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Executive summary (in Greek)

MEPINHWH

H voog Xpuon, n omoia SlolknTikd aviKeL oto Afpo lepamnetpag kat otn Nopapyia
NacBlou, €xel éktaon 6.300 oTpEUUATO KOl €XEL XapakTnploBel wg meploxn tou
Swktuou DYZH 2000 pe kwdikd GR4320003. H kupuwtepn dpaotnplotnta oto vnot
glval o Touplopdg, av kat oto mapeABOV oto vnaol unrpxe KTnvotpodia Kal yewpyia.
MeyaAo¢ oplOUOC ETIOKETTWY TIPOEPXETAL OO NUEPNOLEG €KOPOUEG, TOU
OpYyaVWVOVTAL Ao TNV lEPATIETPA, EVW EVOC EMIONG MEYAAOG APLOUOC ETILOKEMTWY
KAVEL EAeVOEPN KATAOKVWON YLO LEYAAUTEPO XPOVIKO Staotnua. Ao to 1991 péxpt
1o 2002, n Kivnon Twv EMLOKENTWVY Ttapouciooce otadlakn avénon. Ano 17.271 to
1991, ot emokéPelg aviABav otig 81.838 to 2002, evw TO dtdotnua 2003-2008 n
Klvnon Kupoivetal kata HEco 0po otig 65.000 ava £tog. Ot UAVEG UE TNV HEYOAUTEPN
kivnon eivat o loUAog, o AUyouotog Kot o0 ZemteuPplog pe 22,87%, 40,64% kal

16,11% avtiotolxa.

H emtuyla dtadopwv PETpwWY mpootaciag Kal Slatripnong eldwv 1 OKOTOTIWV OE
Tieplox€g Tou Siktuou Natura 2000, 6Ao0 KOl TIEPLOCOTEPO avayvwpileTal, OTL amaltel
TPWTLOTA TNV EVEPYO CUMMETOXN TWV avOpWIWV OV KATOKOUV PEoa N yUpw amo

TLG TIEPLOXEC AUTEG 1 €€ATPWVTAL ATIO AUTEG.

Mo tv emtuyia Twv 6pAcewv Tou poypappatog “Junicoast”katl TNV pHakpoxpovia
npootacio kat diatipnon tou olkotomou 2250%, ota mAailolwa tg dpacng A6,
vloBetnBnke Kal €PapUOOTNKE Ml OTPATNYLIK OSlaPoUAEVCEWY HE  TOUG
EUMAEKOUEVOUG POPEIG KAl TNV TOTIKN KOWwwvid, Ta amoteAéopata Tng omoiag

napouotalovral otn napovoa avadopda.

Me tnv €vapén Tou MPOYPAUUATOS, TTOPAAANAA LE TLG TIPOOWTTKEG EMADECG KOL TLG
TNAEPWVIKEG OUVEVTEUEELG HE TOUG apuodloug dopeic, dopyavwdnke oto MAIX
NUEPLSA, HeE OAOUC TOUG eUTIAEKOMEVOUC dopelg, evw yla tnv Slepelivnon Ttou
ETWMESOU TWV YVWOEWV TNG TOMLKAG KOWWVIOG OXETIKA HUE TO QVIIKE(UEVO TOU
TIPOYPAUHATOG, aAAG KAl Twv amoPewv TNG, xpnolpomowdnke n péBodog Twv

epwtnuatoloyiwv.

Mot vioo Xpuon wg Kuplwtepn afla avayvwplodnke amo toug popeic n atodntikn

afla Twv KESPWV, EVW ONUOVTLKA €lval Kal n apxotoAoyikn afia tng meploxng. Kata
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TN ouvavtnon pe toug $popelg, Toviobnke otL To vnol TnG Xpuoncg €XEL CNUAVTLKA
olkovouLlkn afla, AOyw Tou OTL AmoTeAEl OnUELO TIPOGEAKUONG TOUPLOKOU, Ao ToV
omolo 0 Apog emwdeAEITOL OLKOVOULKA HECW TWV ELONTNPLWV TWV TIAOLAPLWV Kal
TWV €VOLKIWV OO TLG TABEPVEG KOL TLG OUTIPEAEC OTIC OKTEG. QOTOCO, YLO TNV TOTILKNA
Kowwvia, n olkovoplkn afla tou vnoloU €ilval OnNUAVIIK) HOVO Yl €VOL ULKPO
TT0O0O0TO Tou MANBUOUOU, eVw WE onuavtikotepn afla avayvwpiletal n avapuyn
(59%) kot n duokn kKAnpovopd (55%), mapoAo mou 19% tou MAnBuopoU Sev €xel
moteé emokedBel to vnoi, evw n misoPndia Twv epwinBéviwv (36%) E£xel
emokedBel To vnol povo pia popd. IXETIKA e TIC SpAcTNPLOTNTEG TOU KAVOUV OTO
vnoi, 35% twv epwtnBéviwv amavinoe otL KAvel eAeVBepn koatooknvwon, 31%
PApEUA EVW OL KUPLOTEPEG £lval To KOAUUTL Kal o mepimatog 70% kat 57.9%
avtiotowya. Emiong 12% dnAwaoayv ott £xouv avaPel dwTLd, YEYOVOC TTOU UTTOSELKVUEL

ToVv Kivouvo évapéng mupkayLac.

Ma tnv mopoloa KATAOTOON TOU OLKOTOmouU 2250* Kkal T TuXOV aAAayEC Tou
OUVEBNOoOV Ta TEAeUTALO 5 XpoOvLa, N TAELOVOTNTA TWV EKTIPOCWNWV TWV GOPEWV
Slatunwoe tnv amoyn otL 0 olkotomog Pploketal o KaA 1 oxedov KaAn
kataotaon. Afloonueiwto eival otL og €BVIKO N Ttepldepelako eminedo oL appodiot
dopeic SnAwoav ott dev yvwpilouv, YeEyovog TOU KATASEIKVUEL TNV OVAYKN
KaAUTepnG mAnpodopnong oto emimedo auto. Avadoplkd He TIC aAAayEC oTa
TeAeutala 5 xpovia, oL EPWTWHEVOL OMAVTNOAV OTL, £(Te Sev umtapyouv aAAayEg, elte
UTIapXeL Kamola umoPaduion, n omoia SlkaloAoysitol oMo TO YEYovOC OTL OTO
Slaotnua auto Sev €Xouv YIVEL KATIOLEG amoapaitnteg SpAoelg, evw ylvetal Kal
avadopd otnv avénon tou aplBpol TWV ETIOKENMTWV. H evtUTwon TnNg TOTKAC
Kowwviag eival, otL o owkotomoc Bploketal os KaAn (26%) 1 oxebov kaln (46%)
KOTAOTOON, €VW yla ta teAevtaia 5 xpovia 31% SnAwoav ott Sev mapatnpouv
oA\ayég, 14% otL n kataotaon €xel BeAtiwOel, 31% otL €xelL xelpotepéPel kat 24%
amavtnoav ott dgv yvwpilouv. Inuavtikn Bswpeital n mAnpodopia mou nmpoékue
OO OUVEVTEVEELG ETILOKETITWY, OL OTIOLOL ETLOKEMTOVTOL TO VNGOl yla TTOAAQ xpovia,
OXETIKA HE TIG EKTETAPEVEG OUANOYEG KOXUALWV otn POpEelol aktr) mou £ylvav otn
Sekaetia tou 1990. AvadépBnke emiong, to MPOPANUA TG SaBpwong Kat tng
amokaAuPng Twv plwv Twv KESPpWV efattiag TG Slatapaxng mou mpokaAsital amno
TNV KIivnon TwV EMIOKENMTWY, KATO MAKOC TwV KUPWV Hovomatiwyv.  Emiong
avadépBnke n avénon tou aplBUoU TWV EMICKEMTWY KoL KUPLWE TWV KATAOKNVWTWV

kat n éNewpn mAnpododpnong Kat evacdntomnoinong.

OL KUPLWTEPEG ATTELAEG YLO TOV OLKOTOTIO 2250%, aAAQ KOl YEVIKOTEPA YLa TO GUGLKO

nieplBaAlov Tou vnaolou, ou avadEpBnkav kal oculntnOnkav kKata tn SLAPKELA TNG
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nuepidag pe toug gumiekopevouc dopeig, oxetilovral Pe TNV avénon tou aplBuouv
TWV ETILOKETTWY TOUCG KAAOKOLPLVOUC LAVEG KOL KUPLWGE TWV KATAOKNVWTWY, OV KL Ol
NUEPNOLOL ETLOKENMTEG €LvVOL OVOAOYLKA TIEPLOCOTEPOL. Ta amoppippata, To KOPLHo
TWV KAQSLWV TWV KESPWV Kal 0 KivOuvog upKayLaG ival Ol KUPLWTEPEG ATIEIAEC TTOU
avadépdnkav. TOCO KATA TV NUEPLSA OGO KATA TNV KOWWVIKI £€PEUVA, TOVIOTNKE
To TMPOBANUA TWV avOPWMIiVWY amoppLUUATWY, AOYyw TNG EAAEWPNG EMOPKWV
EYKATAOTAOEWY UYLEWVAG. H ouAAoyn KOXUALWV, TO MOPAVOUO KUVHYL KATA TOUC
XEWWMEPWVOUG HAVEG KOL N €loaywyn Eevikwv eldwv ewval emiong amel\éG Tou
avadépdnkav. H EéAewdn svatobntomoinong Tou kowvol TPoodlopiloTnKE WE OELAn
oo TOUuG KOTolkoug tne lepametpacg, evw Oev avadepbnke wg TETOlA KATA TN

SLAPKELN TWV CUVEVTEVEEWV LE TOUG EUMAEKOUEVOUC POpPELC.

IXETIKA LIE TO €AV N HEXPL TWPA Slaxelplon TG XpUonG lval amOTEAECUATLKE Lo TV
TIPOOTOOLO TNG, N TOTILKA KOWVWVLO Kol oL GOPELC amAvTnoav apvnTKA.

Ot &nuootol Ppopeic epwtnBnkav, €av To UTTAPXOV SUVAULKO TOUC ETMOPKEL yla va
EKMANPWOOUV Ta KAOAKOVIA TOuC Ot oxéon He to vnol. H mAsoPndia twv
epwTNOEvIwY Bewpel OTL €xel SuokoAieg. EOVIKEC Kol TepLdEPELOKES APXEC
Staknpuéav peyaltepeg SuokoAieg, av Kot epnmodia avadépdnkav emiong Kal amo
TIC TOTIKEG Onuooleg apxEC. OL Kuplwtepeg SuokoAiec oxetilovtol pe Ofépata
Sloiknong, onwg acadn Sloiknon kat Siaxeipion, EAeWPn yvwong OXETIKA UE TO
Siktuo NATURA 2000 kat tig Stadlkaoieg yla tn SLoXELPLON ULOC TPOCTATEUOUEVNC
TLEPLOXNG, KOOwWG Kal SLadIKAoTIKA UNOSLa OXETIKA e TNV EAAELPN TTPOOWTILKOU Kol
NV avemdpkela mopwv. H mAsoPndia tTwv Ospdtwv oxetiletal pe tnv ENAeWPn

TIOALTIKN G BoUANONG Kal SECUEVONG YLO TNV TPooTacia Tou meptBAAAovTog.

IxebOv OMNoL oL epmAekopévol ¢opeic (87%) ocupdpwvouv oTL, N HEXPL Twpa
StaBolAevon kal ocuvepyaoia LT Toug, SevV lval EMAPKNC yLa TNV SLaxelpLon Kot
TNV OMOTEAECHATLKN TipooTtacia Tou puatkol meptBaliovtog tng Xpuong. H ENAeun
ouvepyaoiag opelletal KUPLWG 0TN KN CUUHUETOXA OAwWV Twv dopewv otn AnPn twv
amodacswv Kat otnv EAewdn dtadavelag, otnv acadela kot otnv aAAnAemikalun
TwV appodlotitwy Twv Gpopéwv, otn Kn dnuootonoinon Twv anopAcEwy Kal oTtnv
EMewpn avradaync edopévwy Kal MANPOPOPLWV. IXETIKA UE TNV EUTMAOKN TNC
TOTUKNC Kowwviag otn AnPn Twv anodpacswv yla tn Slaxeiplon tou meptBailovtog,
n mMieoPndia Twv dopewv cupdwvel otL Sev elval AMOTEAECUATIKA. ITNV €pEuva
TNG TOTIKNCG KOowwviag 87% twv gpwtnBéviwv amavinoav otl dev £xouv pwtnOel
TIOTE OXETIKA UE TNV MPooTacia Tng Xpuong, ouTe eival LKovomolnpévol amod tnv

HEXPL TWPOL EUTTAOKK TOUC 1 EVNUEPWOTH TOUC YLO TO B€pa auTO.
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IXETIKA LE TN YVWON TIOU UTIAPXEL Yla TO KOBEOTWC tpootaciog tng Xpuaong, amo Tig
OUVEVTEVEELG UE TOUC EUMAEKOUEVOUG Popeic, mpogkue oTL 0 KABe PpopLag yvwpilel
TOV XOPOKTNPLOUO TIOU UTIAPXEL AVAAOYO. LE TO AVTLIKELHEVO TOU, TLX. N ApXaloAoyLkn
Yrninpeoia yvwpilel mold meploxn €XEL XOPAKTNPLOOEL WC O PXALOAOYLKOC XWPOG KATL.
Movo n AlevBuvon Aacwv AaolBiou £xel OAOKANPWHEVN YVWON OAWV TWV OXETIKWV
xapaktnplopwyv. H mAsoPnoia (70%) twv dopéwv, yvwpilel OTL n meploxn E€XeL
xapaktnplobet wg meplox) NATURA2000, wotoco to 80% s€dppace avolyta dyvola
OXETIKA LE TO TL TTPAYUATIKA ONUALVEL OUTO KOl TL CUVETIELEC £XEL OO0V aPOopPaA TLC
6p0OTNPLOTNTEG TTIOU ETUTPEMOVTIAL I} AmayopevovTal. A0 TouG evOLOPEPOUEVOUC
dopeic mou AOYwW TNC EMOYYEAUATIKAC TOUG LOLOTNTOC €UMAEKOVTOL UE TO SikTuo
NATURA2000, ekdppdotnke pwot apvntiky amodn, ocUpudwva HE TNV omoia o
XOPOAKTNPLOUOG Kal Hovo tng Xpuong wg mepox) NATURA2000, oxt povo dev eixe
KOULOL TIPOIKTLKN GUVETIELOL OTNV TIPOOTOOLO TOU vnoloU, oAAG pmopel va emédepe
avtiBeta amnoteAéopata, s€attiag tng EAewPng appodiov Popa Alaxeiplong Kot
oxebiou Slaxeiplong yla tnv meploxn Kabwg kat e€attiag SL0KNTIKAC | VOUOBETIKNAC
aoddelog. H yvwon tng TOMLKAG KOWVWVIOC OXETIKA HE TO KABEOTWE TPOOTACLOG TNG
Xpuong eivat eAutng, 73% twv epwtnBévtwv amavinoav ott n Xpuorn Oev
npootatevetal N} dev yvwpllav av npootatevetal, 30% Bewpouv ott eival EBvViKOG
Apupog Kal povo 38% yvwpilouv otl €xel xapaktnploBel wg meploxry NATURA2000.

TNV nUEPLSA PE TOUC EUMAEKOUEVOUC POPELG, OTLG OUVEVTEUEELC, OTIC TIPOCWITLKEC
enadEG Kal otV €peuva TNG TOTLKAG Kowwviag SLatumwbnkov apKeTEC MPOTACELS,
o€ oxéon pe tnv dloiknon kat tn Staxeiplon tng Xpuong. Ot epmAekopevol ¢popeic
UTIOYPAULOOV TNV avAaykn omocadnviong Tou LSLOKTNOLAKOU KABEoTWTOG W¢
Baolkr) tpoumoBeon yla TV emituxn epapuoyr) omolovONMOoTE HETPWV MpooTaciag.
MpwTtapxIlKNG onuaociag emniong eivat n dnuwoupyia dopéa dtaxeiplong pe oadeic
O PUOBLOTNTEC, OTEAEXOUEVOG E TO KATAAANAO TPOCWTTILKO Kol 0 omoilog Ba StabEtel
TOUC amapaitnTtoug mopouc. OAEG OL EMOUEVEC TPOTACELG, Elval ELGIKOU XapOKTHpa
000V adopA CUYKEKPLUEVEG EVEPYELEG Kal Ba TPETEL va. cupmeplAapBavovtal o Eva

OAOKANPWHEVO SLAXELPLOTIKO OXESLO.

AmO TIC ouvevteUEelg HE TOUC dopelc, TNV nUepida Kol TNV €peuva TNG TOTILKAG
Kowwviag, eywve pavepo OtL umtapxouv SU0 SLadOPETIKEC TTPOOEYYUOEL OXETIKA UE
T peBodouc mapeppaong Kal mpootaciag Tou meplBaAlovtog tou vnaool. To mold
npooéyylon Ba uloBetnOel eival moAwTikn Kot SlolkknTik amodacn mou oottt
6€opeuon yla tnv pakpoxpovia sdappoyn tng. H mpwtn mpoogyywon avadEépetal
otn AQYPN VOUOOETIKWV HETPWVY, OTNV aVAYKn £PAPUOYNC TWV VOUWV KoL OTNV

amayopeUcn KATMOWWV OpaotnplotNTwyY, &Vw N OeUTEPN EMLKEVIPWVETOL OTNV



Deliverable A.6.1.1 “Stakeholder consultation and community survey for Chrysi Island” 9

nipootacio Tou MepBANAOVTOG HEOW TNC Slaxelplonc. Oa mpenel va avadepOel otL
OXETIKN vopoBeoia yla tnv nmpootacia tou meplBarlovtoc RO UTIAPXEL KOL OPKETEC
amo TG SpaoTnPLOTNTEG oU AopBAvouV XWwpeo oTo vnol amayopevovtatl. Ao 0Aoug
EMONUAVONKE n avaykn Umapénc HOVILwY GUAGKWV OTO vnol HE OTOXo TNV

OMOTEAECHATIKI EDAPUOYH TWV ATAYOPEVCEWVY KOl TWV LETPWYV PooTaciag.

IXETIKA HE TIC TPOTACELG Ttou SlatumtwOnkav, 0Aol cupdwvouv ott Ba TPEmeL va
puBulotel 0 aplBUOC Twy emLoKeNTWY. Kamolol popeic mpoteivouv TNV HEIWON TWV
ETILOKETTWVY KOL TNV OMAyOPEUCN TNG KATACKAVWONG, EVw GAAOL TV BeAtiwon tng
SLaXELPLONC TWV ETILOKETTWV Kal TNV Snuoupyla Twy anapaitntwyv umodopwyv. Auto
TIOU TOVIOTNKE amd OAouc eival OTL n $pEpouca LKAvVOTNTA Tou vnolou Sev eival
YVWOTN KoL OTL glval avaykaio n ekmovnon e8kAG LeEAETNG, N omola Ba efetaosl
OUVOALKA TO Ofpa, PE TPWTOPXIKO OTOXO TNV e€aodAdAlon Tng MPOOTOCiaC Tou

nieplBaiiovtog.

Itnv nuepida toviotnke otl n eAevBepn Kivnon TwWV ETUOKETTWV OTOV OLKOTOTO
KaOwC KoL N KATAOKAVWON TpoKaAouv Slatapox OTIC aupoBivec pEOW TNG
oupnieong tou edadoug Kkal mpotadnke n Snuoupyia lwvwv, otig omoisc Oa
eTuTpEneTal n Ba amayopevetal n mpooPfacn, KoBwg Kol n oploBEtnon Twv
povoratwwy. Emiong mpotabnke n tomobétnon EUAWVWY SLadpOpwV oTa KUPLWTEPD

povoratia mpocfacnc.

O kivbuvog Tupkayldg BewprBnKe wW¢ KL CNUOVTLIKA ATtelAn. ATO TIC OUVEVTEUEELC
ue tnv NMupooPBeotikny YNnpeoia, KAteéotn oadeg OTL N KOTAGBECN TUXOV TTUPKAYLAG
oto vnol sivat mpoPAnuatikn Aoyw £AAewdng vepol kot ducokoAiag mpooBaong,

uTtoypappilovtag tnv avaykn mpoAnyng KoL cuvexoug EMLTHPNONG.

H Slaxelplon Twv amoppLUUATWY Kol Twv armoBARTWY €lval €va amo ta Kuplotepa
npoPBAnuata Tou emwonuavOnke. H péxpt twpa gpyolafilky culdoyry Kol
OTMOUAKPUVON TWV OKOUTILOLWV OXOALAOTNKE QPVNTIKA WE KN OTTOTEAECUOTLKA.
MpotdBdnKe va Yivel EKOTPATELD EVNUEPWONG TWV ETLOKEMTWY HE KEVIPLKO cuvOnua
“Napte ta okoumiSia pall cag” oe ouvblaopd He TNV dnuloupyla XWPWV
OUVYKEVTPWONG TWV AMOPPLUUATWY TToU Ba MapaéVouV Kal TNV TomoBEtnon Kadwv

OTMOPPLUHATWY O€ KATAAANAEG BETELG.

Ooov adopad ta avBpwrva arndBAnNTa Kal TNV AMOXETEVUCGH TOUG, Atd TOUG TOTILKOUC
dopel¢ kal amd TNV TOMIKA KOWWwVio TOVIOTNKE N QVAYKN KOTOOKEUNG

amoxwpntnpiwv otn Bopela mopaAia. QoTOC0, AMO OPLOUEVEG TTAEUPEG N TPOTAON
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OUTH ATOPPLTITETAL WG MAPAVON KOL WG TtNYN TMEPALTEPW puTavon. H emiAuon tou
TPOPBANUATOG E£YKELTAL OTOV TPOCSLOPLOUO TNG KATAAANANG TEXVOAOYLOG Yl TIG
TOUOAETEG, TO GOPTIO TWV ETMLOKETITWY, TIG CUVONKEG TOU OLKOTOTIOU KABwG Kal Thv

e€aodalion ouvexoug KabBaplopoU Kol ouvtripnong.

H elocaywyn €evikwv eldwv mou £xet Nén yivel oto vnot, e€nynbnke w¢ mpoomadela
otaBepomnoinong Twv appodvwy. H mpdtaon mou UNApXEL OTO TIPOYPOUMA Yia TV

dUTEVON TOTUKWV ELBWV £YLVE ATOSeKTH.

Amo Oloug toviotnke n avaykn BeAtiwong tng mAnpodOpnonG TWV EMLOKEMTWY KOl
avénong tng meptBarlovtikig svatobntomnoinong péow Ppulhadiwv mvakidbwyv KAT,

KaBwC KoL N aVAYKN EVIUEPWOTC TOUC TIPLV Ao TV adLen oto vnol.

H Spaon tnc meptBarlovtikng ekmaideuong Kot Twv dpactnplotitwy e0gAovtiopol
£€TUXE EUVOIKNAG QVTIHETWTILONC KaBWE 50% twv epwtnBéviwv SnAwoav mpobupia va

OUMUETEXOUV Og £0eAOVTIKEC SpACELG TpooTaaiag.

OL eKTIPOCWIOL TOUPLOTIKWY YpadelwV EMOHHAVAV TNV avaykn mAnpodopnong Kat
KOTAPTLONG OOWV aoXoAoUvTal LE TOV ToUpLlopo (Ypadeia, Eevayol kAT), KaBwc Kot

™V avaykn SladopeTIKAG TPoogyyLlong Twv EAAVWVY Kot Twv EEVwV TOUPLOTWV.

Bdoel Twv anoteAeopdtwy tng StafoUAsUONG UE TOUG EUMAEKOUEVOUC PopEeic Kal

TNV TOTILKNA Kowvwvia:

= 0oL anel\ég TTOU oxetilovtal KUPLWE HE TOV TOUPLOMO YIVETAL OVTIANTITO OTL
B£touv oe kivbuvo Tov oOlKOTOTO, av Kal n mAsloPpndia Beswpel otl o
OLKOTOTOC BploKeTalL O KAAN KATAoTaonN.

" OL ETMUMTWOELG TWV ETMLOKEMTWY OTOV OLKOTOTIO TIPEMEL va SltepeuvnBoUuv Kal va
npotaOouv ta KAataAANAa SLOXELPLOTIKA LETPAL.

= n udlotapevn OSlaxeipion TG Xpuong Oewpeitol wWC OVEMAPKNG N
OVOTTOTEAEOUATIKA.

= Sl0KNTIKA TIPOBARHOTO AMOSELKVUOVTAL EUTTOSLO YL TNV OMOTEAECUATLKA
Slaxelplon Tou vnolou.

= UTIAPXEL TTESIO yLa KAAUTEPN CUVEPYOOLO LETAEY TWV EUTIAEKOUEVWV POPEWV
KOLL TN CUMUETOXN TNG TOTILKAG KOWVWVLOC.

= glval avaykn va auvénBel n svalwcObntomnoinon tTwv GopEwv Kol TNG TOTULKAG

Kowwviag 6oov adopad Tic alieg, TG amelAEC KAl TO KABEOTWE MPOOTACLOG.
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= QUOTNUATLKA TtapakoAouBOnon Kabwc kot Sedopéva OXETIKA |LE TOV OLKOTOTO
T(POC TO TAPOV ELVOL TTIEPLOPLOHEVA 1] SEV UTTAPXOUV.

= ynapyxel meplBwpto yla tn dnuoupyia opadwv eBgAoviwy Kal Tn CURUETOXA
TWV madLWV Pe okomo tnv avénon tng evatodntomoinong yia tn dtatripnon
TOU OLKOTOTIOU.

= Jpaoelg Slaxeiplong Twv enokenTtwy Ba mpeénel va oulntnBouv amod Kowou
pe toug evéladepopevouc popeic yia va SLaoPaAloTEL N OKOTILLOTNTA TOUG, N
HOKPOXPOVLOL oUVTNPNON TwV UTtodopwyv Kol n eelpeon Twv amopaltntwy
OLKOVOULKWYV TIOPWV .

= ) nmAnpodopnon TWV EMLOKENTWY Dewpeital mpwTapxLkAG onuaciag .

JUUTMEPAOUATIKA, O oOlkOotomog 2250* otn vnoo Xpuon O£xetol oAoéva Kol
TIEPLOCOTEPEC TILECELG. TEXVIKEC ylwo TNV emiluon moAwv mpoBAnuatwv sival
SlaBEolpeg Kal pHEow TOu Tpoypappatoc “Junicoast” umdpxet n Suvatotnta va
avayvwploBolv kal va xpnuoatodotnBouv oto PETPO Tou Suvatol Ol AmoPAlTNTES
O6paoelg mpootaciag. Qotoco, n anddaon CXETKA ME TOV TPOmo Slaxeiplong, T
ouvTNPNON KOL TNV HOKPOXPOVIA Tpootaciat Tou vnowoU eivol ToAwtikr. To
TIPOYPAUHO UTIOPEL Vo aUENOEL TNV gualcOntomnoinon Kal va mpoteivel AUCELG yLa
TNV QVTILETWILON TWV MPOPANUATWY aAAd Sev PMOpPEl va TAPEL TIG ATAPALTNTES

amodACELG OUTE va TIG ETURANAEL.
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1. Introduction

It is increasingly recognized that successful implementation of conservation measures
on the areas designated as Natura 2000 primarily necessitates active involvement of
people inhabiting these areas or depending on them (Paavola, 2004). Participation is
purported through the Habitats Directive, Aahrus Convention and Public Participation
Directive 2003/35/EC. Participation here within is defined as, “forms of exchange that
are organised for the purpose of facilitating communication between stakeholders
regarding a specific decision” (Webler and Renn 1995), thus including both decision
making stakeholders as well as the public living within or around the 2250* habitats
of this project. Borrini- Feyberabend (1996) demonstrates how the underestimation of
the needs, aspirations and perceptions of local populations is one of the main causes
of failure in the effective management of protected areas. In fact, according to
Harrison et al, (1998) and Eben (2006) should the needs of the local population not be
considered during the institution/ designation, of a protected area, or during the
implementation of measures for biodiversity conservation, these policies and

measures will have little chance to achieve their objectives.

Thus, with the aim of ensuring the long term sustainability and success of
JUNICOAST’S actions for the conservation of priority habitat 2250*, a consultation
strategy was adopted and implemented, the results of which are presented in this
report. The purpose of this action was to establish stakeholders’ level of awareness,
perceived values, threats and recommendations for conservation of the habitat in their
localities. Secondary, indirect aims of this action were to raise awareness and support,
regarding the project and its actions, as well as obtain feedback with regard to the

feasibility and long term sustainability of proposed concrete conservation actions.

This approach was based on the presumption, that decision making stakeholders, have
an experiential understanding of the issues and practical difficulties within their
localities as well as knowledge of procedural, and administrational mechanisms and
barriers for the long term maintenance of proposed concrete conservation actions. The
rational for contacting the lay local communities was two-fold. Primarily to establish

what their relationship with the specific areas is, which in turn affects their attitudes
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towards protection initiatives (Bonaiuto et al 2002). Secondly to establish levels of
environmental awareness which in turn would help design, a targeted, and effective

communication strategy and education campaign (D Actions).

Based on the above, consultation was carried out with stakeholders and local
communities for each of the four Cretan Sites. In this report are presented the results
of the consultation activities carried out for Chrysi island under Action 6. In Section
2, a brief overview of Chrysi island is presented, which helped formulate the research
design, methodology and stakeholder analysis presented in Section 3. In Sections 4 to
10 the results of the consultations are summarised with regard stakeholder and
community perceptions of Chrysi islands:

e values and relationship to protected area (Section 4)

e environmental status and trends (Section 5)

e threats (Section 6)

e existing management and protection effectiveness (Section 7)

e Participation and engagement opportunity adequacy (Section 8)

e Existing protection designations, reasons for them and implications regarding

prohibited activities. (Section 9)

e Necessary environmental protection measures (Section 10)

This report concludes with a discussion and recommendations for improvement of
proposed JUNICOAST actions, both concrete and dissemination, in light of obtained
results, to be taken into consideration when developing specifications for concrete

conservation actions (A.8) as well as communication strategy (D.1).
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2. Chrysi island- contextual background.

Chrysi Island, or as named locally (Gaidouronisi- donkey island) is located southeast
of Crete (N 25 42’50 E34 51’ 40”’), and 15km south of the municipality of

lerapetra, Lasithi Prefecture, which it administratively belongs to (See Figure 2.1).

Figure 2.1 Chrysi Island and the priority habitat 2250*

N
CRETE
T
=
CHRYSI ISLAND
[ ]
PORT
Habitat 2250*
- "Coastal dunes with Juniperus spp."”

0 200 400 800 1.200 Meters
———————————

Chrysi Island is a designated Natura2000 site code GR4320003, covering an area of
630.65ha. It is also subject to numerous national legal designations, aimed at the
protection of its natural and cultural features. Indicatively, the island has been
declared as':
e an area of outstanding natural beauty (YILILE 9597/70 666/23.9.70)
e archeological site o/ 31/24456/183 m.e. 5-5-1976 published in (PEK 699 t.
B’/23-9-1970)

" A full analysis of the legal framework is presented in Action 9 report.
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e a forest and reforestation area (prohibiting, construction and infrastructure
development)

o wildlife refuge (PEK 562,3/1983) prohibiting hunting

e Lasithi Forest Directorate decision banning grazing (2/12/1983)

The ownership status of the island has been in dispute for many years and remains
unsolved, presenting a potential source of conflict and barrier to the protection of the
natural and cultural features of the island. The island is only accessible by sea, with
the main passenger port located on the south east coast (Figure 2.1). Privately owned
boats conduct day trips to the island during the summer months (May to October).
Three main paths exist on the island which are used also by motorized vehicles such
quad-bikes. Buildings include one house; a church and light house North West of the
island. A refectory with toilets by the SE port, and a bar and second tavern on the NE
popular beach of the island.

The island used to be used for grazing and agriculture, although such activities are
assumed to have ceased. The main present use of the island consists of recreation,
consisting of daily excursions of a large number of visitors during the summer months
(See Figure 2.2, & 2.3), and free camping. However, the extent of use and relationship
of the local population of Ierapetra, with the island, to date has not been established,

and thus is examined through this action (Section 4).

Ierapetra has a population of 14159 consisting of 4939 households (2001, National
Census), its main demographic characteristics are presented in Table 2.1 (2001,
National Census). This contextual information, is useful for interpreting results

presented in sections (4 to 10)
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Figure 2.2 Number of Visitors per month (1991-2008)
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Figure 2.3 Total number of visitors per year (1991-2008)
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Figure 2.4 Mean percentage of visitors per month (1991-2008)
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Table 2.1 Main household occupation- Census 2001

Census 2001 data on Main household
occupation Households
ewpyia, kTnvoTpoia, Brpa, dagokouia. | Agriculture, hunting and forestry 2,832
AAgia. Fishing 72
Opuxeia Kal AaTopeia. Mining and quarrying 6
MeTatroinTikég Blopnxavieg. Manufacturing 300
Mapoxr nAekTpIKoU peUPATOG, PUAIKOU
agpiou Kal vepou. Electricity, gas and water supply 51
KaTooKkeuég. Construction 577
XovdpIko Kal Alavikd euttéplo, emokeury | Wholesale and retail trade; repair of motor
QAUTOKIVATWY, OXNUATWYV, JOTOOUKAETWY | vehicles, motorcycles and personal and
KAl €10WV ATOMIKAG KAl OIKIGKAS XPHoNg. household goods 972
=evodoxeia Kal aTIaTépIa. Hotels and restaurants 585
MeTagopég, amobrkeuon Kal
ETTIKOIVWVIEG. Transport, storage and communication 232
Evdidueool xpnuaToTTIOTWTIKOf
OPYQVIOUOI. Financial intermediation 139
Alayeipion akivnTng TepIouadiag,
EKMIOBWOEIG KAl ETTIXEIPNUATIKEG
OpaaTNPIOTNTEG. Real estate, renting and business activities 334
Anpooia dioiknon kai auuva, Public administration and defence;
UTTOXPEWTIKNA KOIVWVIKH) ao@AAIo. compulsory social security 280
Ektraideuon. Education 389
Yyeia Kal KOIVWVIKH PEpIuva. Health and social work 272
ApacTnpIdTNTEG TTAPOXAG UTTNPECIWV
UTTEP TOU KOIVWVIKOU 1 OTOUIKOU Other community, social and personal
XOPAKTAPA. service activities 166
181wTIKG VoIKOKUPIA TTOU aTTao0AoUV
OIKIOKO TTPOCWTTIKO. Activities of households 82
Etepddikol opyaviguoi Kal épyava. Extra-territorial organizations and bodies 2
AfAwaoav acapwg ) &€ dAwaoav KAGdo
OIKOVOUIKAG 8paaTnpIdéTNTAG missing 345
Table 2.2 Educational level — Census 2001
secPocr)Ejtary Did not
Age class non- Tertlary Higher Lower . complete Cannot
c . education Primary primary
ensus tertiary secondary | secondary . read or
2001 data ducation Phd, MSc education | education education school but write
educatio BSc can read
&write
6-9 0 0 0 0 1 0
10-14 0 0 94 520 9 0
15-19 22 0 204 606 196 7 1
20-24 201 34 380 196 239 5 1
25-29 154 124 430 280 257 7 6
30-34 119 188 440 252 253 10 15
35-39 98 134 362 229 341 8 12
40-44 107 125 336 161 388 4 5
45-49 62 134 278 136 402 11 6
50-54 36 142 121 88 456 10 13
55-59 25 73 97 48 331 20 13
60-64 23 58 94 43 402 64 24
65-69 9 40 62 25 323 123 50
70-74 6 21 38 26 304 116 34
75-79 0 9 23 7 231 55 29
80-84 0 4 14 7 128 46 17
85+ 0 5 6 7 97 42 42
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3. Research Design & Methodology

In this section, the research design and methodology followed is described, including
the results of the stakeholder analysis conducted. To begin with a literature review,
regarding the state of the art in participation methods for protected area management

was conducted.

Participation has different purposes which in turn affect the methods used,
stakeholders involved and intensity of involvement. It is therefore important to define
the purpose of the participation and subsequent relevant methods which should be

used to achieve that purpose.

A number of different hierarchies illustrating the different levels of participation can
be found in the literature (Arnstein, 1969; Dorcey et al, 1994; Wilcox, 1994; Pretty
and Shah, 1994; UNDP, 1997). Arnstein (1969) describes the different levels of
participation using the metaphor of the ‘ladder of participation’. The ladder essentially
depicts a hierarchy ranging from non-participation and degrees of tokenism, where
participants essentially do not have the power to influence a decision, through to the
top level of the ladder of citizen power where participants have total control over the

decision making process.

One problem with such hierarchies is that they imply that more participation is
necessarily better. However, the appropriate level and methods used should reflect the
purpose of the participation (see Figure 3.1) (IEMA, 2002). Sanoff (2000, pg 11)
describes the different purposes which participation can serve, as:

=*“t0 generate ideas;

=to identify attitudes;

=to disseminate information;

=to resolve some identified conflict;

=t0 measure opinion;

=0 review a proposal;

=merely to serve as a safety valve for pent — up emotions.”
One purpose does not necessarily exclude another, and indeed participation can fulfill

more than one role. However, according to the defined purpose of the participation
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process the methods used will vary, and it is therefore important to recognize the
limitations of any one process. With regard to Action 6 and plurality of purposes (see
Section 1) it is evident that there was a need to develop a mixed methods participatory
approach. As is apparent from Figure 3.1, extended participant involvement requires
high interaction methods which are initiated early within the participation programme
and which limit the number of participants who can realistically be involved.
Therefore, a stakeholder workshop undertaken at the onset of the project was carried
out (Figure 3.2) in parallel with individual personal and telephone semi-structured

interviews.

Extended participant involvement can have implications with regard to the extent to

which the lay public can be involved. In deciding on the participatory strategy the

following points were considered based on IEMA, (2002, p. 30):

=*The purpose and objectives of the participation exercise;

=The degree of interaction required between participants and the extent to which
participants are able to influence decisions;

=The timing of use, ie the stage in the decision making process and the time available
for participation;

=Resource availability-time, costs;

=The number of participants involved; and

The complexity, controversy and level of interest in issues under consideration.’

Tonn et al (2000 pgl164) state ‘public participation should not be seen as an either or
proposition’ but rather propose the consideration of the decision making questions
and implications when deciding on the extent and methods of public participation.
Considering the purpose of public participation was of investigative nature, rather
than active engagement in decision making, it was decided to conduct a community

survey, using questionnaires (Figure 3.1).
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Figure 3.1. Levels of participation, techniques and factors influencing
the selection of techniques (Adapted from IEMA, 2002)

Extended
Involvement

Participants are able to
contribute to the formation
of a plan or proposal and to
influence a decision through
group discussions or
activities

Citizen juries- advisory
groups

Number of
participants

Stage in the
participation
programme
Involvement and Consultation

Formal or informal dialogue to identify issues of
concern

-workshops- focus groups- open house

Information Feedback
The dissemination of information with a request for feedback to
supplement knowledge and gain a better understanding of
issues.

-surveys- staffed exhibits and displays- staffed telephone lines

Education and Information Provision
The use of information dissemination to create an awareness of activities or issues

-leaflets — newsletters-press releases — adverts — television - radio
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Figure 3.2. Stakeholder workshop in Feburary at MAICh

[Tpdn Hpepida Epmiekdpevov Gopémv
Megoyelaxd Aypovopukd Ivetitovro Xaviwmv 25/2/2009

3.1 Stakeholder Analysis

The definition of stakeholders given by WWF (2005, pg, 1) is: Any individual, group,
or institution who has a vested interest in the natural resources of the project area
and/or who potentially will be effected by project area activities and have something
to gain or lose if the conditions change or stay.

When selecting stakeholders to involve in each stage of the participatory process,
their legitimacy will have to be considered. If participants are not content with the
composition of the group they may doubt the fairness of the process, and the whole
participation process could be disrupted (Sanoff, 2000; Seargent and Steele, 199).
Therefore, the Environment Council (2002, pg6) guidelines for consideration, were
utilized prior to the selection of stakeholders to assess their legitimacy:

=\Who is directly responsible for the decisions on the issues?

=\Who holds positions of responsibility in stakeholding organizations?
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=Who is influential in the area, community, organization?
=Who will be affected by any decisions around the issue?
=Who will promote a decision-provided they will be involved?
=\Who will obstruct a decision- if they are not involved?

=\Who has been involved in the issue in the past?

=\Who has not been involved up to now -but should have been?

Borrini-Feyerabend, (1996), regarding protected area management propose the
consideration of inclusion in participatory processes stakeholder categories outlined in

Box 3.1.

Box 3.1: List of potential Protected Area Stakeholders (modified from Borrini
Feyerabend, 1996).

Influential individuals

Land owners

Community representatives

Other representatives (e.g., tourism of farmers representative)
Local Associations

Elected representatives

Relevant PA NGOs

Agency (with legal jurisdiction or function in PA)

Business and commercial enterprise individuals or representatives
University or research organizations working in protected area.
Staff working in PA management or projects

Funding organization representatives

PA user representatives (e.g. hunters or hikers group representatives)
Religious or cultural heritage local representative

PA managers

PA and local community decision makers

Based on the above and through a process of co-nomination a list of 75 potential
stakeholders relevant to the project and specific habitat localities were identified and
contacted (Appendix A). The participants which attended stakeholder workshop are
also listed in (appendix A) whereas in Table 3.1 are listed stakeholder capacity

involved through this action- methods of involvement specifically for Chrysi island.
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Table 3.1 Stakeholders relevant to Chrysi island contacted and consulted for A.6

Stakeholder capacity Code Workshop _Persor_1a| Personal_ _
group interview | communication
attendance

Ministry of environment & public works PS

Ministry of Agricultural Development PS X X

Region of Crete- Forest Directorate PSL X X

Region of Crete- Environment Division PSL X X

Lasithi Prefecture Antiquities Directorate PSL X X

lerapetra Port Authority PSL X X X

lerapetra Police Authority PSL X X

lerapetra Municipality PSL X X X

lerapetra Firebrigade Authority PSL X X

Agricultural Police Authority of Lasithi PSL X X

Lasithi Prefecture- Environmental Planning | PSL X X

division

Lasithi Education Representative PSL X

Regional Forest Directorate Inspectorate PSL X X

Forest Directorate of Lasithi PSL X

National Greek Tourism Organisation PSL X X

All Primary School Headmasters from lerapetra | PSL X

Prefect of Lasithi PSL X

Cadastre Authority of Lasithi PSL X

Natural History Museum PSL X X

Centre of environmental Education of lerapetra | PSL X

Ecological Society of lerapetra NGOL X

APXEAQN- Society for the protection of the | NGO X X

carretta carreta turtle

EMGGa kaBapn NGO X X

WWF NGO X X

Hunters Association of lerapetra NGOL X X

Z0Moyog 0 Kédpog- chrysi island association NGOL X X X

lerapetra fisherman'’s association NGOL X X

Chrysi island taverna owner private X

Chrysi island municipality tavern leaser- and | private X

responsible for waste collection

Chrysi island boat owners and staff Private X5

Chrysi island permanent visitors (ie individuals | Individuals X7

which have been going to the island at least for
over 10 years and staying throughout the year)
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3.2 Methodology

Below an outline of the methods utilised to conduct preparatory Action 6 are
presented in turn: workshop methodology (3.2.1) stakeholder interviews (3.2.2),
personal communications (3.2.3) and community survey (3.2.4). Due to data
collection triangulation, and exhaustiveness of stakeholders samples engaged, the

robustness of results is strengthened.

3.2.1 Workshop methodology

In order to maximize stakeholder engagement and potential for input, the workshop
utilized different participatory methods, taking into consideration Environment
Council (2002) facilitation method guidelines: For a detailed analysis of the workshop
methods participant and results refer to Appendix A. Indicatively the workshop

procedure is outlined below.

Workshop participants were divided into groups according to capacity and site
relevance. Stakeholders participating in Chrysi islands working group are presented in
Table 3.1. Following a brief presentation of the JUNICOAST project aims and
objectives, as well as the priority habitat, and sites which the project will carry out
actions in, stakeholders in their groups were instructed to carry out exercise 1. All
participants were handed out a workshop manual in Greek (included in appendix A)
which included a brief summary of the project, the agenda as well as a description of
all the actions , and exercise instructions. Additional material included a draft
educational programme (included in appendix A) for them to review, the draft local
community survey (included in appendix A) as well as a workshop feedback form
(included in Appendix A) which was completed following the end of the workshop.
Facilitators were provided with additional review sheets where stakeholder comments

were recorded.

Exercise 1
This exercise utilized a combined carousel metaplan method, whereby participants in
their groups were asked to discuss and write on post it’s

¢ the main values (environmental , social, and economic) of the specific sites

e the main threats to the sites
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e the recommendations in order to ensure the preservation of these values and
minimizations of the threats
e their expectations and views regarding what they would like to see achieved

from the JUNICOAST project

Each group had a facilitator assigned by MAICh which took notes of the conversation
as well as stuck the post it notes on the relevant posters. Aerial pictures as well as
maps of the habitat were provided to participants where they were asked to draw on

them, important features or problem areas.

Exercise 2- Review of proposed Actions

Following a brief presentation of each action (Preparatory A, Concrete C,
Dissemination D, and E actions) participants were asked to consult the manual where
the detailed description of each action was presented and with the input of the

facilitator, detail feedback on each action was obtained.

For each action the following questions were addressed and conclusions noted by
facilitators:

e Relevance / importance of proposed action

e Existence of data

e Potential for collaboration and input/ action

3.2.2. Stakeholder Interviews
Following a stakeholder analysis, (20) stakeholders (Table 3.1) were contacted and

interviewed. Snowball purposeful sampling was also utilized and data collection
stopped only when no new stakeholders were being proposed by interviewees. Only
with one of the twenty stakeholders (Ministry of Environment and public works), an

interview was not possible, signifying a very robust sample.

Semi-structured interviews including qualitative and quantitative questions were
undertaken. In Appendix B questions asked (interview template) is presented.
Interviews were recorded and transcribed and content analysis performed for

qualitative responses (Sarantakos, 1993), where as descriptive statistics using excel
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were performed for quantitative data (De Vaus, 2007). The analysis and discussion of

results is presented jointly with workshop and community results in Sections 4 to 10.

3.2.3 Personal Communication- Informal interviews
In many cases formal interviews were not appropriate or essential. However in order

to obtain the views of stakeholders relevant to a particular component of the project
(e.g. tourism or education) and to establish their collaboration and involvement in the
project, personal communication in the form of meetings or telephone conversations

was carried out (See Table 3.1).

Headmasters of primary schools were visited in order to determine specifications and
practical issues regarding the education campaign as well as level of interest and

possibility for school engagement.

Moreover, influential individuals, and people with long term knowledge of Chrysi
island were contacted. Specifically, tavern owners, one of which is responsible for
waste collection on the island (as of this year) as well as permanent long term visitors,
individuals which have been coming to the island for many years. With the latter,
walks around the island were conducted, where they pointed out, problems and areas
where change had occurred over the years. During all personal communications, the
same issues were discussed informally, i.e. values, threats and perceived necessary
actions for the environmental conservation of the island and habitat. Feasibility,
implementation as well as long term maintenance issues where discussed, opinions

which where relevant are included in Section 10.

3.2.4 Community survey
In order to obtain information regarding the local populations’ perceptions of values

threats and required activities for the island) as well as levels of environmental
awareness, and relationship to the island, a household community survey was

conducted (Appendix C).

Random sampling was used, and self completion questionnaires were delivered and

collected through schools in lerapetra municipality enabling an even geographical
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coverage. A representative sample at 95% confidence level and under 5% error
(confidence interval 5) was obtained with 552 completed questionnaires being

obtained.

Data was analysed using excel and SPSS, results of which are presented in the
following sections. Content analysis was conducted on open ended questions using

codes.
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4. Stakeholder and Community perceptions of
Chrysi island values.

During the stakeholder workshop and interviews (Section 3) stakeholders were asked
to determine the main values of Chrysi island. From interview responses generic
reference was made to the Juniper trees and in some cases the archeological
importance of the site. During the workshop, however, more details regarding the use

and value of the site with reference to the actual population was made.

Specifically, the economic importance of the island as a tourism attraction to the
municipality of Ierapetra. Of direct economic benefit is the 50cent income per ticket
which the municipality obtains from boat tickets as well as money from the leasing of
taverna and beach chairs. Due to the fortunate lack of extensive tourism infrastructure
development on the island, only few individuals profit directly from visitors (i.e. boat,
tavern owners and staff). The question with regard to what extent do visitors to Chrysi

indirectly benefit the local community economy is unknown.

However, from the community survey it was established that economic value direct or
indirect from tourism is important to only as small % of the population (Figure 4.1),
where as the main perceived values being the recreation value (59%) and the inherit
natural heritage value of the island at (55%). Considering the predominant occupation
sector is agriculture (Section 2) this result is not surprising, yet very important, and
should be taken into account by local authorities and elected members, when setting
objectives for the management of the site as well as when deciding how to allocate

revenues obtained from visitor tickets?.

? The Municipality of Ierapetra obtains 50 cents per ticket to Chrysi Island, generating significant
income revenue. Funds are also obtained from the leasing of refectory and beach chairs. This system
however, promotes the increase in visitor numbers.
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Figure 4.1 Local community perceived values and relationship to Chrysi

island

Local community values and relationship to Chrysi

It has recreational value for us

]159.24

We benefit from the natural resources of the island 9.06

It has educational value for us | 11.41

It has natural heritage value for us

] 55,43

It has cultural heritage value for us 19.93

We own land on the island [] 0.91

We benefit indirectly from tourism which visits the island | 5.25

| or a family member works on the island []11.27

30

%

40 50 60

70

Regarding the recreation value, during the workshop participants commented on the

local custom in Ierapetra, whereby high school children at the end of the school year

(mid-June) go to do free camping for a week with classmates on the island. Visitation

frequency of the local population was established through the community survey

(Figure 4.2). It is interesting to note that the majority of respondents (36%) have

visited the island only once and 19% never, yet the recreational and inherit existence

value of the island is high (Figure 4.1).

Figure 4.2 Local population visitation frequency of Chrysi Island

Have you ever visited Chrysi Island?

11%

19%

@ Never

® Once

O Over 10 times
O Every year

B Many times a year
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Approximately 9% of respondents proclaimed to benefit from the natural resources of
the island which in line with workshop participants comments, that some locals visit
the island in the winter for hunting and wild greens gathering using private boats.
When questioned about activities carried out in Chrysi (Figure 4.3) 31.2 % of
respondents stated that they fish, and that 35% have camped there. The main activities
consist of swimming and trekking®. Of concern is the fact that 12% of respondents

proclaimed to have lit camp fires on the island, indicating the potential risk for fire.

Figure 4.3 Activities proclaimed to have been carried out by
respondents when visiting Chrysi

When visiting Chrysi which activities do you undertake?

Educational trip 6.2 ‘

Trekking ]57.9

Shell collection ]121.1

Camp-fire 12.0

Fishing ]31.2

Pic-nic

Swimming 70.1

Camping

It is important to note, that camping, camp fires and hunting are illegal activities by
law, yet from the stakeholder and community survey, free camping of high school

leavers was presented as a custom, and hunting as a known phenomenon.

This information indicates the need for detailed study of tourism and camping
impact (Action 5) on the habitat, and the potential to raise environmental

awareness and volunteering activities to high school leavers.

? Trekking in a Greek sense refers to a simple walk- and not trekking as in the sport
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5. Habitat Perceived Status and Trends

Stakeholders, during the workshops and in particular through the interviews were
asked to state their perceptions of the current habitat status, using a likert scale (Table
5.1) and whether there has been a change over the last 5 years (Table 5.2). The same
questions were raised with informal personal communications (see Section 3.2.3) and

through community surveys.

During the workshop mixed views regarding the status were presented. The results of
the semi- structured interviews indicate that the majority of interviewees perceived
that the status was average or in good condition. However, of concern is the fact that
National and regional decision makers stated they did not know, indicating the need
for greater information at the higher (ministries and regional authority) levels.
Interviewees proclaimed either no change or a turn for the worse regarding the
environmental status of the island over the last five years. Reasoning was justified,
with responses that no actions had been carried out, or for cases where trend was

perceived as worsening it was attributed to increased visitation pressure.

Table 5.1 Current Status of Chrysi island- perceived by interviewees

I don’t
N=19 Excellent | Good Average | Poor/bad | know
Public Service (National &
Regional level) 0 0 0 0 3
Public Service (Local level) 0 4 4 0 2
NGO-(National & Regional
level) 0 1 0 0 2
NGO- (Local) 0 0 3 1 0
Total 0 5 7 1 7
Table 5.2 Status Change of Chrysi island- perceived by interviewees
No ldon’t
N=19 Improved | Change | Worse know
Public Service (National &
Regional level) 0 0 0 3
Public Service (Local level) 0 4 2 2
NGO-(National & Regional
level) 0 0 1 2
NGO- (Local) 0 4 0 0
Total 0 8 3 7
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The responses obtained from the community survey to the same questions are
summarized in Figures 5.1 and 5.2, including justifications provided by those

perceiving, that the condition has worsened.

Figure 5.1 Local community perceptions of condition / status of the
natural environment in Chrysi.

What is the condition/ status of the natural environmentin
Chrysi?

2%

13%

O Excellent
13% | Good

O Average
0O Poor/bad

| | don’t know

46%

Figure 5.2 Local community perceptions of environmental status change
over the last five years.

Local community perceptions of environmental status
change during the last 5 years

14%

24%

O Improved

m No Change
O Worse

31% O | don’t know

31%
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Table 5.3. Local community perceived reasons for habitat status degradation

Local community perceived reasons for | Frequency
habitat status degradation

Increase in visitor numbers 35
Increase in rubbish and human waste 25
Lawlessness and lack of control and 16
management by authorities

Commercial Overexploitation 12

Increase Juniper damage (cutting of roots
and branches)

Loss of shells 8

Overgrazing 4

Of particular interest was the information obtained during on site personal
communications, with long term visitors and island entrepreneurs (see Section 3).
During island walkovers, long term visitors pointed out that shells from the northern
beach have disappeared due to extensive collection during the 90s “people used to
collect them in sacks and use them for decoration of hotels, shops etc” Some visitors

stated that shell depth in the 70’s was over 50 cm on the northern beach.

Sand dune erosion and juniper root exposure from trampling along paths —
particularly the main paths used by visitors was indicated, and claims of up to 50cm
year sand loss from eroded dunes was proclaimed. These are issues which require
further scientific investigation. However, for juniper trees in south eastern part of the
same habitat which appear to be dryer, it was stated that this condition has been like
this as long as people could remember. Changes in the type of visitors, and
specifically campers coming during the peak season was mentioned, with reference to
their lack of environmental awareness and knowledge of appropriate / sensitive
behavior when in the habitat. This issue will thus, be examined through A.5 visitor

survey.
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6. Stakeholder and local community views
regarding main threats to Chrysi islands
environment.

In this Section the results from the workshop, stakeholder interviews and community
survey regarding the perceived threat to the natural environment of Chrysi are

presented.

During the workshop extensive dialogue between participants regarding the main
threats to the natural environment was carried out and summarized on post it notes.
All participants discussed the barrier which the blurry ownership status of the island
was causing in the implementation of conservation measures on behalf of the
authorities. This was not mentioned during the interviews or community survey

(Table 6.1 and Figure 6.1).

The greatest impact was perceived to be arising from, the increasing number of
visitors going to the island during the summer months (see Section 2), although
participants claimed that they could not quantify the extent or nature of the impact of
visitors, and viewed JUNICOAST preparatory actions as useful if this information

would be provided.

Table 6.1 Stakeholder perceived threats to Chrysi island

Public
Service Public NGO-

(National & | Service (National &
Regional (Local Regional NGO-
N=20 level) level) level) (Local) Total

Don’t know

Reduced Natural Regeneration

One day Visitors

O | |O1

Campers 1

N

Lack of public awareness

Rubbish

o000 |~ |ON
o |~ |O|0|W O~
OO~ O|N
NINOW|~|[~|O

Fire risk

0| N|O

Cutting of Juniper branches &
roots

Alien species introduction

Hunting

Shell collection

o |0 |0 |0 |O
Ry PR PN Fe B N

olOo|O|—~|—~
=S a0 =(N

Quadbikes
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Figure 6.1 Local community perceived threats to Chrysi island natural
environment

Local community perceived threats to Chrysiislands natural environment

other

Overgrazing

Cutting of Juniper branches and roots
Fire risk

Rubbish

threats

Lack of public awareness
Campers
One day Visitors

Reduced Natural Regeneration

90

Tourism and its related impacts such as rubbish, cutting of juniper branches and fire
risk were identified as main threats through the local community survey and a number
of actions were proposed to overcome these issues (See section 10). Camping was
perceived as being of a greater threat than day visitors although day visitors consist of
the majority of tourism visiting the island. This indicates the need for extensive

investigation of the actual impacts of the different tourism activities on the habitat.

From both the workshop, and community survey, the problem of human waste- due to
the absence of sufficient toilet facilities was underlined. This issue was evidenced

during the site visits (Figure 6.2) and requires serious consideration.

Figure 6.2. Evidence of habitat being used as a lavatory
B ~om s,

h
g N
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Chrysi is famous, and commonly marketed as the island of the shells. Thus continuing

shell collection activities by tourists was also mentioned as a threat (Figure 6.3).

Introduction of alien to the island species such as rabbits and some colonizing plants
were also mentioned (during interviews). Alien planted species by permanent visitors

and restaurant owners were identified during site visits (Figure 6.4).

Figure 6.4. Alien sand stabilizing planted species

&y
es o
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Of interest is the difference between local community and stakeholders views
regarding the perceived threat of lack of public awareness. This was not identified as
a threat during any of the interviews, where as it consisted of the most important
threat according to the people of lerapetra, signifying the need for emphasis on the D

Actions of JUNICOAST.

7. Perceived management and conservation
effectiveness

Both the local community and decision making stakeholders were questioned with
regard to whether they perceived that present management was effective in ensuring

the environmental conservation and protection of Chrysi Island.

Responses from both the community and stakeholders were negative (Figures 7.1, 7.2,
7.3, 7.4). The fact that not a single stakeholder perceived present management
operations as effective is of concern, and reasons behind this require further

investigation (Action A.9).

Figure 7.1 Stakeholder perceptions of existing management
effectiveness.

Stakeholders views on statement "present management of chrysi

island is effective in ensuring its environmental protection”
7Agree
0%

| Strongly Agree
0%

Dont know
21%

O Dont know
Disagree B Strongly Disagree

47%

O Disagree
0O Agree
B Strongly Agree

Strongly Disagree
32%
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Figure 7.2 Local community perceptions of existing management
effectiveness

Local communities views regarding statement "the
management of Chrysi is effective for its protection"

5%

B Don't know

B Strongly Disagree
W Disagree

B Agree

B Strongly Agree

Figure 7.3 Local community perception regarding Chrysi island
environmental protection adequacy

Local communities views regarding statement "the
natural environment of Chrysi is already adequately

protected "

1%

11%
23%

B Don't know

B Strongly Disagree
W Disagree

B Agree

17%

B Strongly Agree
48%

Public authority stakeholders (PS and PSL Table 3. 1) were questioned with regard to
the existing capacity of their authority to fulfill its duties in relation to the island. The
majority of interviewees perceived to have difficulties in doing so (Figure 7.4).
National and regional authorities proclaimed greater difficulties, although barriers
were also mentioned by local public authorities. Mentioned barriers, related to

governance issues such as unclear governance and management structures, lack of
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knowledge on NATURA200 and procedures for protected area management, as well
as procedural barriers relating to understaffing and inadequate resources. The majority
of issues being subsequently attributed to the lack of political willingness for change

and commitment to environmental protection.

Figure 7.4. Stakeholders perceptions of their authorities capacity to fulfil
duties with regard to Chrysi island.

Can your authority fulfil all its duties with regard to Chrysi Island?

strongly agree “ 111
agree “ 33.3 B Local Public Authorities
_ 44.4 @ National & Regional Public
disagree - 66.7 Authorities
strongly disagree 11.1 —33.3
! | : | ; ;

0.0 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0 50.0 60.0 70.0

% of Public Authority Interviewees

The majority of local community respondents (79%) perceived local authorities not to
be fulfilling all their duties with regard to Chrysi island , which was also evident from
recommendations for proposed actions (See section 10) whereby 60 specific requests

for public authority greater engagement and implementation of the law were made.

Figure 7.5. Local communities perceptions of public authorities capacity
to fulfil duties with regard to Chrysi island.

Local Communities views regarding statement "Public
Authorities fulfil all their duties with regard to Chrysi "

6% 2% 15%

H Don't know
B Strongly Disagree
Disagree
23%
B Agree

B Strongly Agree
54%
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This signifies the importance of Action 9 investigation of governance as well as the
need for simultancous stakeholder and community engagement during the
dissemination and education campaign (D actions). It also indicates the need to
provide information and even sight visit opportunities to National and Regional Level
public authorities, which have the decision making influence regarding the area, yet

all claimed that they had never been.
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8. Present stakeholder and local community
engagement effectiveness

As mentioned earlier, a participatory approach to protected area management is
proported through the Habitats Directive, and subsequently a key component of the
JUNICOAST project. However, there is no information on existing NATURA2000
participatory processes and their effectiveness, and neither for this site’. Thus,
stakeholders and the local community were questioned to establish whether
stakeholder and community consultation was being carried with regard to protected
area management decision making, and the extent to which they felt they were
effective or adequate. Twelve out of the 14 stakeholders did not perceive between
stakeholder consultation and collaboration to be adequate (Table 8.1). The issues

mentioned to support their views are summarized in Table 8.2

Table 8.1 Stakeholder perceptions of between stakeholder consultation and
collaboration adequacy

Present consultation and Public NGO-

collaboration between stakeholders | Service Public (National

is adequate for the effective (National & Service &

environmental management and Regional (Local Regional | NGO-

protection of Chrysi Island level) level) level) (Local) | Total

Strongly Disagree 0 0 0 2

Disagree 2 7 3 0

Agree 1 1 0 0

Strongly Agree 0 0 0 0

Table 8.2 Perceived barriers of between stakeholder collaboration

Public NGO-
Service Public (National
(National & | Service &
Regional (Local Regional
level) level) level)

Not all stakeholders are included in decision making 0 0

lack of decision making transparency 1 1
unclear responsibility delegation and accountability

regarding decision making 3

lack of decision publicity and information sharing 1
lack of interest 1 1
lack of management and decision making protocols 1

* The effectiveness of participation methods employed for A.6 evaluation report — consists of a
deliverable in this action.
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With regard to the effectiveness of existing local community consultation practice for

Chrysi island environmental management decision making, stakeholders views

differed with the majority (9) disagreeing (Table 8.3). This problem was confirmed

through the community survey whereby 87% of respondents stated Never to have

been consulted and 7% rarely.

Table 8.3 Stakeholders perceptions of existing stakeholder consultation effectiveness

“Local community consultation Public | NGO-
regarding environmental Public Service | Service | (National &
management of Chrysi is being | (National & (Local | Regional NGO-
carried out effectively” Regional level) | level) level) (Local) | Total
Dont know 0 1 0 1 2
Strongly Disagree 0 1 2 1 4
Disagree 1 6 1 1 9
Agree 2 1 0 1 4
Strongly Agree 0 0 0 0 0
Figure 8.1 Extent of community consultation
How many times has your opinion regarding protection measures for Chrysi been
obtained?

@ Never

m Rarely

O Sometimes

0O Often

m Always

87%

Figure 8.2 Local community satisfaction with existing information

provision and consultation opportunities.

2%

2%
8%

65%

How satisfied are you with presented oppotunities for information and involvement
regarding actions for Chrysi islands protection?

@ Very disatisfied
m Disatisfied

O Satisfied
m very satisfied

O neither satisfied/ nor disatisfied
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The above results indicate the importance of providing opportunities through
JUNICOAST to increase information provision, as well as, the development of a

holistic communication strategy and after life communication plan.
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9. Levels of awareness and information provision
One of the main objectives of this action was to establish current levels of stakeholder

and local community awareness regarding priority habitat 2250* and localities in
Crete. Therefore, during interviews stakeholders were asked to specify, which
designations was Chrysi island characterized by and the reasons for designation (i.e
why is it being protected and as a result what activities are prohibited- what is

protected).

What was established from the interviews was that stakeholders knew of designations
relevant to their capacity, meaning archeologists knew archeological designations,
port authorities knew restrictions according to their domains legislation etc. Only the

Lasithi Forest Directorate had an overview of all relevant designations.

The majority (70%) of stakeholders knew that the site was designated as
NATURA2000 site. However, 80% openly expressed ignorance with regard to what
that actually meant, and what implications this had regarding prohibited activities and

management of the island.

For those stakeholders more involved with NATURA2000 due to professional
capacity, a negative view was presented, whereby stakeholders felt that the
designation did not result in any practical conservation implications. Regarding
specifically the designation of Chrysi island as a NATURA2000 site, some authorities
commented that due to the continuing absence of structured management plans and
management authorities, such legislation was having a negative effect rather than

positive - due to governance and legislative confusion.

Interestingly regarding environmental protection all but two stakeholders interviewed
either did not know what priority habitat 2250* was or had never heard of this
classification before, and considered that environmental protection on the island was

for the purpose of protecting solely the juniper trees.

Awareness regarding the environmental protection status and designations of Chrysi

island amongst the community also proved to be problematic (Figure 9.1).



Deliverable A.6.1.1 “Stakeholder consultation and community survey for Chrysi Island” 45

Indicatively for the statement Chrysi island is not protected 73% believed that this
was the case or were unsure. Similarly only 38.1% knew that the island is designated
as NATURA2000 area. Many wrongly believed that the island was either a National
Park (30.7%) or an SPA (40.5%). Confusion, regarding reasons for designation and

protection was also noted from local community survey (See Figure 9.2)

The above results indicate the need for an integrated communication strategy to both
decision making stakeholders, as well as, the local community regarding priority
habitat 2250*, NATURA2000, and its implications for the environmental

management and protection of the island.

Figure 9.1 Local community awareness regarding environmental
designations of Chrysi island.

juniper trees

Which of the following statements is correct?
\ \ \ \ \
It is NOT Protected ‘ ‘ 63.3 ‘ ‘ ‘ '
Chrysi is a SPA 54.0 f
[ [ [ |
Chrysi is a SCI e J ® FALSE
‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ O dont know
Chrysi island is a 56.9 '
NATURA2000 area ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
Chrysi island is a National 535 '
Park T T
0% 1 d% 20“’/0 36% 40“’/0 56% 66% 76% 86% 96% 106%
Figure 9.2 Local community awareness regarding reasons of
designation.
Chrysiisland is protected due to the presence of...
| | | | |
"coastal dunes with junipers" 32.7 '
habitat ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
archaeology ‘ ‘ 61-1‘ ‘ ‘ '
o TRUE
shells # 336 ' mFALSE
‘ ‘ h—‘—‘—l O dont know
.9 24.6

carreta carreta turtle 54.0 '

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%
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Stakeholders and local community were asked to specify which activities were
prohibited on the island. Awareness amongst interviewed stakeholders was in many
cases fragmented and responses reflecting stakeholder professional background. In the
case of the local communities perceptions with regard to what is prohibited or not on
the island (Figure, 9.3) it is evident that more work is required regarding clarification
of allowed and forbidden activities. What can be observed that activities respondents
have engaged in like camping, camp fire lighting and shell collection, although
prohibited legally are not considered as illegal by respondents, yet activities such as
cutting of juniper branches, which is not per say stipulated in legislation was

considered prohibited.

Figure 9.3 Local community perceptions of prohibited activities in
Chrysi

Which of the following activities is prohibited in Chrysi?

other - hunting []2.7

shell collection ]155.3

cutting juniper branches 182.1

fire ] 58.9
fishing 8.9

construction ] 86/9

Camping

cultivation 171.0

Grazing

]169.2

\
\
\
T I T T T T
0.0 1.0 200 300 400 500  60.0  70.0 800  90.0  100.0

Through discussions with permanent of long term visitors — it was indicated that new
campers are often informed by long term visitors with regard to not cutting branches
and the slow growth rate of this species. This indicates the importance of experiential
learning. However, it needs to be underlined that through discussions, permanent
visitors commented on how the increasing camper numbers particularly during the
peak season, does not allow for individual awareness raising, and that fires and
juniper branch burning are occurring, with a need for more formal awareness raising
and codes of visitor conduct clarification prior to arrival on the island becoming

necessary.
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Based on the Habitats Directive, NATURA2000 sites management and status should
be subject to regulate monitoring. However, based on interview results it was
established that apart from the absence of a formal management and action plan, there
is not monitoring strategy. Moreover, stakeholders all expressed inability under
current conditions to conduct regular monitoring. One off site inspections were being
conducted by different local authorities (PSL) and port authorities collected visitation
numbers to the island. Of concern is the fact that National and Regional Authorities
claimed never to have even visited the site as well as to not obtain any information on

it.

Stakeholders, presented the remoteness of Chrysi as a significant barrier to structured
monitoring, and commented that monitoring for any protected area is an issue to the
lack of specifications, allocated budgets to do so as well as serious staff and funds
shortages. This finding has considerable implications regarding Action A.8
specification of monitoring protocols, which although originally intended to develop
state of the art indicators to monitor the status and threats to priority habitat 2250%* it
is now clear from results, that is monitoring is to have any chance of continuing
following the end of this project, simplicity and feasibility issues need to be

considered seriously.



Deliverable A.6.1.1 “Stakeholder consultation and community survey for Chrysi Island” 48

10. Proposed actions for the environmental
protection of Chrysi island

In this section the results of stakeholder workshop, interviews, personal
communications and community survey, regarding their views on what actions should
be carried out to protect Chrysi are presented collectively and juxtaposed — were
relevant to proposed JUNICOAST actions. Information on regarding recommended
actions was obtained from open ended questions to which content analysis using

coding was conducted.

From the responses obtained different types of recommendations occur all of which
are presented. However, emphasis and detail is placed with regard to
recommendations which inform JUNICOAST concrete conservation actions as well

as D actions.

A number of recommendations relevant to the governance and management of the
island were proposed. In particular, stakeholders during the workshop underlined the
need to clarify officially the ownership status of the island. This is not the in the scope
or capacity of the JUNICOAST project, however.

The need to instate an official management Authority which would be backed with
the necessary funds and trained staff, as well as management and action plan which
delegates and clearly specifies activities and different authorities’ responsibilities, was
stressed as of paramount importance. All subsequent recommendations are of more
specific nature with regard to specific actions or scope which would be covered by the

management plan.

From interviews and community workshop, it was evident that two schools of thought
regarding intervention and methods of environmental protection of the island exist,
each with their strengths and weaknesses, opportunities and threats as well as
different management implications (Figure 10.1). However, the decision with regard

to which approach to adopt, does not and should not lie, in the team of JUNICOAST.
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It is a political and governmental decision, which requires commitment either way of

long term implementation and accountability for defined responsibility fulfillment.

Table 10.1 SWOT analysis of two different recommendations of environmental
management approaches for Chrysi Island.

SWOT

Legislative restriction based
approach

Visitor management approach

Strengths

If law is implemented, all potentially
harmful ~ activities, (ie  hunting,
vehicle movement, camping) bar
day trip visitors will cease.

Implementation can be secured through motivation for income
generation.

Weaknesses

Difficult to implement, requires all
year round, government funded
guards (minimum two) and purchase
of boats.

Trampling and waste issues from
day trippers remain unsolved.

Visitor management facilities, eg
toilets, waste collection site,
refectories have to be removed due
to illegality according to law.

High conflict and resistance arising
from permanent and local users,
private entrepreneurs (boat owners,
refectory owners)

= Requires, consensus and commitment by stakeholders and
instatement of a legally binding management plan.

= Requires the identification of a sustainable pricing scheme
(balance between viable boat ticket pricing- facility pricing,
visitor numbers and % for management/ conservation
activities)

= Requires the formation of an accountable management
body.

= Requires independent quality assurance inspections

= |s contradictory to current legislation.

= Requires the development a Visitor Management Plan
which includes eco-tourism management

= Requires a Visitor Code of Conduct and promote in
appropriate ways.

Opportunities

Legislation already exists- only
approval of action plan remaining
from Region of Crete proposed by
Forest Directorate (Kavoviguog
Aermoupyiag)

= The island is re-branded and marketed as an exemplar of
Sustainable Protected Area management- targeting higher
income-quality users (organization of educational trips-
environmental events- new growing tourism sector).

= Strong information and education campaign- with specified
codes of visitor conduct.

= Recreational use of Chrysi Island will be guided by a Visitor
Management Plan

= Visitor management should at all times be consistent with
meeting conservation objectives and at no time will
contravene key conservation policies and objectives.

= Recreational activities should be managed to have minimal
environmental impact and, as far as practicable, contribute
to conservation programs for Chrysi Island in some tangible
way.

= Numbers of users regulated in accordance to carrying
capacity. (ticket pricing modified to compensate reduction in
numbers)

= Zonation of visitor areas, limiting access to certain areas.

= Creation of organized camping- profit based, which will
ensure facilities, in non sensitive areas- and will ensure
absence of free camping in sensitive areas.

= Provision of PAY and Use toilet system, ensuring
cleanliness of facilities as well as reduction of human waste
issue in habitat.

= Boardwalks to guide visitors to specific zones- reduce
trampling.

= Rubbish management — on site - responsibility of
entrepreneurs- shipment responsibility of Municipality

Threats

Law is not enforced — there is no
control thus left open to unregulated
exploitation and continuation of
current situation

= If no quality insurance inspections regarding facilities and
services is provided.

= Short term overexploitation and failure of model could take
place.
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The first school of thought makes reference to legislative measures and the need for
implementation of the law and banning of activities on the island, whereas the second

focuses environmental protection through management and education activities.

Regarding the first school of thought it is important to note that specific legislation
regarding the environmental protection of Chrysi island exists, for example it is illegal
to camp, light fires, construction, grazing of animals, hunting etc. However, these
activities confirmed by both authorities and local community and site visits, are

prevalent on the island, indicating the weakness of standalone legislatory actions.

It is important to note that the local community, perceived public authorities as non
adequately protecting the environment of the island 60 of which made specific
recommendations and requests for greater activity on behalf of responsible authorities
indicatively responses of the type “ authority X should do its job” ‘“authority Y
should ban y”.

Local community views (39) made negative reference to phenomena of commercial
overexploitation, and municipal authorities’ interest in tourism exploitation rather
than environmental protection of the island, indicating a current lack of trust of

authorities and elected members.

Regardless of school of thought, all stakeholders and significant number of
community respondents dictated the need for permanent guards on the island, what

differed according to respondents were proposed responsibilities.

Some stakeholders saw the guards role in implementing the various (camping, hunting
lighting fires, illegal fishing, vehicle movement, grazing, etc bans), where as others
saw the need for guards in terms of implementing and ensuring correct
implementation of protection measures such as (controlling visitor numbers, ensuring
codes of visitor practice are adhered too, information provision and awareness raising,

maintenance of protection measures etc)
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As JUNICOAST proposed actions C & D are related more to non- legislative
measures of conservation, detailed results and feedback regarding proposed actions

are emphasized in this report, by action category.

All stakeholders and (257) local community respondents proposed the need for
improved visitor management through:
e regulation of visitor numbers
e visitor infrastructure provision (path delineation and boardwalks provision,
specific organized camping facilities)
e zonation of visitor and high protection areas

e Guarding

Specific recommendations regarding waste management and sanitation issues were

proposed during workshop and by 106 local community respondents.

Visitor number regulation recommendations

From all consultations the need to regulate visitor numbers and impacts was
underlined. Some stakeholders and community respondents were for the reduction of
numbers and banning of camping, whereas other stakeholders were for the improved
management of tourism on the island and provision of necessary infrastructure and

services, necessary to minimize tourisms environmental impact.

What was stressed by all workshop stakeholders is that the carrying capacity of the
island is not known and that scientific input with regard to the maximum number of
visitors to the island is necessary. This issue is in part addressed through A.S5,
however, carrying capacity studies do have limitations (Coccosis & Mexa, 2004)
particularly when applied to previously unstudied habitats, in this case priority habitat
2250*. Therefore, there is first the need to scientifically evaluate the nature and
significance of visitor impacts and based on those results consider collectively
different management approaches and scenarios with the aim of ensuring

environmental protection (e.g. Table 10.1)

Visitor number regulation is feasible from a practical perspective, due to the island

remoteness and access only by boat. However, ferry services are private and profit
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from increased numbers, with no legal government jurisdiction neither on pricing nor
on visitor numbers, in the absence of a legally binding management plan. Moreover,
the current capacity of authorities to implement restrictions needs to be examined, as
despite the numerous legal bans instated for the island, none are essentially adhered to

or enforced successfully.

Access and trampling regulation
What stakeholders and some community respondents pointed out was the current

issue of trampling being cased through unrestricted access to the habitat and lack of

defined paths.

At the workshop, local authority stakeholders commented on how visitor walk
throughout the habitat, without following specific paths, causing trampling
disturbance. The same was stated for the free camping whereby the majority of the
eastern 2250 habitat trees were stated as camping spots (Spatial Distribution of

visitors to be determined through A.5).

Recommendations proposed to overcome these issues, apart from research to establish
the significance and actual impacts of trampling and camping, included, the

establishment of zones, and delineation of paths.

Zones where no visitor access or camping would be allowed, in combination with
specific tourism zones and an organized camping area, with necessary facilities such
as toilets in non- fragile areas (i.e. outside the priority habitat) were proposed. Such a
zonation system could only work if guards are instated permanently on the island, or
better by those managing organized camping facilities, as free camping would reduce
their profit, thus ensuring implementation. The marking of central paths through the
habitat from south (port) to north beach were deemed necessary to avoid trampling

from visitors who get lost.

Moreover, during the workshop stakeholders pointed out that due to the large number
of visitor movements (over 1000/day in August see section 2) boardwalk installation

on the main access path were presented as necessary (See Figure 10.1). However,
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boardwalks require annual maintenance, which if not undertaken, could result in
accident hazards and at worse a source of free fire wood, increasing the fire risk on
the island, which could be detrimental considering the absence of fire protection on

the island.

Figure 10.1 Trampling erosion and visitors passing through main path
(top view visitors passing under juniper- bottom view erosion of sand
dune in same location).

From personal communications with those in charge of waste collection on the island

it was established that some paths are used by quad bikes for waste collection, thus
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indicating the need to carefully select boardwalk rooting, to avoid disturbing waste
collection.

It was also pointed out during the meeting and personal communications on the
island, that some habitat demarcation and sand stabilization measures had taken place
with questionable by stakeholder’s success. Wooden Block sand dune stabilized had
been placed, in paths, but as permanent users pointed out, they had had the opposite
effect. Quadbikes and visitors had increased erosion around the wooden block to

facilitate access, essentially doing more damage than good (Figure 10.2).

Figure 10.2 Sand dune stabilizing blocks resulting in increased erosion,
due to inappropriate use.

Wooden fences installed to prevent trampling under juniper have resulted in being
used as shelters, without any effect in deterring visitor use (Figure 10.3). This
indicates the need to consider the purposefulness, locations and methods for
habitat demarcation proposed in JUNICOAST C action.
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Figure 10.3. Fences and Barriers being used to camp under- not
effective protection.

Fire protection recommendations

The risk of fire was seen as a significant threat, and some management measures
proposed. From interviews with fire brigade it was made clear that on site suppression
of fire is restricted due to absence of water and remoteness of the island, underlining

the need for prevention and 24hour guarding.

Waste and sanitation management recommendations
Waste was one of the main issues addressed by the local community, with a total of
106 respondent recommendations to improve waste management and sanitation on the

island being, proposed.

Stakeholders during the workshop openly commented on the issue of the habitat being
used as a lavatory (Figure, 10.4) due to the absence of toilets on the main beach on the
North. Proposals for portable lavatory installation on the north beach were proposed,
although issues of who would be responsible for their cleaning and maintenance were
also raised. The opinion of increasing visitor charges to fund annually management
and maintenance as well as guarding services was discussed with governance issues

regarding accountability and responsibility, being left unsolved.
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Figure 10.4. More evidence that habitat is being used as a lavatory.

R ™

Comments on the inefficient rubbish collection and disposal methods of previously

sub-contracted company were also commented negatively. During May visit, for other
data collection waste from the previous year, was found uncollected (Figure 10.5).

The new person in charge of waste collection was also contacted and problems and

limitations discussed, as well as ways in which JUNICOAST could facilitate.
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Different ideas and measures for dealing with the waste and sanitation problem were
proposed, which complement each other. The introduction of a joint information
campaign and LEAVE NO TRACE or “Pack it in Pack it out” visitor code conduct
implementation, in conjunction with the creation of a shelter for remaining waste
collected prior to shipment off the island and installation of appropriate and sufficient
number of bins was proposed. Discussions, with current waste collector on site, who
is the leaser and manager of refectory, and has taken on waste collection free of
charge, and different to previous years contractor, were carried out. The need for a
waste collection shelter was identified, as waste shipment which is contracted to a
different person does not happen on a regular basis and is also restricted by weather
conditions, resulting, in the accumulation of huge volumes of waste which then
become a potential pollution, odour and visual detraction (Figure 10.6). A detailed
examination, litter survey and waste management facilities recommendations will

result from A.5.

Figure 10.6 Waste accumulated over 3 days due to non arrival of
shipment boat.

With regard to human waste and sanitation issues, local authorities and local

community emphasized the need for toilets on the northern beach. However, the
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rejection of this idea by a number of stakeholders — stating them as illegal or as a
source of further pollution was also noted. The issue lies in identifying the appropriate
technology for the toilets, suited to the visitor load, habitat conditions as well as
ensuring a method for their continuous cleansing and maintenance’. This facility was
not included in original project proposal, but from Visitor impact assessment action

A.5 the need for it will be examined.

For other activities such as foredune stabilization specific recommendations were not
proposed, however when discussed during the workshop, feasibility issues due to

beach trampling and beach chairs was raised (Figure 10.7).

> At present, toilets exist at refectories. Southern refectory toilets in August were noticed to overflow
and spill into the sea. Apparently, permission for sewage tank installation is not permitted under
archeological legislation, despite recognition of visitor loads to the island.
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Figure 10.7 Visitors in area where fore dune stabilization measures may
be proposed.

Regarding the issue of planting of alien species, from discussions the reasoning for
the planting was given that they stabilize the sand. The proposal of replacing alien
species with local endemic sand stabilizing plants (e.g. Figure 10.8) were proposed,

which was welcomed.

Figure 10.8. Example of local endemic sand stabilizing plant which could
be use to replace alien species.

i
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Fore all actions, the priority of dealing with governance issues such as
development of a management authority or delegation of responsibilities and
funds obtainment by a specific stakeholder which would be accountable for
effective protection of the island was underlined.

Education and information provision recommendations
Stakeholders and local community respondents emphasized the need for improved

information provision and awareness raising using different methods for different

audiences.

JUNICOAST proposed awareness raising actions were presented during the workshop
and feedback and further ideas proposed. The need for visitor leaflets, signs and a
documentary demonstrating the importance of the habitat and appropriate code of
conduct was underlined. The need to inform visitors prior to their arrival to the island

was also stressed.

The scope for education of younger generations, through educational and volunteering
activities was also welcomed. Willingness to volunteer was established as
considerable (50%) from the local community survey (Figure 10.9), indicating the

potential scope for such an approach.

Figure 10.9 Stated willingness to volunteer in environmental protection
activities for Chrysi Island

Would you be interested in participating in environmental volunteering activites
for Chrysi islands protection?

96
20%

O No
W Yes
O Yes , but not during tourist season

250
50%
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Tourism representative participants in workshop, and through personal
communications, indicated the value of providing information and training to tourism
guides, as well as the potential scope of having guided educational tours of the island.

The need for more information signs in different locations (boats, ports habitat entry
points etc) was emphasized. Also the need for a different management approach of
Greek and foreign visitors was discussed, and thus requires further investigation

through action A.5.
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11.

Recommendations and conclusions

Based on the outcomes of Action A.6 “Stakeholder consultation”, that a number of

1ssues and recommendations have been drawn.

A number of threats mainly related to tourism are perceived to be
compromising the status of the habitat, which overall however is still
considered by the majority to be in good condition.

There is a need to establish the impact of visitors on the habitat scientifically
and based on those results propose and implement appropriate yet feasible
visitor management and conservation actions.

Existing management of Chrysi is considered as insufficient or ineffective
presently

Governance issues are proving barrier to the effective management of the
island.

There is scope for greater engagement and collaboration between stakeholders
and for the involvement of the local community.

There is a need to raise awareness of stakeholders and local community
regarding the values, threats, designations and appropriate code of conduct on
the island- awareness levels were low

Systematic monitoring and information collection regarding the habitat—is
currently limited or non existent

There is scope for forming volunteer groups and engaging children in
awareness raising and conservation actions for the habitat

Visitor management actions need to be discussed collectively with
stakeholders to ensure their feasibility, maintenance and long term feasibility
given current absence of management authority and maintenance funds.
Visitor information opportunities and necessity of such actions is considered

of paramount importance.

To conclude, the Habitat in Chrysi Island is receiving increasing pressure.
Technical solutions are available, and through JUNICOAST the opportunity to
identify, and partially fund some of the necessary conservation actions are
provided. However, the decision regarding the management, maintenance and long
term status of the island, is a political one. As JUNICOAST we can raise awareness
to the issues and available solutions, but cannot make the decisions or enforce them
for that matter.
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Appendices

Appendix A: Report on stakeholder workshop (25/2/2009) and Evaluation of
stakeholder engagement methods with the following annexes:

Annex A: List of all potential stakeholders contacted for involvement

Annex B: Greek Summary of Project

Annex C: Agenda of Stakeholder meeting and invitation letter

Annex D: Participant Booklet provided at workshop

Annex E: Draft educational programme for review provided at
workshop to stakeholders

Annex F: Example of Draft community survey questionnaire provided to
participants

Annex G: Participant Workshop Evaluation Feedback questionnaire

Appendix B: Stakeholder interview template for Chrysi Island

Appendix C: Community survey questionnaire





