorehiasEetvée@hedth dnd toubsin ieuirds the exiStdnde
of a high level of hygienic and sanitary conditions, medical as well as good quality of drinking water.

If this level quality is not satisfied, health of tourists is at risk (Slawggs et al. 2007).

Thissection focuses oalaborating the assessment findings about general cleanlfidle tourist sites
guality sanitation facilities (toiletgindlevel of hygiene in and around thateriegrestaurants. In addition
to this, the section also talks about therception of the stakeholders regarding tigality and impact of
the training programsffered to them for upkeeping the tourist sites.

3.3.1 Perception of the touristsand stakeholderstowards the general cleanliness and around the

site
Tourists areften drawn to attractive and wethaintained areas. A dirty and unkempt environment can
be detrimental tovisitors, leading to a negative perception of the site and discouraging future visits.
Tourism can bring significant economic benefits to local communities. However, if tourist sites are dirty
and neglected, it can have a negative impact oridbal economyas less tourists will frequent this site
Cleanliness and hygiene help to create a positive image of the site, attracting more visitors and boosting
the local economy.

The assessment focused on undersiagdi 2 dzNX & (0 & Q | ypBreep#oi ltovds gehieRaS NE& Q
cleanliness of the site/marketust ovehalf (51%)of the tourists at the national levetported that the
ISYySNIf OftSlIytAaySaa 2F (GKS aArAdsS ¢l a dzJ G2 GKS YI N
historical (9%)and marketplace£58%)with close to thredifth of the tourist reporting in affirmative,

higher than the overall aggregate. While coastal/lake (50%) and spiritual sites &8eytoamed evenly

as compared to the national level, wildlife sie=re low at (38%), creating room for better monitoring

and vigilance ahe cleanliness drive.

Perception of the tourists towards the general cleanliness of the site/market

100% 2 3% ) 1X 1%
8% | 304 | 270 | 400 | [ 504 |
0,
80% a2 25% 26% 28% 31%
0 44%
60%
40% . 58% 59% 50% 510
49% 38%
20%
0% 8% 9% 11% 13% 17% 12%
Spiritual/Religious  Wildlife Marketplace  Historical site  Coastal/Lakes National Average

Excellent © Very good ' Good m Satisfactory m Unsatisfactory

Figure56: Perception of the tourists towards the general cleanliness of the site/market

Base (N): Coastal/lake (12002), Historical (14777), Marketplace (3713), Wildlife (8722), Spiritual/Religioud4#2304P)67213)
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Similar to thell 2 dzZNRA & 1 Q&4 LISNOSLIiA2y > &Gl 1SK2f RSNR& LISNDS L
lowest for wildlife sitess A 1 K 2y f & Hp: NXhdzhigdiest yoa makeifdeb(46%) 228dR ¢
coastal/lakes (41%lose to on¢hird (36%)stakeholders from historical and spiritual (35%) sépsrted

GKFG GKS ISy SNIt Of S| y tclsefthéoveralf aggrég&e (Brdo)i S 61 a a @SN

Perception of the stakeholders towards the general cleanliness of the site/market

100% 1% 2% e 2% 1% 1%
80% e
28% 37% 38%
60% 43% °
53%
40% 3
0
20% 35%
° . 25%
15% 15% 22% 8% 13%
0% 4% 0
Coastal/Lakes  Historical site Marketplace Wildlife Spiritual/ReligiousNational Average

Excellent = Very good i Good m Satisfactory m Unsatisfactory

Figureb57: Perception of the stakeholdei@wvards the general cleanliness of the site/market

Base (N): Coastal/lak&d34), Historical 377), Marketplacel34), Wildlife(210), Spiritual/ReligiougQ7), National {762

In addition to the overall cleanlinesgellF-maintained and functional sanitation facilitiay a critical role

If there are no adequate toilet facilities, tourists may face discomfort and inconvenience, which could
negatively impact their overall exjemce.Moreover, properly maintained toilets help prevent the spread

of diseases and infections among tourists and locals. The assesaptmedtouristperception on
cleanliness of the toilets at the tourist sites.

Slightly less than twfifth (38%)of thetouristsstatedthat toilets wererelativelyclean at the marketplaces
followed by thirtythree percent (33%) from historical sites. At the natidexa!, only29%informed that
the toilets were clean and watlaintained for tourists use. It can be noted tlests than a tenth dburists,
at national level as well as site lewaed cleanliness of théiletsasa dzy & I X indichtiOgiad &ida
of improvement.
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Perception of the tourists towards the cleanliness of the toilet at the site

Key Findigs
100% 5%
6% 70
) 7%
80% 12%
45%
40%
0,
20% 28% 33%
4% 8%

0%
Coastal/Lakes  Historical site

Excellent  Very Good

3%
7%

36%

38%

12%

Marketplace

49%

22%

4%
Wildlife

5%
9%

11%

46%

25%

4%

5%
6%
10%

44%

29%

6%

Spiritual/ReligiousNational Average

Good m Satisfactory m Unsatisfactory m Not used the facility

Figureb8: Perception of the tourists towards the cleanliness of the toilets at the site

Base (N): Coastal/lake (12002), Historical (14777), Marketplace (3713), WildlifeSBifRayl/Religious (27949), National (67213)

Deep diving further into gendevise perception, did not reveal any contrasting variations. Slightly more
than twoHfifth (44%)of the femaleand male (45%) tourists reported that cleanliness of the salethe

AaAGS 41 a oERR RE2 WNOAXGS N G SR
female touriss reported not having used the toilet facility at the site.

i K S ArQubdSBhof theyafe@nd (2 0 ¢

Tablel2:Perception of tourists by gender towardsanliness of the toilet at the site

Perception of tourigtby gendertowards cleanliness of the toilet at the site

%

Excellent 5%
Good 44%
Very Good 27%
Satisfactory 11%
Unsatisfactory 8%
Not used the facility 5%
Grand Total 100%

Female

N
1071
9305
5587
2359
1696

969

20987

%
5%
45%
28%
9%
8%
5%

100%

Male

N
2389
20977
13147
4385
3154
2148
46200

3.3.2 Perception of the touriss towards the overall hygiene and cleanliness maintained at

restaurants

Tourists often expect high standards of cleanliness in restaurants. A clean and hygienic environment can
lead to a more positive dining experience, which can increase customer Satiséatd lead to repeat
business.maintaining cleanliness in restaurants around tourist sites is crucial for promoting health,
reputation, regulatory compliance, customer satisfaction, and economic benéf@édmaintained
restaurants can attract more tosts to an area, which can lead to increased revenue for local businesses
and communitiesConsideringthis, the assessment looked at toudisR
towards the overall hygiene and cleanliness maintained in and around the ressaurant

Iy R

A0F1S5K2t RSNE
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A comparatively higher number of tourist®¥d informed that cleanliness of restaurants at coastal sites

I NBE & @S NE 3A@takRhIders imfrinédSabout the same. OBiof tourists and stakeholders

(4%) informed thadverall hygiene and cleanliness of thetaurants at the wildlife sitasere6S E OSt t Sy (i é
Slightly more than a tentf12%)of tourists at nationaleveland across sites informed the cleanliness in
therestalzNI yida OlFy 0SS FdzaNIKSNI AYLINRPOSR |a .0KS Od2NNBy i

Perception of the tourists towards the overall hygiene and cleanliness maintained at
restaurants within the site

National Average 7% 37% 43% [ 12% I
Coastal/Lakes 7% 39% 38% [ 14% AW
Historical site ~ 10% 40% 41% [ 8% [N

Wildlife 5% 32% 48% [ 14% b4

Spiritual/Religious 4% 37% 46% | 11% 2%

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

Excellent © Very good ' Good ® Satisfactory m Unsatisfactory

Figure59: Perception of the tourists towards the overall hygiene and cleanliness maintained at restaurants within
site

Base (N): Coastal/lak12002), Historical (14777), Wildlife (8722), Spiritual/Religious (27949), National (63500)

Perception of the stakeholders towards the overall hygiene and cleanliness maintained
at restaurants within the site

National Average  10% 34% 39%
CoastallLakes  14% 37% 37%
Historical site 6% 37% 43%

Wildlife 4% 24% 47%

Spiritual/Religious 17% 38% 28%

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

Excellent © Very good ' Good m Satisfactory m Unsatisfactory

Figure60: Perception of the stakeholders towards the overall hygiene and cleanliness maintained at restaurants
within site

Base(N): Coastal/lake (12002), Historical (14777), Wildlife (8722), Spiritual/Religious (27949), National (63500)

LYy FRRAGAZY G2 GKAAXY (GKS FaasSaayvySyd faz2 OF LI dzNB
hygiene and cleanliness maintained at w@gsestaurantsThe findings indicated tharound a tenth

(12%)of tourists found thecleanliness ofvaysiderestaurantso bed & I (i A dahd ndaintaimeB. At the
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national levelless than twefifth (38%)touristsand stakeholders informed thatttS | yf Ay Saa o1 &

3 2 2 Ribund of the touriss and 3% stakeholders at the spiritual/religious sites perceived the

Ot Syt AySaa G2 0SS adzyal GAaTlIOl2NEE D

Further comparison across the sites highlights that more thasitthioof the tourists at the coaat/lakes

YR KAAG2NAROIt aAradSa onw: SIFEOKOX FStd GKS OfShHyfa
(32%). While half of the stakeholders across coastal/lakes resonated the same perception, this proportion
was low amongst stakeholddrem historical sites (32%).

Perception of the tourists towards the overall hygiene and cleanliness maintained at

wayside restaurants/eating joints
1% 1%

100% v 2 2%
- I -
80%
0,
37% 34% . 38%
60% 43% i
40%
42% 2 0
0% 32% 38% 38%
0
oot 11% 13% 10% 6% 10%
0
Coastal/Lakes Historical site Wildlife Spiritual/Religious  National Average

Excellent © Very good " Good m Satisfactory m Unsatisfactory

Figure 61. Perception of the tourists towards the overall hygiene and cleanliness maintained at wayside
restaurants/eating joints

Base (N): Coastal/lake (12002), Historical (14777), W{RII®R), Spiritual/Religious (27949), National (63500)

Perception of the stakeholders towards the overall hygiene and cleanliness maintained
at wayside restaurants/eating joints
1% 1% 1% 304 1%

100%
i

80% 36%
0 42% 40%
60% 36% 47% ’ ’

40% S
° 32% 38% 38%

20% 32%
0% 8% 16% 3% 8% 9%
Coastal/Lakes Historical site Wildlife Spiritual/Religious National Average

Excellent = Very good " Good m Satisfactory m Unsatisfactory

Figure62: Perception of the stakeholders towards the overall hygiene and cleanliness maintained at wayside
restaurants/eating joints

Base (N): Coastal/lake (199), Histori8aR), Wildlife (147), Spiritual/Religious (521), National (1176)
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3.3.3 Perception of the stakeholders towards the impact of the awareness activities conducted at
the sitefor tourists

For tourism to thrive, achieving hygiene and sanitation for all is vitalinthides efficient use of water,
wastewater management and pollution control along with appropriate safety measures. Inconsistent
sanitation standards at tourist places have a negative impact on both, tourism, and the local community.
As a result, it isssential to develop infrastructure and effective systems for monitoring to make sure that
hygiene and sanitation standards are maintained across the value hagmabling environment for
sanitation and an active campaign to promote cleanliness aneneyat tourist destinations is a welcome

step in the right directio® Towards achieving the desired level of sanitation and hygiene, various
awareness generation activities d@ingconducted by the site officials and tourism departménbugh
banners, hoardings, street plays, information boards, role play etc.

The studytried to assess the perception of the stakeholders towards the impact these awareness activities
have had on théehaviouralattributes of the tourist in maintaining he cleanliness at the site and
destination. It is quite encouraging to note that more than tHiftlke (66%)of the stakeholders at an
aggregate level perceigi¢hat the awareness activities have had a positive impact on the tourists towards
more responsile behaviour This proportion was highest amongst stakeholders from wildlife sites (75%)
vis a vis coastal/lake (57%).

Perception of the stakeholders towards the impact of the awareness activities
conducted at the site for tourists

100%

60%
40%
20%

0%
National Average Coastal/Lakes Historical site Wildlife
Yes% mNo%

Figure63: Perception of the stakeholders towards the impact of the awareness activities condt
the ste for tourists

Base (N): Coastal/lake (393), Historical (581), Wildlife (282), National (1256)

3.3.4 Perception of the stakeholders towards the responsibility of the visitors to keep the
site/market clean

It is especially importanfor visitors to be responsible for maintaining cleanliness at tourist &ites.

example, isitors can causeonsiderable damage the environment if they do not dispose of their waste

properly. Moreover, visitors have a responsibility to respect thall@ommunity by keeping their
surroundings clean and tidy. Littering or causing damage to property can harm the local community's way

of life and creat@ negative impressioithe assessment, therefore, captured stakehéd@r LJS N@nLJS Ol A @
0 KS @ espnsitdlity o Reepg\the site clean.

22 https://lwww.ircwash.org/sites/default/files/insights 6 sanitation and tourism goa feb 2018 ver 2.0.pdf
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Only a third33%)of stakeholders at the national level belientbat responsibility of the touristewards
1SSLAYy3I I aArAidsS OtSrky KIFa 0SSy Ga@OSNE 3dreppriedtte g KAT S
sane. Slightly more than twbfth of the stakeholders from coastal/lakes (45%) and marketplaces (45%)

sites informed that touristsvere responsible for keeping the site clean. Less than a(fifiPo)of the
stakeholders at the national level perceive respimlity of tourissti 2 6S 2dza G dal GAa¥FIl OG2
was highest among wildlife (21%).

Perception of the stakeholders towards the responsibility of the visitors to keep tt

site/market clean

National Average 6% 33% A% 15% e

Coastal/Lakes 6% 45% 33% 15%
Historical site = 6% 27% 51% 14% 2%
Marketplace 12% 45% 1%
Wwildlife 2% 20% 2%
Spiritual/Religious 6% 29% 2%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Excellent = Very good mGood m Satisfactory m Unsatisfactory

Figure64: Perception of the stakeholders towards the responsibility of the visitors to keep the site/market clean

Base (N)Coastal/lake (319), Historical (482), Marketplace (116), Wildlife (245), Spiritual/Religious (754), National (1916)

3.3.5 Scoring on Hygiene

The national overall score for hygiene acrlkthesites surveyed isalculatedas 0.61. Nearly uniform
score varyig between (b9to 0.63wasobserved for all the indicators pertaining to cleanliness of facilities
at the sites surveyed.

Analysis across thematic argastrayedthat wildlife areas scotowestacrossall the hygiene indicators
(0.57).The overall hyigne score ohistoricalsiteswashighest at 0.66, followed by marketplaces (0.63),
coastalareas (0.61) angpiritualareas (0.59). Marketplacegrformed betteron general cleanliness (0.67)
and washroom cleanliness (0.66). For hygiene and cleanlirsstimed at the restaurants and eating
joints available inside the site and wayside restaurawiastal areas with the score of 0.65 and 0.64
respectively sae well above the other thematic areas.

Tablel3: Hygiene scoracross category of site.

Category of Site Indicator Overall
General Restaurants/ Wayside Washrooms satisfaction level
cleanliness eating joints restaurants/eating joints - on hygiene*

Historical 0.65 0.64 0.63 y 0.63% 0.66

Coastal/Lake 0.65 0.65 0.64 ;] 059 \ 0.61

Spiritual/Religious 0.60 0.63 0.58 I' 058 1 0.59

Wildlife 0.58 0.57 0.57 ! 055 | 0.57

Marketplace 0.67 v 066 ) 0.63
—_——— 0.61
*LEagAaTEOGA2y a0l tS 27F anGigcN yY2 ROSII nidfoso selmydsicl cli A3d Fil ACKIT2I NGBi{z2 NBdbo n
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Satisfactory performance Unsatisfactory performance

* Hawa mahal, Rajasthan (0.80) ! None below 0.33

*  Radhanagar beach, Andaman & E
Nicobar (0.81) ]

¢ Mahabodhi temple, Bihar (0.79) '

Figure65: satisfactory and unsatisfactory performance based on Hygiene score

The top five performing States on cleanliness and hygiene for the tourist sites sureeg€alhi (0.76),
Maharashtra (0.72), Meghalaya and Punjab (both with a score of 0.69), Chhattisgarh (0.68) and Rajasthan
(0.66). Goa (0.53), West Bengal (0.52) aimbMm (0.51liesat the lower rung of the list of States ordered

on cleanlinesgRefer Annex V)

AlthoughRajastharhad a moderate score (0.§,7/Jaipurdestination,with a score of 0.76vas thebest
performer on hygiene and cleanliness maintained atéiséaurants available inside the site (0.72) and at
wayside restaurants (0.71). Other destinations scoringweat Delhi and Aurangabad (0.75), Sa&an
(0.74) and Khajuraho (0.78Refer Annex V)

It is evident fronsite wise analysis that around 14ides out of totakitessurveyed, scoik0.60 or higher
on hygiene. While Chandni Chowk in Delhi (0.85) dcitve highest, the lowestvas attained by
Chandavaram Buddhist Site in Andhra Pradesh (0.20).

As evident from the figure belowhree-fifths of the sitesperformed moderatelyin terms ofcleanliness

and hygienethis proportion was considerably high among wildli@4).Comparison across sites depicted

GKFG YFr22NRGe 2F GKS KAAG2NROFt &aA( $38%)érd ppitdal LIS NJF 2
sites (31%).

Satisfaction scale for hygiene by type of site (%)

100
24 I
31
8 H H
60
61 60

o

40

76 68
60
20 35
0 - s
Coastal/Lakes Historical site Marketplace Wildlife Spiritual/ReligiousNational Average

Unsatisfactory © Moderate m Satisfactory

Figure66: Satisfaction scale for Hygiene at the site level

Base (N): Coastal/lake (33 sites), Historical (40), Marketplace (10), Wildlife (25), Spiritual/Religious (74), National (182)
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3.3.6 Hygiene Summary of findings

Cleanliness of site

* Close to two-fifth of sites (38%) had
segregated litter bins, while 13 sites
had overflowing drains.

* More than four-fifth of sites (86%)

follows manual method of cleaning.

Toilet Facility

Out of 148 sites which had drinking
water facility, 43 sites (29%), had
somewhat clean or unclean drinking
water facility.

More than a fourth of site (48 sites)
did not have clean toilet seat.

Cleaning Staff
* 141 sites did not practice any innovative
technique to maintain cleanliness.

* 65 sites reported cleaning the toilets
“twice daily”

+ 151 sites have cleaning staff.
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3.4 Safety & Security

Safety and security of tourists is of paramount importan@rywhereas it impacts the inflow of tourists
(both domestic and internationalp the countryand the perception of safety outside the country
Domestidi 2 dzNdoelinent® are impacted in states and tourist locations where tourists consider a threat
to their safety and security® This section focuses on elaborating the assessment findingsthbdavel

of overcrowding in various tourist site€sime rates and criminal activities in and around the tourist sites,
measures in place for the safety and security of women topaist#ability of police personnel and security
guards to ensure touts safety as well ahe overall challenges which pose hurdle in the development of
these tourist sites.

3.4.1 Perceptionof tourists and stakeholderson the crime rates and criminal activities in and

around the tourist sites
Crime rates and criminattivities can have a significant impact on tourist footfall at a tourist site. This is
because tourists are often concerned about their safety and security when traveling, and a high incidence
of crime can deter them from visiting a particulaurist degination. Tourists are often looking for safe
and secure destinations where they can enjoy their vacation without worrying about becoming victims of
crime. If a tourist site has a reputation for being unsafe or having a high crime rate, then touriktdyare |
to avoid it altogether, or they may choose to spend less time there.

Therefore, the assessmer®, | LJG dZNBR (2dzNAaiaQ yR &aiGl1SK2tft RSNAQ
tourist sitesWhile majorityof tourists (83%) informed that the coastal/lalsites were safe, less than half

(47%) informed the same about marketplaces. Equal percentage of tourists (65%) informed about feeling
safe in and around the spiritual/religious and wildlife sites. Only 56% tourists informed about feeling safe

at the histoical sites.

Perception of tourist on crime within (2km) of the site

0, 0 0
100% e 2 . <l — =
15%
0, 0,
80% 42% 32% 31% 34%
49%
60%
40% 83%
56% 65% 65% 63%
20% 47%
0%
Coastal/Lakes Historical site  Marketplace Wildlife Spiritual/Religiou®National Average

Safe 1 Higher risk m Lower risk

Figure67: Perception of tourists on crime within (2km) of the site

Base (N): Coastal/lake (12002), Historical (14777), Marketplace (3713), Wildlife (8722), Spiritual/Religious (279495,71248pna

At the nationhlevel, majority of the stakeholders (81%) informed that the tourists were safe in and around
tourist sites given the crime rate within tkdometreradius of the siteLikewise{l KS (0 2 dzZN&A & 1 Qa LJS

2 http:/fijrar.com/upload_issuelfijrar_issue_222.pdf
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a majority stakeholders (87¥&sonatedthat coasal/lakes sites were safe while the least (68%) informed
the same about marketplaces.

Perception of stakeholders on crime within (2km) of the site

100%
5 B
0 6% 5%

80% 5%
12%

60%

40% e 79% 83% 81% 81%
68%

20%

0%
Coastal/Lakes  Historical site Marketplace Wildlife Spiritual/ReligiousNational Average

Safe 1 Higher risk m Lower risk

Figure68: Perception of stakeholders on crime within (2km) of the site

Base (N): Coastal/lake (334), Historical (377), Marketfil®«9, Wildlife (210), Spiritual/Religious (707), National (1762)

Genderwise analysis of the perceptialepicted thatlarger proportion of male tourist(33%) reporéed
WKAIKSNI NAalé Fa O2YLI NBR (2 GKSANI T® Yhe fafer O2 dzy G
participation of maléouristsin the survey, vis a vis female respondent. It is however motivating to highlight
GKFG O2yaARSNIOGES LINRPLR2NIAZ2Y 2F FSYFES 6T1Tm>0 |yR
within (2 km) of the &&.

Tablel4:Perception of tourists by gender on crime within (2 km) of the site

Perception of touristby gendeion crime within (2 km) of the sitacross all thematic areas

Female Male
% N % N
Higher risk 27% 5653 33% 15609
Lower risk 3% 688 3% 1245
Safe 70% 14646 64% 29346
Grand Total 100% 20987 100% 46200

Further tobetter understand thdevel of safety and security as wellpgsvailingcrime ratesaround the
site, the assessmemteepdivedto garnerthe perception of totists and stakeHdersregardingd K S Wi & LIS
ofcrime) 02 Y Y 2 y f edperieeédNR 2 NJ

The tourisQ 8ISNOSLIGA2Y |yR adl {SK2ft RSNAEQ LISNOSLIiA2ya N
tourists at national level 836) as well as acrods/erse type®f sites informed that sexual harassment is

quite commonin and around the sitaegligible proportiorof stakeholders informed about the same (1%

at the national level). Majoritgf stakeholders informed of cheating%at the national level) and theft

A1z +d GKS ylraAz2ylrt £S@St0 a LINBGFAtTtAY3I ONRYAYL

stakeholders in thenarketplaces (25%) while it was lowest inwfet Rf AFS aA0Sa 6020 ({

repori SR KAIKSad o0& maketbldc&sK2t RSNA Ay GKS W
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Tablel5:Perception of tourists and stakeholders on types of c(ime 3 crimes}that they have commonly heard
about in the site

Perception otourists

Type ofsites Cheating Theft Sexual Harassment
Coastal/Lake@N=12002) 2% 2% 15%
Historical sitéN=14777) 6% 2% 48%
Marketplace(N=3713) 22% 2% 45%

Wildlife (N=8772) 2% 2% 35%
Spiritual/ReligioufN=27949) 8% 3% 31%
National AveragéN=67213) 6% 2 33%

Type of sites Cheating Theft Sexual Harassment
Coastal/Lake@N=763) 5% 6% 1%
Historical sitéN=878) 13% 6% 2%
Marketplace(N=232) 25% 18% -
wildlife (N=550) 3% 4% 1%
Spiritual/ReligiouN=1642) 10% 16% 1%

National Averagé\N=4065) 9% 11% 1%

3.4.2 Perception of tourists and stakeholders aecurity of women in and around th&ourist sites

Women are often more vulnerable to harassment and assault in unfamiliar surroundings, and this risk is
even higher inourist areas where large crowds and a transient population can create an environment of
anonymity and impunity for offenders. Ensuring women's safety can prevent incidents of sexual
harassment, assault, and other forms of violesadety is a key factor the decisiormaking process for
manytravellers especially women who may be more cautious when traveling alone or with children. If a
destination is known for its safety, it is more likely to attract tourists, which can have a positive impact on
the local tourism developmentThe assessmeit G KSNBF2NB>X 221 SR 4 GKS
perception on thesafety and security of women across tourist sites.

In comparisorto the perception of tourists on the overall crime rates around tosiis§ a comparatively
higher number of touristat the national level @%) and across the typ# sites,informed that women
were safe and secure in and around the tourist sites in Mfide it was highest in the coastal/lakes (87%),
slightly lower proportion aourists (80%) informed the samaerosshistorical sites.
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Perception of tourist on security of women in and around the site
100% 1% 1%
13% 20% 15% 15% 16% 16%
80%
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0%
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Figure69: Perception of tourists on security of women in and around the site

Base (N): Coastal/lake (12002), Historical (14777), Marke{@@at8), Wildlife (8722), Spiritual/Religious (27949), National (67213)

More than threefifth of the stakeholders at the national level (67%) and across sites including coastal/lakes
(78%), wildlife (73%), spiritual/religious (68%) and marketplaces [§608éjved the sites to be safe and

secure for womenLeast percentage of stakeholders informed that the histqfzab)siteswere safe and

secure for womettravellers It is also important to highlight that slightly less than a tenth of stakeholders

acrost YIFNJ] SOLX FOS om>20 FYR ALIANRGAZ €t Kk NBft ATA2dza aAd
women.

Perception of stakeholders on security of women in and around the site
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]
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Figure70: Perception of stakeholders on security of women in and around the site

Base (N): Coastal/lake (40d)storical (484), Marketplace (148), Wildlife (255), Spiritual/Religious (876), National (2167)

Genderwise segregation of the data did not reveal any variationsamgiimilar proportion of male (84%)
and female (82%y)erceived the security of womentolied  FS¢ Ay | yR I NRdzyR (G KS ¢
2F (2dz2NAada YSYGA2YySR dGdzyal FS¢ ¢ KokvdieniodaristS§ y O2 dzNJ 3 A
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Tablel6:Perception of tourists by gender on security of women in and aroursitthe

Perception of touristby genderon security of women in and around the sieross all thematic

areas

Female Male
% N % N
Not safe 1% 188 1% 441
Safe 82% 17241 84% 38700
Somewhat safe 17% 3558 15% 7059
Grand Total 100% 20987 100% 46200

3.4.3 Perception of tourists and stakeholders dhe provision of safety measureis the tourist sites

For progressive destination development in the parlance of tourism, the destinations must have an image
of utmost safety andourist friendliness. In this regard a fool proof system supported with strategies and
action plans ensuring best practices is regarded as the need of thé*lhauw.and order being state

subject, the safety and security of tourists is primarily the responsibility of State Government/UT
administrations. Some of the State Governments have deptoygi$t police for the security and safety

of the tourists from their existingolice set ug® Thepresentassessmentapturedthe perception of the

tourists and stakeholders pertaining to the services of the tourist police/general police in preating

and securityat the site to ensure safand secure environment for the tourists

As evient from the figure below, close to twidth of the tourists at an overall level perceived the services

2F (G2dzNRAG L2E A OSk 3 Swith mNdrketpldcirécardng theéih®yhest Broporios (8@6) 3 2 2 R
compared to wildlife (&%), which was comgrably low compared to all the other sites. Slightly more than

a tenth of touriss (13%)F ONB & & Y I NJ S G LX | OBllowet Byhistdbidakisie®Y)dT6is OSt £ S
could be attributed to the fact that since marketplae inthe heart of the destination, with regular
patrollingby the PCR vanpblicepersonnel, Wdlife sites aranostlyin the outskirts of thecity, thereby

fallingout of the purview of the local polieronitoring. Thereforethere is a need for having earrked

police team/personnekith adequate trainingjeployed at these critical tourist sites/destinations towards
ensuringfacilitation, guidancesafety,and security to the tourists visiting the place.

24 https://tourism.gov.in/sites/default/files/20204/Study%200n%20Tourist%20PolicesAD Final%20Print.pdf
2 https://bprd.nic.in/WriteReadData/CMS/Tourism%20Policing.pdf
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Perception of tourist on services of tourist police/general police in providing safety and
security in the sites
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Figure71: Perception ofdurists on services of tourist police/general police in providing safety and security in the
sites

Base (N): Coastal/lake (12002), Historical (14777), Marketplace (3713), Wildlife (8722), Spiritual/Religious (279495,72a8pna

A higher number ostakeholdersinformed the presence of police personnebsdvery 32 2 R ¢he | (i
coastal/lakes site (46%0)llowed bymarketplace (42%@nd historical sites (40%he findings indicatinat

despite having the most police personnel and secarityind, marketplace@0%- tourist®) LIS NO S LJG A 2
and 2% - a i { SK2f RS Nivee stilSpbiEebddiihe dedst safe place by the touristd
stakeholders

At the national leveklightly mee thanone-third (37%) stakeholders informed that the services pdiee
providing ini 2 dzNA 2G4 & A GSa closi® a fitd & bikehaldeid AES) at th& Wildlife sites
mentioned the servicesere2 dza it dal GAa¥l OG2NR ¢ O

Perception of stakeholders on services of tourist police/general police in providing safety anc
security in the sites
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Figure72: Perception of stakeholders on services of tourist police/general police in providing safety and security in
the sites

Base (N): Coastal/lake (391), Historical (577), Marketplace (142), WildlifeS(28tjal/Religious (973), National (2364)
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More than half of the female touris(52%)reported that the services of the tourist police/general police

in providing safety and securityl & @322 R¢ O2YLI NBR (G2 YItS G2dz2NRAada
female and male tourisb p:2 S OKO NBLR2NISR GKS aSNIBAOSAE G2 0SS
Tablel7:Perception of tourists by gender on services of tourist police/general police in providing safety and security

in the sites

Perception ofouristsby gendermon services of tourist police/general police in providing safety and security i

sites

Female Male
% N % N
Excellent 5% 1022 5% 2297
Good 52% 10857 49% 22444
Very Good 36% 7524 40% 18276
Satisfactory 6% 1352 5% 2423
Unsatisfactory 1% 232 1% 760
Grand Total 100% 20987 100% 46200

The findings also revealed thatnsiderable proportion of touris{§6%)rom coastal/lakes sites reported
adequacyof lifeguards to ensure safety the tourists.Closeto one-third tourists (28%) and stakeholders
(349, highlightedthat the staff at these sites provide adequagecurity to tourists byensuring the
availability ofunctional safetys lj dzA LJY Sy ig@#isinithg’ hdusébbatsS

~N

28%

Informed that safety is ensured through Informed that safety is ensured through the
the availability of safety equipment and availability of safety equipment and
lifeguards on the houseboats lifeguards on the houseboats

3.4.4 Perception of tourists and stakeholders on level of overcrowding at tourist sites

Overcrowding can have a significant impact on the safety and security of tourists at a touriheite

tourist site is overcrowded, there is higher risk of accidents such as tripping, falling, or getting knocked
over. This can be especially dangeiiawseas with steep drops or near water bodies. Overcrowded tourist
sites can attract criminals looking to take advantage of the crowd. Pickpocketing, theft, and other crimes
can become more prevalent, and tourists may become more vulnerable to attacks.
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Asevident, marketplace (62%) and historical sit€84q{are the most ovasrowded sites, as informed by
the tourists. Perception of tourists on overcrowding of the spiritual/religious 4i&s) fvas close to the
national averaged(0%). Wildlife sites @&%6)and coastal/lakes (31%) sites were comparatively less crowded.

Perception of tourist level of overcrowding in the site

National Average 40% 47% 13%
Spiritual/Religious 40% 45% 15%
Wildlife 24% 55% 21%
Marketplace 62% 35% 3%
Historical site 45% 43% 12%
Coastal/Lakes 31% 57% 12%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Mostly crowded Somewhat crowded ' Rarely crowded

Figure73: Perception of tourists on level of crowding on all days

Base (N): Coastal/lake (12002), Historical (14777), Marketplace (3713), Wildlife (8722)/Rgligiaas (27949), National (67213)

Similarly slightly more than onéourth of stakeholders at the national lev@8)) as well as across sites
including spiritual/religious {86) andmarketplace(40%) informed that these sites were ov@pwded
throughout the week.

Perception of stakeholders on level of overcrowding in the site

National Average 28% 58% 14%
Spiritual/Religious 31% 57% 12%
Wildlife 14% 63% 23%
Marketplace 40% 52% 8%
Historical site 29% 60% 11%
Coastal/Lakes 27% 57% 16%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Mostly crowded Somewhat crowded © Rarely crowded

Figure74: Perception of stakeholders on level of crowding on all days

Base (N): Coastal/lake (688), Historical (856), Marketplace (228), WildlifeS(aBajal/Religious (1586), National (3897)
In addition to the perceptionf tourists andstakeholderon the level of overcrowding, the assessment
also captured U I | S KgericdptBiNantdw well the sitestaff manages the seasonal overcrowding.

Interegingly, the stakeholders, who were assumed of knowing the annual tréadshoindicators, clearly
pointed out the scope of improvement in the management of the crowd especially durpegtkeeason.
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At the national levell4% of thestakeholders informd that the croweY | y' I 3 S Y Syery goo@ @
While it wa22%for coastal/lakest was only 10% for wildlife sit€xl%of the stakeholderfom historical
sites and 19% from spiritual/religious sites had similar perception.

Wildlife sites @

Stakeholders felt crowd

management was very good.

@ Coastal/Lakes sites-
Stakeholders felt crowd

management was very good.

Historical sites
Stakeholders felt crowd

management was very good.

Spiritual/Religious sites
Stakeholders felt crowd

management was very good,

Figure75: Perception of stakeholders on how well the site handle seasonatimweding

Base (N): Coastal/lake (391), Historical (577), Wi(@81), Spiritual/Religious (973), National (2222)

3.4.5 Perception ofstakeholders on adequate signagesrtaining to the safety measures/helpline
numbers available in and around the site

Adequate signage pertaining to safety measurescéeatly called outelpline numbers is essential in and
around tourist sites to ensure the safety and weling of tourists. Such signages serve as visuahodes
warning signdo tourists, reminding them of potential hazards and risks and guiding them towards
appropriatesafety measures and emergency services.

The findings indicate that at the national level, approximatelyfifttostakeholders (39%gportedthat
adequate signages pertaining to safety and security measures were available. Mdsteof the
stakeholders (44%) informed that these were adequately available at the coastal/lakes sites, least (34%)
informed the same about the wildlife sites.
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| wildlife - 34%.
Historical — 39%.

Spiritual/religious - 41%.

Coastal - 44%.

National - 39%.

Figure76: Perception of stakeholders on adequate signages pertaining to the safety measures/helpline
available in and around the site

3.4.6 Scoring on Safety and Security

The national overall score eafety and security across the major thetio areas, destinations and sites

stood at 0.48. Among the indicators used, perceptiosecnrity of women in and around the site attained

a high score value of 0.87. High national score values on perception on crime within (2 km) of the site (0.82)
implies that respondents consider the sites to be considerably safe. However, score bieesl oh
overcrowding around the sind maintainingecurity and safety is dismally low &&9D.

Tablel8: Safety and security scaaeross category of site.

Category of Site Indicator Overall
Perception Security of women Tourist/ general Level of satisfaction level
on crime police overcrowding onsafety &
Lem=sy security
Historical 0.79 0.84 0.61 / 0.36" “ 0.50
Coastal/Lake 0.90 0.91 0.62 ,' 0.42 \ 0.50
Spiritual/Religious 0.82 0.86 0.57 039 ) 0.45
wildlife 0.83 0.89 0.56 \ 052 | 0.43
Marketplace 0.73 0.85 0.69 \ 026 / 0.52
—_—_— 0.48

*UEFAOGAATEOGA2Y all S 2F anGigeNdh yYR ROSKI nidSoso  »omydicl cli ASal Fil AGRI T2 NB(iZ2 NaBdbo n

————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————

Satisfactory performance Unsatisfactory performance

* Jagannath Temple, Odisha (0.90) * Kalijai temple, Odisha (0.22)

*  Red fort, Delhi (0.81) * Kohima war cemetery, Nagaland (0.26)

*  Golden beach, Odisha (0.73) *  Elephant camp sanctuary, Kerala (0.27)

Figure77: satisfactory & unsatisfactory performance based on Safety and Security

Coastal areas perford relatively better on scores related to perception on crime in the vicinity of the
site/market (0.90) than other thematic areas. For security of women in and around the site, both the
coastal (0.91) andiildlife (0.89) areas are relatively safer. Servidédeurist police and general police in
providing safety and security in the siteérketwashighest in the marketplaces with a score value of 0.69.
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Historical andpiritual areas scorkhigh (safe) on indicators on crime and security of womeavis dher
indicators of safety and security taken. For analyzing safety and security scores, level of ovemgasvding
coded in a manner such that high score value denotes less overcrowding or rarely overcrowded.
Marketplaces with a low score value (0.26)daths that marketplacesere overcrowded mostly on all

the days, which may be termed as a concern for certain sections of populgeder. Annex V)

Analysis at the State level for safety & security indicators reveals an interesting finding. Based on
resg?2 Y R S peiceéptdn, Delhi attained the highest score (0.66) among all the States surveyed. Odisha
(0.61), Jharkhand (0.60), Punjab (0.59), Uttar Pradesh (0.58) and Rajasthawé@es@her top
performers on safety and security indicators. Arunachalé3tavasat bottom of the list with a score

value of 0.26.

Jagannath Temple (0.90), Golden Beach (0.73) and Sun Temple (0.72) in Odisha, Red Fort Complex in Delhi
(0.81), Mahabodhi Temple Complex (0.72) in Bihar, Taj Mahal (0.71) and Shri Krishnaalaiieagtle

(0.70) in Uttar Pradesh have high scoresafaty andsecurityindicator. Kalijai Temple at Chilika Lake at
Odisha, with a score value of 0\@8sone oflower performing sites f F NASt & I 0 NAO6dzi SR
perception on insecurity of womg0.10) and services of tourist and general police (0.09).

Grouping the respondents by the score value computed for respective tourist sites for relevant indicators
shows that a high proportion of respondents consider sites to be safe for women iroand #re site.
Majority of the siteq94%)surveyedwvere safe for women to travel. Whikeores for perception on crime

in and aroundwo kms of the site fall in the categorysattisfactory performance. Arouridur-fifth (80%)

of the siteswere considered safen parameters otrime in and around the vicinity. Highoportion of
respondents repodd highlevel of overcrowding at the sites. Only24d6f the siteswereless crowded. A

high value of score implies less overcrowding and consequenttysafety and security.

As evident from the figure below, at an overall level only a tenth of the sites peddrmizy & I G A a ¥+ OG 2
in safety and security, this proportion was considgraligh among wildlife (21%Majority of the sites

(82% at an overdkvel) performed moderately while close to a tenth of sites (8%) performed satisfactorily.

Its noteworthy to highlight that a fifth of sites across marketplace (20%) performed satisfactorily.

Satisfaction scale for safety & security by type of site (%)
100
En 0 mem
80
60 79
88 83 74 82
40 80
20
21
15
0 3 7 10
Coastal/Lakes Historical site  Marketplace Wildlife Spiritual/ReligiouNational Average
Unsatisfactory ' Moderate o Satisfactory

Figure78: Satisfaction scale f&afety and security at the site level

Base (N): Coastal/lake (33 sites), Historical (40), Marketplace (10), Wildlife (25), Spiritual/Religious (74), National (182)
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3.4.7 Safety and SecuritySummary of findings

CCTV Camera & monitoring

* Of 131 sites which had CCTV cameras,
119 sites had functional CCTV cameras.

* Around 38% tourist & 28% stakeholders
at an overall level felt the sites were
mostly crowded.

Fire Safety

* Out of 117 applicable sites, only 19 had
emergency exit.

* 44 sites have fire safety infrastructure
(fire extinguisher, sand buckets, hose-
pipes)

Police service

* 69% (125 sites) of sites had police
station within a proximity of 2 kms from
the site.

* Only 35 sites had helpline numbers
displayed.

* 102 sites did not have PCR vans near the
site. the
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3.5 Challenges and gaps

The assessment of the selected destinatiem®wsthat despite theconsistentgrowth of tourism sector
during the lasthree decadesh G Qa (i Nddt¥hSayistndt gei tappedully. The limitedgrowth of this
industry in our countrynay be because of the inhergmoblemsleading to not attracting the tourists from
both domestic and foreignThis section highlight some of thee challenges, gapsand areas of
improvementfor increasedourist foafall at the tourist sites.

Close to half of the stakeholders (49%) at the national level as well as the site level including coastal/lakes
(41%), marketplaces (45%) and wildlife (4@%9rtedi K G G KS Wt | ©qrist 8it€ by tINBcH 2 (G A 2 Y
I2PSNYYSYyidQ Aa | YIF 22N ol NNA SMareiihan hélffoShe RtékenSidess LIY S v
at the historical sites (57%) and spiritual/religious sites (E8¥%hatedhe same. Moreover, amongst other

NB I & 2 y &k of préaBtiorti2 dzZNA 4G aAidS o0& €20t F2BSNYYSyYyidQ
reason challenging the tourism developmétitective promotion and marketimgethe key aspect towards

the development of tourism in a destination for which activeresfis needed.

C2ff2eAy3a (GKA&AYX | ONRP&daa arAdSax Al ol a 20aSNBSR (Kl
W NFNATFAGNUZOGdzNB FlL OAEAGASEAQ onm:0 a GKS 20KSNJ
sites.

Tablel9: Perception of stakeholders on the barriers to affective development and improved tourist footfall at the
tourist sites

Perception of stakeholders

Poor Lack of
Lack of Lack of Lack of loci Connectivity Lack of fooc Lack of promotion

resources Infrastructutransportati  to the : )
- e .and beverag toilet of Tourist
re facilities on facilities district/desti . g .
. service facilities site by loca
nation of the

site governmen
Coastal/Lakes
(N=763) 40% 44% 31% 26% 22% 37% 41%
Historical site
(N=878) 33% 32% 25% 12% 22% 31% 57%
Marketplace
(N=232) 40% 44% 17% 19% 11% 37% 45%
Wildlife
(N=550) 31% 40% 36% 25% 26% 29% 46%
Spiritual/ReligioL
(N=1642) 41% 46% 26% 15% 25% 36% 58%
National Average
(N=4065) 37% 41% 27% 19% 21% 34% 49%
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One-third stakeholders across sitetated that a Stakeholders’ Perspective on ‘Lack of Food and beverage service’
WIEO1 2F G2A€ES80G TFILOAEAGASEQ '"RFPEEoRVIHIISR GKS A Yl
tourisi Ofdotfall in the tourist sites.Moreover,  22% 22% 11% 26% 25%

approximately ondourth of the stakeholders also
}\ y~ -_F 2 N\N SIR él] K E ﬁ -H_- 2 HJR I y-ig Coastal/lakes é r al é Marke‘lplace - Wllfllfe g-‘ Spir:tual

.

also one of theeasonsmpacting the tourist footfall.

Figure 79: Stakeholder perception on 'lack of food
beverage service' impacting the tourism development
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3.6 High Performing sites

The study brought forth theigh performingsitesacrosghe four broad thematic areas.

1. SomnathTemple(Spiritualland Somnath beadfCoastal)

Accessibility:

Somnath Temple and Somnath Beach are in close vicinity, can be reached on walk.
Somnath Temple iscated, tose to Railway station (within 4 km). However, road connectivity from Ahmeda
also splendid. Best way to reach the destination is either by rail or by road.

Amenities:
Stay near the Somnath Temple is extremely userdigiefhere are multiple boarding lodges run under The Som
Trust with highly affordable rates.

Private hotels are available too, right at the entrance of the Temple Compound, not more than 10 min
distance from the temple entrance. However, daghe large inbound visitors, the rooms must be booked we
advance to avail the facility.

Disabled friendly facilities (wheelchairs, carts, lifts) are also readily and easily available vighipltneompound
Light & sound shows aoenductedin the evenings for which ticke#se available within theemplepremises.
One of the unique attractions at beach is the Street Market which is to promote local artisans who sell h
items generating good revenue and a reliable income source.

w1 A% u2d Biaar 2 g &
| was gy 20d 3. Ad) aie

Hygiene:

Hygiene and cleanliness are remarkable both in Temple and at the Beach.

Innovative methods namely waste to manure conversion plant, rooftop solar PV unitgatkiag community
kitchen

Safety & Security:

Safety, security as well assitor facilitation is right up to the mark; surveillance, security personnel and t
guidance is available at multiple locations

Lifeguards are not available at Beach, albeit police are deployed which keep strict watch that no tou
dangerouly close to waters.
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2. Agra Fort, Taj Mahal, Fatehgaikri (Historical) and Sadar bazaar (Marketplace)
Accessibility:
There is availability of adequate transport facility
Presence of @ehicles like €ickshaws, electric buses etc.
Well paved roadways with directional signages

TeR Hd Fe awn Prafa &, I3 wey, wrRa

3MW7+7P8, ZIgaR, BaggR st st wwi Frafa= éw, 3w méar 283110, wra
Lat 27.095341°

Long 77.664347°

27/01/23 06:16 PM GMT +05:30

Amenities:

Wide range of hotels are available in the city, but it is better to prebook hotels as on arrival booking could be
based upon availability.

The Tajganj area could be preferred for finding a suitable stay since it is close to the tourist afffacti®n(Agra
C2NI > ¢ 2 -wbdlah Sadak Bhiad) ahd Rilway station.
wSadldzNIyida FyR SFHiAy3 22Aiyida I NEDafla.OF G6SR Of 2a8$S

BABY CARE AND i

FEEDING ROOM

Hygiene:
The sites have good access to separate male and female toilets.

Safety & Security:

Police is always stationed at, Agra Fort, Taj Mahal, Sadar Ba&lapuF&ikri so there is no major threat of cri
rather chances of theft/pick pocketing could prevail in crowded areas.
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3. Kazirang&ationalPark (Wildlife)

Accessibility:
Adequate public transport facility is available and cabs and metered taxi is available.
The traffic is not congested, and the road is smooth and paved.
Hotels and restaurants are available nearby and within the site.
ATM, fuel station, hospital clinicagailable within 2 km of the site
Proper signages available outside and inside the site premises.

Kohora, Assam, India

Borgos City, HCQ2+R8J, Kohora, Assam
785609, India

Lat 26.589597°

Long 93.400784°

22/12/22 08:45 AM GMT +05:30

Golaghat,AS, India

Y| NH 715, Bokakhat, Golag
In

Amenities:

Price list is clearly displayed at the ticket counters.

There is presence of tourist information centre at the reception of the site.

Online ticket booking facility is also availablgtps://www.kaziranganationalpark-india.com/online-kaziranga
safaribooking.html

Site has tourist lodge/guest house within the site.

Disable friendly toilet facility is also there at the site.

i T.E., Assam, India
Hatikhuli T.E., Assam 785609,

Lat 26.583384°
Long 93.403017°
22/12/22 12:44 PM GMT +06:30

Google' &

Hygiene:
The sites have good access to separate male and female toilets.
Toilets are clea ventilatedand has soaps

Safety & Security:
Site has functional CCTV cameras and a dedicated monitoring team.
PCR vans are always on patrolling.
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3.7 Low performing sites

The study brought forth the low performing sites across the four broad thematic areas.

1. Chandavaram Buddhist s{i@piritual/Religious)

©CoNOORWN

A fascinating place for history and archaeology lovers, it is perched atop a hill called Singaraye
also boasts the Chandavaram Stupa that bears a stark resemblance with the famous Dharajaks:
Taxila. The double terrad stupa is also known as the Maha Stupa and displays characteristics
stupas built under the Hinayana form of Buddhism.

1.

10. Overall site score is 0.31

There is n@wab/metered taxi service available at the site, and tourist have to wait for long
for public transport facility

There is no ecériendly mode of transport, traffic is congested, and the roads are unpaved
There are no hotels/accommodations within a proximity of 5 kms of the site.

The site lacked propelirectional/information signages within and outside the site.

There is no tourist information centre nor there is any-sitecific website.

Nearest railway station Bona Konda Railway Station which is 18 kms away from the site.
Site lacked basic facilities like first aid station, drinking water facility detdfaoility.

No cleaning takes place at the site, there are no dustbins as well.

No tourist police, CCTV cameras present at the site.

Bl GPS Map Camera
& GPS Map Camera

Jagannadhapuram, Andhra Pradesh, India
gannadhapuram, Andhra Pradesh
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2.

Dubdi Monastnsite (Spiritual/Religious)

Dubdi is also regarded a&iksum (Yuksom) Monastery and belongs to the Nyingma sect of T
BuddhismThe word 'Dubdi' in the vernacular tongue means retreat. The monastery is-sioneal
structure made of stone. One can find images of divinities, saints and a collectiarustrids inside.

1.

2.

ONOo O kW

Accessibility to the site is a major challenge with inadequate public transport facility, long
hours and unpaved roads.

The site lacks the basic amenities within a proximity of 5 kms like hotels/accommaocd
restaurants, fuel station, ATM, firgid centre etc.

There is no parking facility.

Thereisno railway station, bus stops or airpaingproximity of thesite.

The site lacks drinking water facility

The hygiene parameter is also not well managed with overflowing drains, unclean toilets
No presence of police personnel, PCR warSCTV cameras.

Overall score of the site is 0.33

£ oPs Map Camera

sibnl mbldig ,miidi2 szew # a West Sikkim, Sikkim, India
sibnl EITTET mbikii2 HXL+H82e ¢ A 4 ' 968H+JXH, Sikkim 737113, India
°28V80ENS sed : 7 Lat 27.36633°
°ressss.88 pnod \ Long 88.229688°
0£:30+ TMO Mq 81:E0 £S\S0\B0 slpoosg < ) 06/02/23 02:10 PM GMT +05:30
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3. Pingleshwar beacl@fastal/lakes)

Pingleshwar beach is a secluded beach area with almost negligible tourist footfall and no proper a
provided. The number of stakeholders available at the site is about no or zero which is why no
were covered. Following are the attached plsofmm the site showcasing the evidence of low foot]
The reason for low footfall and underdeveloped status of this tourist site is also because a neart
Ottt SR dal yROAE Kl a 0SSy RS@St2LISRI KI édeyndre
tourist visits Mandvi than Pingleshwar beach.

1. It was observed that only 11b people were present at the Pingleshwar beach over the 3

that the team had spent on the site.

2. There is lack of accessibilities, amenities, hygiene and safetydtysat the site

3. The police station was closed during the visit

4. No ATM and fuel station present in the proximity of 25 kms

Rapar Gadhvali, Gujarat, India Rap;\r Gad;waii, Gujarat,

shwar . : . 3 A
[Seach S 8 3R82+38P, Rapar Gadhvali, Gujarat 370655, India 5 3R82+38P, Rapar Gadhvali, Gujarat 370655, India
Lat 23.065465° Long 68.800995° Lat 23.065451° Long 68.800956°
Google | 26/01/2301 26/01/23 01:33:00 PM

e ~ —
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4. Nirmal Fort (Historical)

This legacy of the heritage is seen in the town where the French establisthedgapresence by buildin
the Nirmal fort which is also called as the Shamgarh fort.

1. Unavailability of cabs/metered taxi and ddendly vehicle at the site.
The site lacked clear directional signages within and outside the site
The nearest railwayation is Adilabad station at a distance of 80 kms.
Limited kasic amenities like information boards, lighting facility, drinking water faciligf.
Poorly maintained infrastructure at the site.
Site has drains overflowing and there is no cleanaffjappointed for the cleaning of the sites.
Unavailability oECTV cameras, fire safety infrastructure and safety watch tower.
The fort is almost ruinelgading to lowfootfall Overall site score is 0.40

© N R WD

i A
= AN & L/
B GPS Map Camera 3 i «m = GPS Map Camera |
Nirmal, Telangana, India > Nirmal, Telangana, India 3

482W+3XG Masjid-e-Gulzar, Post Office Rd, near
maijid old market, Balajiwada, Pinjari Gutta, Nirmal,

482W+VFQ, Post Office Rd, Pinjari Gutta,
Nirmal, Telangana 56041086, India ¥ Tetangana 504106, india

Lat 19.102646° Sl Lat 19.100728°

Long 78.345987° - Long 78.347657°

02/03/23 12:49 PM GMT +05:30 < 02/03/23 01:25 PM GMT +05:30
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5. SrisailanWildlife SanctuarpWildlife)

Nagarjunsaga®risailam Tiger Reserve boasts of rich flora and fauna. This is in addition to fascinatil
beauty of the area. With River Krishna flowing across the tiger reserve, majestic hills, lush greenei
with excitingtwists provides a tranquil environment with memorable experience.

1. Unavailability of public transport, cabs/metered taxi andfeiemdly vehicle at the site.
Limitedbasic amenities within a proximity of 5 kms like hotels/accommodations, restauran;
station, ATM, firsaid centre etc.

The site lacked clear directional signages within and outside the site

The toilet facility is poorly managed with the way to the toilet unclean and broken.
No presence of police personnel, PCR vans.

Overall site score is 0.38

N

o0k w

& GPS Map Camera|

Q Pe: hama, Andhra Pradesh, India

XWHM+2MQ Jungle Safari, Thummalabailu, NH 765,
[

Google
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