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Executive summary (in Greek)

MEPINHWH

To Kedpodaooc Bpioketal otn votlodutikr Kpntn, 5 XIAOUETPA VOTLOAVOTOALKA TOU
EAadovnoiou. Alolkntikd umayetal oto Afjpo MeAekavou pe €6pa tnv Malaoxwpa
kat otn Nopapylokry Autodloiknon Xaviwv. Avikel otnv mepoxn OYIH 2000
GR4340015 “MNoapaAia  amo XpuoookoAitiooo HEXpL akpwtnpo  Kplog”,
XOPOKTNPLOUEVO WG OLKOTOTIOG TTPOTEPALOTNTAG 2250% (MapAKTIeG appuoBiveg pe €i6n
Juniperus) kot kaAUmtel €ktaon 110 otpeppdtwv. Av Kol aQvAKel oto Ao
MeAekAvou, N KUPLOTEPN TIPOOPOCN TWV ETILOKENMTWY OTOV OLKOTOMO YIVETOL HECW
Tou Anpou lvaxwpiou (EAog, XpuoookaAitiooa). MNa to Adyo autd otnv mapoloa
€peuva ouvpumeplappavovratl kat ot dvo Anupol. Emiong to Kebpodaoog eival
TPOooBAcIUO HECW TOu povomatiol E4 Sutika amod to EAadovhol Kol ovaToALKA oo
v MNoaAatdywpa. H povadikry xpron Tou olkotomou eivat n avauyxn aAld o

0PLOUOC TWV EMLOKETTWY ELVaL AYVWOTOC.

H emtuxia Stadopwv PETPWVY Mpootaciag Kal dlatripnong 6wV 1} OLKOTOMWY O€
TiepLOoXEC Tou Siktuou Natura 2000, 6Ao Kol TIEPLOCOTEPO avayvVWPLIETAL, OTL OOLTEL
TIPWTLOTA TNV EVEPYO CUUUETOXN TWV OVOPWIWVY TTOU KOTOLKOUV PEaa 1) YUpw armod

TLC TIEPLOXEC AUTEC N €€0TPWVTAL ATIO AUTEG.

Ma tnv entuyio twv 6pacewv tou mpoypappatog “JUNICOAST”Kal TNV Hakpoxpovia
TipooTaoilo Kol dlatripnon Tou olkotomou 2250%*, ota mAaiola tg Spaong A6,
uloBetNBnke Kol £PopUOOTNKE MO OTpATNYLK OlaBouleloswy HE  TOUC
EUMAEKOUEVOUG GOPEIG KOL TNV TOTILKA KOWWWVIA, TO OTOTEAECHUATA TNG OTOLOC

napouaotalovrtal otn mapovoa avadopd.

Me tnv évapén tou MPOoYyPAUMOTOC, TIAPAAANAQ HE TIG TIPOOWTIKEC EMAPEC KOl TLG
TNAEPWVIKEG ouvevteUEelc pe Toug apuodloug ¢opeic, Slopyavwbnke oto MAIX
nuepida, pe OAOUC TOUC EUMAEKOUEVOUC Popelc, evw yla tnv Slepelivnon Tou
EMUMESOU TWV YVWOEWV TNG TOTLKAG KOWWWVIOG OXETIKA LLE TO OVTLKE(UEVO TOU
TIPOYPAUHUATOG, OAAA Kol Twv amoPewv TnG, xpnolpomolndnke n pébBodog twv

EpWTNUATOAOYILWV.

Amo TNV nuepida Kal TIG CUVEVTEVEELG HE TouG apuodloug popeic, wg Kuplotepn afla

oavayvwplotnke n oaodntkn afia Twv KESpwWV Kal Tou Tomiou tng meploxng. H
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Aaupeon owovoukn afio Tou olkotomou dev BewpnOnke onuavTtikn, KABwC péoa 1
Kovtad oto Kebpodaoog Sev UTAPXOUV TOUPLOTIKEC N AANEG Spaotnplotntes. MNa TV
TOTILKI KOLVWVIOL N OLKOVOULKA aflol TNG TEPLOXNG Elval ONUAVTIKA yla €va ULKPO
HEpo¢ Tou MAnBuopoU. Q¢ Kuplotepn afla amd Toug KATOIKOUG avayvwplobnke n
afla avapuxnc kot n Guolkn KANPOVOoULd, av Kal 22% Twv pwtnOévtwv dnAwaoav
otL Sev €xouv TAeL MOTE evw 31% £xel emiokedOel tnv mepLoxn Hovo pia dopa. Ot
KUPLOTEPEC SPACTNPLOTNTEC TTOU KAVOUV Ol KATOLKOL KATA TNV emioken Toug ival To
KOAUuTL (54.3%), mepimatocg (46.5%) kot eAéuBepn kataokivwon (16.3%).

Ma TNV mapovoa KATAOTOON TOU OLKOTOomou 2250* oto KeSpodaoog Kal TG TuXov
oAAayEC Tou cuveEBnoav Ta TeAeutaia 5 xpovia, 50% twv popEwv SlaTUTTWOE TNV
amon otL o oikotomog Bploketal oe KaAf | oxedov KaAn Katdotaohn, evw ol
urtoAourtot SnAwoav otL dev yvwpilouv 1 dev dlabétouv Ta amapaitnta otolxelia.
Avadoplka pe TIG aAayEC ota TeAsuTaia 5 xpovia, Ol EPWTWHEVOL ATTAVINCAV OTL,
elte 6ev umdpxouv all\ayeg, eite umdpxel Kamowa umofabuwon, n omola
Sikaloloyeltal amd 1o yeyovog otl oTo dlaotnua autd Sev £Xouv yIVEL KATOLEC
amapaitntec dpAacelg, evw yivetal Kal avadopd otnv avénon tou aplBpol Twv
ETUOKENMTWV. H evTUTIWON TNG TOTIKNG KOWVWVLOG ELvaL, OTL O OLKOTOTIOG BPloKETOL OE
KaAn (27%) | oxebov kaAn (46%) katdotaon, evw 17% Bswpouv otL Bploketal ot
KaKf Kataotaon. Avadoplkd He TIG al\ayEG Tou cuvéBnaoav ta teAeutalia 5 xpovia,
33% Twv gpwtnOévTwy anavinoav ott Sev uTtapyxouv oAAayEC, 21% oTL N KOTAoTaoN
£xel BeAtwOel, evw 31% BewpoUlv OTL N KaTAoTAoN €XEL XELPOTEPEPEL KUPLWC AOyw
™¢ avénong Tou aplBUoU TwV EMIOKEMTWY, N OMolo CUVETNAYETAL aUEnon OAwWV Twv
SUOHEVWV ETUMTWOEWV 1 KWvOUVWV (amopplppota, oracpévo KAadLa, avapa ¢pwtlic
KATT).

OL KUPLWTEPEC ATELNEG YLa TO KESpOdaoog ou avadépBnkav kat culntrnOnkav Kata
N SLApKELD TNG NUEPLSOC E TOUG EUMAEKOUEVOUC dopeic elval: n urtepBooknaon, n
orola epmobilel T dUOIKI avayEvvnon TwV KESPWV KAl TO OMOPPLUHOTO LECO OTOV
olkotomo kabwg kat otn Bopela mAsupd. Katd tn SlApKeEld TNG OUVEVTEUENG, O
AApoc Nehekavou {ntnoe va ovaAdBel tn cUAAOYH TWV AMOPPLUUATWY. Emiong
ETONUAVONKE N U oploB£Tnon tou atytadou, n EANewpn puAagng Tou OLKOTOTOoU, N
EMeWpn evnuépwong — evalobntomoinong TO0O0 TWV KATOWKWY OGO Kol TwV
TOUPLOTWY, KOBwG Kal 0 KivBuvog €l0PONG OTOV OLKOTOTO, AOYW E£KMAUONG, TWV
OlYPOXNMULKWY TIOU XPNOLUOTIOLOUVTOL 0T TIAPAKELHEVO BEpOKNTILA. ITNV £PEUVA TNG
TOTUKNAG KOoWwviag emonpavonkav wc kivbuvol: To KOYLHo Twv KAASWV Kal Twv

PL{WV TWV KESPWV, To Avapa GWTLAG KoL TO OIMoPPLUHATA.
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IXETIKA UE TO €AV N HEXPL Twpa Staxeiplon tou Kebpodaooug eival amoTeAECUATIKN
yla TNV POOTOOLa TOU, N TOTILKA Kolvwvia Kal ol GOopELG amavtnoav opvnTIKA.

Ot &dnuootol Ppopeic epwtnOnkav, €av To UTAPXOV SUVAULKO TOUC ETMOPKEL yla va
EKTANPWOOUV T KABNKOVTIA TOUG OE OXECN HE TOV olkotomo. H mAsoPndia twv
epwTNOEVTWY Bewpel OTL £xel SuokoAieg. EBVIKEG Kal epLpepELAKEC ApXEC avEDEPAV
w¢ duokoAieg, TNV EANAeln oTolxelwv N deSopévwy. OL TOTILKEG APXEC ETLOTUAVOV
OTL T KaBrkovta toug 6oov adopad tn Slaxeiplon twv mepoxwv Natura2000 sival
anpoodloplota. O kKuplwtepeg SuokoAieg oxetilovral pe Bépata Sloiknong, OmMwe
aoadn Sloiknon kat dtaxeiplon, ENewpn yvwong oxetika pe to Siktuo NATURA 2000
Kal TI¢ Sladlkaoleg ylo tn SLOXELPLON HLOC TIPOOTATEVOUEVNG TIEPLOXNG, KABWG Kot
SLaOIKOOTIKA eUTIOSLA OXETIKA UE TNV EAAEWPN TIPOOWTILKOU KAl TNV OVETTAPKEL
nopwv. Eniong emonuavonke n ENewpn moALtikng BouAnong kat SE€oHELONG YL TNV
npoaotaocia Tou neptBallovroc. H Tormikn Kowwvia (54%) Bewpel OTL OL TOTIKEG OPXES

8&V EKITANPWVOUV TIC UTIOXPEWOELG TOU avadoplka pe to Kedpodaoog.

OMot ot gpumAekopévol $opeilg, cupdwvouv oTL, N HEXPL Twpa  SltafolAsuon Kal
ouvepyaoia peTall Toug, Oev elval €mapkKAG yw tnv Slaxeiplon kol TNV
OMOTEAEOUATIK TtpooTacio Tou KedpodAaooug. IXETIKA UE TNV EUTTAOKI TNG TOTILKAC
Kowwviag otn ANYPn twv anopacswv yla tn Staxeipion tou Kedpodaocoug , n
mAsloPndia twv Popéwv emonuave tnv £AAewpn omotacdnmote StaBouAsuong.
TNV £pguva TNG TOTIKNAG KOWwviag 85% Twv epwtnOEviwy amavinoayv otL 8ev €xouv
pwtnBel TOTE OXeETIKA WE TNV Tpootacia tou Kebpoddooug, oute elval
LKOVOTIOLNHEVOL A0 TNV UEXPL TWPA EUTAOKA TOUC 1 EVNUEPWOT] TOUG yla To Béua

auTo.

IXETIKA HE TN YVWON TIOU UTIAPXEL Yla To KaBeotwc mpootaciag tou Kedpodaaooug,
OO TLG CUVEVTEVEELG E TOUC EUMAEKOUEVOUC popelc, mpoékue OTL 0 KABe dopEac
YVWPILLEL TOV XOPOAKTNPLOUO TIOU UTIAPXEL OVAAOYO HE TO OVTIKELHEVO TOU, TULX. N
Apxaloloylky Ymnpeoio yvwpilel Told TEpLOX  E£XEL  XAPOAKTNPLOOsl  wg
OPXALOAOYIKOC XwpPOoG KAT. MapoAo mou to Kebpodaoog €xel evtayxBel oto Siktuo
NATURA2000 €6w kat TOANA Xpovia, To 50% Ttwv epwinBéviwv Popéwv bev
yvwptlav tTo Kabsotwe auto, N dnAwoav cvyxuon i EéAewn Katavonong yla To Tl
onuaivel autd otnv mMpPAfn, Kal TL VOULKEG OUVETIELEG £XEL. H yvwon TNG TOTKAC
Kowwviag oxXeTika Pe To Kobeotwg mpootaciag tou Kedpodaocoug eival emiong
ehemng kaBwg 90,6% Ttwv epwinBéviwv amavinoov ott to Kedpodaoog &ev
npootatevetal i ev yvwpllav av npootatevetal. Ocov adopd TIG SpacTnPELOTNTEG
TIOU ETUTPEMOVTOL | AMAyoPEVUOVTAL, OL AMOYPELS TWV GOPEWV ELVOL ATIOOTIOOOTLKEG,

6nhadn o kabs dopfag yvwpilel tnv avtiotolxn vopoBecia avaloya HE TO
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OVTLKELUEVO TOU. H ToTikn Kowwvia €Xel emiong eopaipevn amoPn kabwg mioteveL
oTL KAmoleg OSpaoctnpldtnteg amayopelovtol ov Kol Oev  UTAPXEL OXETIKA

amayopevon r to avtibeto.

TNV nUEPLSA PE TOUC EUMAEKOUEVOUC POPELG, OTLG OUVEVTEUEELC, OTIC TIPOCWITLKEC
enadE Kal otV £peuva TNG TOTLKAG Kowwviag SLatumwbnkov apKeTEC MPOTACELS,
yla tnv mpootacia Kol OSioaxeipion tou Kedpoddooug.  AmO Toug opeig
EMONUAVONKE N avaykn oploB£tnong tou atylalov, Kabwe Kol amocadnvion Twv
XPNOEWV YNNG otnv guputepn Teploxn. Emiong, amd OAoug toug ¢opeic Kal amo
ToAAOUG Katoikoug mpotadnke n mpooAnPn UAGKWVY KATA TOUG KOAOKALPLVOUG
unvec. Amapaitntn Kpibnke emiong n oploBétnon tou owkotomou, n tomobEtnon
TIWVOKIOWV evnuépwong Kabwg kot N ANYPn HETPWY QVILTUPLKNG tpootaaciac. Kown
cvotoon OAwv ntav n dnuloupyia Kol epoappoyn evog oxediov Slaxeiplong tou
OLKOTOTIOU, 0TO ormoio Ba meplypadovtal Ta KAtdAAnAa HETpa TpooTaciag, KABwE N

avalupn dpacewv evNUEPWONG KaL EVALCONTOTOLNGCNG TWV ETILOKETTTWV.

Bdoel Twv anoteAeopdtwy tng StafoUAsuonG UE TOUG EUMAEKOUEVOUC Popeic Kal

TNV TOTILKNA Kowvwvia:

= 0oL anel\ég TTOU oxeTilovtal KUPLWE PE TOV TOUPLOMO YIVETAL OVTIANTITO OTL
Bftouv oe kivbuvo Ttov olkotomo, av kalt n mAsoPndia Bswpel otl o
OLKOTOTIOG BploKeTal o KA Katdotaon.

= OL EMUMTWOELG TWV ETMLOKEMTWY OTOV OLKOTOTIO TIPEMEL va StepeuvnBoUuv Kal va
npotaBolv ta KATAAANA SLOXELPLOTIKA LETPAL.

= 1 udlotapevn Slaxeipion tou Kedpoddaooug Bewpeital wg avemapkng n
QVOTOTEAEOUOATIKA.

= Sl0KNTIKA TIPOBARHOTA AMOSELKVUOVTAL EUTTOSLO YL TNV OMOTEAECUATLKA
Slaxelplon TnG MePLOXNAG.

= UTIApyXEL TeSI0 yla KAAUTEPN CUVEPYOOLO LETAEY TWV EUTIAEKOUEVWV POPEWV
KOLL TN GUMUETOXN TNG TOTILKAC KOWVwVviag.

= glval avaykn va auvénBeil n svalwoObntomoinon tTwv GopEwv KoL TNG TOTUKAG
Kowwviag 6oov adopd TI¢ alleg, TIG amelAEC KAl TO KABEOTWE MPOOTACLAG.

= QUOTNUATLKA TtapakoAouBOnon Kabwc kot Sedopéva OXETIKA LE TOV OLKOTOTO
TPOG TO TIAPOV ElvalL TepLloplopéva | SV UAPXOUV.

= ynapyxel meplBwpto yla tn dnuoupyia opadwv eBgAoviwy Kal Tn CURUETOXA
TWV mModLWwV Pe okomo tnv avénon tng evatcbntonoinong ywa tn dtatipnon

TOU OLKOTOTIOU.
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= Jpaoelg Slaxeiplong Twv enokentwy Ba mpeénel va oulntnBouv amod Kowou
He toug evlladepopevous popeic yia va S1acdPalloTel N OKOTILUOTNTA TOUG, N
HOKPOXPOVLO. CUVTHPNON TwV UTIOSOUWV Kal N €€eUpeEon TWV amapaitnTwyv
OLKOVOULKWV TTOPWV .

= ) mAnpodopnon TwV EMLOKENTWY Dewpeital mpwTapXLKAG onuaciag .

= glval avaykaieg dpacelg yla tn Slaxeiplon Twv amMopPLUUATWY KoL UTTAPXOUV
neplBwpla evioxuong TG ouvepyooiag HETaly Twv SU0 ARUWV yla ThV

QIOTEAECUATIKOTEPN QAVILUETWTILON TOU TPOBARUATOC.
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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 organized 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. Firstly, to establish

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

communication strategy and education campaign.

Based on the above, within this report the results of Action 6, consultation with
stakeholders of Kedrodasos Elafonisiou are presented. In Section 2, a brief overview
of Kedrodasos 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 to stakeholder and community perceptions
of Kedrodasos:

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. Kedrodasos - contextual background.
Kedrodasos, is located southwest of Crete (Figure 2.1), and 1.5 km east of Elafonisos

area. Administratively it belongs to the municipality of Pelekanou, and Prefecture of

Chania.

Figure 2.1 Kedrodasos site and priority habitat

\\ 7r I 3
N 1 , CRETE -
i *- | N e

Habitat 2250*
0 150 300 800 900 Maters - "Coastal dunes with Juniperus spp."

Kedrodasos is a designated Natura2000 site code GR4340015, covering an area of
2202.49 ha. It is also subject to numerous national legal designations, aimed at the
protection of its natural and cultural features. Indicatively, the NATURAZ2000 site has
been declared as™:

e Special Natural Beauty Landscape (articles 50, 52 of law 5351/32 and art. 1, 5
of law1469/50, ministerial resolution 31/36852/2942/12.10.73, Government
gazette 1242/B/16.10.73)

e Archeological historical monument (Ministerial resolution
31/36852/2942/1.10.73, Government Gazette 1242/B/16.10.73)

e Game refuge (48%)

The habitat is only accessible on foot, and visitors arrive via a dirt track (which is not
indicated) leaving their car on the top of the hill and walking down to the beach where

L A full analysis of the legal framework is presented in Action 9 report.
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the habitat is located (Figure 2.2). Three main paths to the site exist. The E4 footpath
which traverses the entire site and is poorly indicated, as well as two footpaths
starting from the top of the hills down towards the habitat. The main present use of
the site consists of recreation, with an unknown number of visitors using the site for
swimming and camping. However, the extent of use and relationship of the local
population of the area, with the site, to date has not been established, and thus is
examined through this action (Section 4). Paleohora capital of Pelekanou municipality
has a population of 3481 consisting of 1328 households (2001, National Census).

However, it needs to be pointed out that there are administrational complexities
regarding this site. Although Kedrodasos administratively belongs to the municipality
of Pelekanou, it is more close (access wise) to that of Inahoriou, and most likely used
or closer relationships established with citizens of the latter. Thus, it was considered

appropriate to engage both municipalities and local communities in this study.

Figure 2.2 Access to Kedrodasos site and priority habitat
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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 pgl64) 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 at MAICh
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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, 1998).
Therefore, the Environment Council (2002, pg6) guidelines 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?

=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.
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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 the stakeholder workshop

are also listed in (appendix A) where as in Table 3.1 are listed stakeholder capacity

involved through this action- methods of involvement, specifically for Kedrodasos.

Table 3.1 Stakeholders relevant to Kedrodasos contacted and consulted for A.6

Stakeholder capacity Code Workshop | Personal | Personal
group interview | communication
attendance

Ministry of environment & public works PS

Ministry of Agricultural Development PS X X

Region of Crete- Forest Directorate PS X X

Region of Crete- Environment Division PS X X

Chania Prefecture Antiquities Directorate PSL X X

Paleohora Port Authority PSL X X X

Chania  Prefecture  Political ~ Protection | PSL X X

(emergency planning authority)

Mayor of Pelekanou Municipality PSL X

Chania Prefecture Firebrigade Authority PSL X

Mayor of Inahoriou Municipality PSL X

Chania Ecological Association NGO-L X X

Chania Environmental Education | PSL X X

Representative

Regional Forest Directorate Inspectorate PS X

Forest Directorate of Chania PSL




Deliverable A.6.1.3 “Stakeholder consultation and community survey for Kedrodasos” 20

National Greek Tourism Organisation PSL X

Al Primary School Headmasters from | PSL X
Pelekanou and Inahoriou municipalities

Prefecture of Chania- Environment Division PSL X X X
Cadastre Authority of Chania PSL X
Natural History Museum PSL X X
APXEAQN- Society for the protection of the | NGO-N X
carretta carreta turtle

EAGGa kaBapn NGO-N X
WWF NGO-N

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 kedrodasos 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
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(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
e the main values (environmental , social, and economic) of the specific sites
e the main threats to the sites
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, (16) stakeholders (Table 3.1) were contacted and

interviewed. Snowball purposeful sampling was also utilized and data collection
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stopped only when no new stakeholders were being proposed by interviewees. Only
with one of the 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
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.

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

threats and required activities for the site, as well as, levels of environmental
awareness, and relationship to kedrodasos, a household community survey was
conducted. Random sampling was used, and self completion questionnaires
(Appendix C) were delivered and collected through schools in Pelekanou and
Inahoriou municipality enabling an even geographical coverage. A total of 129
completed household questionnaires were obtained, from both Pelekanou and
Inahoriou Municipality. Data was analysed using excel and SPSS, results of which are
presented in the following sections. Content analysis was conducted for open ended

questions using codes.
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4. Stakeholder and Community perceptions of
Kedrodasos values.

During the stakeholder workshop and interviews (Section 3) stakeholders were asked
to determine the main values of kedrodasos. From interview responses generic

reference was made to the Juniper trees and the landscape beauty of the site.

Economic value of the site was not considered important, as the site is remote and
absent of any tourism exploitation visitor infrastructure (e.g. beach chairs, canteen
etc). No information regarding the value of the site for the local population was
available or mentioned by stakeholders. Visitor numbers and types are unknown
although the presence of grazing was mentioned.

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), whereas
the main perceived values were stated to be the recreation value (47.3%) and the
inherit natural heritage value of the site at (58.9%). Considering the remoteness of the

site and the lack of visitor services these results are not surprising.

Figure 4.1 Local community perceived values and relationship to
kedrodasos

Percieved local community relationship & value of kedrodasos

It has recreational value for us 147.3
We benefit from the natural resources of the site 14.0
It has educational value for us 7/0

It has natural heritage value for us ]58.9
It has cultural heritage value for us | 14.0
We own land on the site 7:| B.5
We benefit indirectly from tourism which visits the site | ]13.2

| or a family member works on the site [_]6.2

0.0 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0 50.0 600 70.0

% of respondants

Visitation frequency of the local population was established through the community

survey. It is interesting to note that the majority of respondents (31%) have visited
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kedrodasos only once and 22% never, yet the recreational and inherit existence value
of the site is high (Figure 4.2).

Figure 4.2 Local population visitation frequency of kedrodasos

Have you ever visited Kedrodasos?

@ Never
m Once
15% )
O Over 10 times

O Every year

B Many times a year

The different activities the local population engages in whilst at Kedrodasos, are
swimming (54.3%) and trekking (46.5%) and 16.3 % claimed to have camped (Figure
4.3).

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

Activities undertaken during visit to kedrodasos

Educational trip [——13.9
Trekking | ]46.5

Shell collection 7:| 10.9
Camp-fire 7:| 2.3

Fishing ]14.7
Pic-nic ]19.4
Swimming ]54.3
Camping ]16.3
0.0 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0 50.0 60.0

% of respondants




Deliverable A.6.1.3 “Stakeholder consultation and community survey for Kedrodasos” 25

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 local users of the site.
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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 habitat status using a likert scale (Table 5.1) and
whether they perceived this had changed over the last 5 years (Table 5.2). The same
questions were raised through 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- structure interviews indicate that 50% of interviewees perceived that the
status was average or in good condition. However, of concern is the fact that 50% of
stakeholders stated not to know what the status was, justifying themselves as either
having never been to the site or not to having adequate information with regard to it.
The remaining interviewees proclaimed either no change or a turn for the worse
regarding the environmental status of the site over the last for years (Table 5.2).
Reasoning was justified, with responses that no actions had been carried out, or for

cases where trend was perceived as worsening it was justified to increased visitation.

Table 5.1 Current Status of kedrodasos- perceived by interviewees

| don’t
N=16 Excellent | Good Average | Poor/bad | know
Public Service (National &
Regional level) 0 0 1 0 2
Public Service (Local level) 1 3 2 0 2
NGO-(National & Regional
level) 0 0 1 0 3
NGO- (Local) 0 0 0 0 1
Total 1 3 4 0 8
Table 5.2 Status Change of Kedrodasos- perceived by interviewees
No | don’t
N=16 Improved | Change | Worse know
Public Service (National &
Regional level) 0 2 0 1
Public Service (Local level) 0 3 0 5
NGO-(National & Regional
level) 0 0 1 3
NGO- (Local) 0 0 0 1
Total 0 5 1 10

The responses obtained from the community survey to the same questions are
summarized in Figures 5.1 and 5.2. Responses regarding present status differed,

however, of interest is the significant percentage 31% of respondents who perceived
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the situation to have worsened. Justifications provided for this view mainly made
reference to the increased number of visitors to the site, and subsequent increase in
rubbish and braking of branches and lighting fires. The 21% which perceived the
status to have improved justified their opinion, on the perception that camping had
been forbidden or other recreational reasons, such as the improvement of the road to

access the site- rather than environmental reasons.

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

What is the condition status of the natural environment in Kedrodasos

10% 4%

17% @ Excellent
B Good

0O Awerage
O Poor/bad

| | don't know

46%

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

Community perceptions of Kedrodasos status change over the last 5
years

15%

21%

@ Improved
B No Change
O Worse

31% o | don't know

Both from stakeholder interviews and community survey it is evidence that there is a
lack of information and knowledge regarding the site.- Indicative being that the
majority of stakeholders had never visited the site, which is an issue which should be

addressed through the education campaign.
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6. Stakeholder and local community views
regarding main threats to Kedrodasos
environment.

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

presented.

During the workshop extensive dialogue between participants regarding the main
threats to the natural environment were carried out and summarized on post it notes.
All participants mentioned how overgrazing was considered as a threat to natural
regeneration. Fly-tipping and the absence of any waste management services in the
area was mentioned as an issue. Rubbish inside the well in site was identified in need
of urgent removal due to potential contamination of the water table. Rubbish at the
higher boundaries of the habitat, generated from greenhouses and visitors in the
vicinity were considered as impacting negatively on the landscape and natural
environment. This was also confirmed during site visits conducted for A.5 (Figure
6.1)

Figure 6.1. Evidence of lack of effective waste collection (abandoned
rubbish in February)




Deliverable A.6.1.3 “Stakeholder consultation and community survey for Kedrodasos” 29

A number of governance threats were identified and presented in need of immediate
attention. There is a lack of demarcation and clarification of the beach zone which is
protected in Greece by law, thus leaving the habitat exposed to dangers of change of
land use. During the interview however, the municipality of Pelekanou claimed to
undertake waste removal, something which requires examination during site visits in
order to determine the appropriate waste management infrastructure needed for the
site C6 actions. Other threats mentioned during the meetings were the lack of
guarding and patrols on the site as well as the lack of environmental awareness both
of the local population and visitors to the area. Regarding visitors over night camping
and the lighting of fires was considered as a significant threat. Finally, the threat of
encroachment from greenhouses in the vicinity of the habitat was proposed by some
participants.

Interestingly different responses were obtained from interviews and community
survey. Stakeholder interviewees perceived camping to be causing the greatest impact
where as the local community perceived more specific threats, such as the braking of
juniper branches and roots, fire risk and rubbish. Also although overgrazing was
mentioned as a serious threat during the workshop and the community survey, it was
not mentioned during the interviews, indicating the value of participatory exercises

and community engagement processes.

Table 6.1 Interviewees perceived threats to Kedrodasos

Public

Service Public NGO-

(National & | Service (National &

Regional (Local Regional NGO-
N=16 level) level) level) (Local) Total
Don't know 1 2 3 0 6
Reduced Natural Regeneration 0 0 0 0 0
One day Visitors 0 1 0 1 2
Campers 1 4 1 1 7
Lack of public awareness 0 0 1 0 1
Rubbish 0 1 1 0 2
Fire risk 0 3 0 0 3
Cutting of Juniper branches &
roots 0 0 1 0 1
Infrastructure development
(opening of road &
greenhouses expansion) 0 2 0 0 2
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Figure 6.2 Local community perceived threats to Kedrodasos natural
environment

Local community oerceived threats to kedrodasos
Ovwergrazing 57
Cutting of Juniper branches and roots 93
Fire risk 105
Rubbish 84
Lack of public awareness 60
Campers 7
One day Visitors 13
Reduced Natural Regeneration 26
0 20 40 60 80 100 120
Number of respondants (N=129)

Figure 6.3. Evidence of juniper stems and branches being cut to light
fires
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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 Kedrodasos. 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 interviewed perceptions of management effectiveness

Strongly Agree
0%

Don’'t Know
29%

Strongly Disagree
24%

Figure 7.2 Local community perceptions of existing management
effectiveness

Local community perceptions of existing management effectiveness of
kedrodasos

Strongly Agree
7% Don’t Know

Agree 25%

14%
Strongly Disagree
11%

Disagree
43%
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Figure 7.3 Local community perception regarding Kedrodasos
environmental protection adequacy

Local communities level of agreement to statement "Kedrodasos is
already adequately protected "

Strongly Agree
8%

Don’t Know
17%
Agree

Strongly Disagree
20% gly Disag

7%

Disagree
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 site.
National and regional level authorities openly stated not to be able to fulfill their
duties, stating barriers such as lack of information, never having visited the areas and
lack of ability to do so. Local public authorities, tended to be in agreement with
regard to being able to fulfill their duties, however, it was pointed out that their duties
with regard to Natura2000 site management were undefined. Mentioned barriers,
related to governance issues such as unclear governance and management structures,
lack of knowledge on NATURAZ200 and procedures for protected area management,
as well as, procedural barriers relating to understaffing and inadequate resources. The
majority of issues are subsequently attributed to the lack of political willingness for
change and commitment to environmental protection. The majority of local
community respondents (54%) perceived local authorities not to be fulfilling all their

duties with regard to Kedrodasos.
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Figure 7.4. Local communities perceptions of public authorities capacity
to fulfil duties with regard to Kedrodasos.

Local communities level of agreement to the statement "public
authorities fullfil all their duties with regard to Kedrodasos"

Strongly Agree
3%

Don't know
24%

Strongly Disagree
13%
Disagree
49%

This signifies the importance of Action 9 investigation of governance as well as the
need for simultaneous stakeholder and community engagement during the

dissemination and education campaign (D actions)
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8. Present stakeholder and local community
engagement effectiveness

As mentioned earlier, a participatory approach to protected area management is
purported 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 decisions, and the extent to which they felt they were effective or
adequate. All interviewed stakeholders apart from one National Authority stakeholder
claimed that present consultation and collaboration between stakeholders was
inadequate for the effective environmental management and protection of

Kedrodasos.

With regard to local community consultation effectiveness for Kedrodasos
environmental management decision making all (5) NGOs and 7 out of the 12 Public
Service interviewees commented on the lack of any community consultation practice.
This problem was confirmed through the community survey whereby an
overwhelming 85% stated Never to have been consulted or informed and 9% Rarely
(See Figures 8.1 & 8.2). Moreover 75% of respondents claimed to be dissatisfied by

this phenomenon.

Table 8.1 Stakeholders perceptions of existing stakeholder consultation effectiveness

“Local community consultation Public | NGO-

regarding environmental Public Service | Service | (National &

management of Kedrodasos is | (National & (Local Regional NGO-

being 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
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Figure 8.1 Extent of community consultation

How your opinion ever been asked regarding the environmental
pr(}ggction of kedrodasos

@ never

m rarely

0O sometimes
0O often

| always

Figure 8.2 Local community satisfaction with existing information
provision and consultation opportunities.

How satified are you with the presented opportunities for consultation
& information provision regarding Kedrodasos environmental

protection
7%
6%

12% @ Very Dissatisfied
m Dissatisfied
O Neither

13% 62% O Satisfied

0

m Very satisfied

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 by which designations
was kedrodasos characterized 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 know designations
according to capacity, meaning archeologists knew archeological designations, port
authorities knew restrictions according to their domains legislation etc. Despite the
numerous years which kedrodasos has been established as NATURA2000 area 50%
of interviewees did not know of the designation status of the site, and like in other
cases, stated confusion or, lack of understanding, of what this meant in practice, and

what legal implications such a designation, had.

Interestingly, regarding environmental protection only one stakeholder interviewed
either knew what priority habitat 2250* was or had not heard of this classification

before.

Awareness regarding the environmental protection status and designations of
kedrodasos amongst the community also proved to be problematic (Figure 9.1).
Indicatively for statement kedrodasos is not protected 90.6% believed that this was
the case or were unsure. Awareness regarding the NATURA2000 status of the site
was greater with 61.7%. However, this indicates the lack of awareness of what the

designation means, when juxtaposed to previous question.

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
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habitat 2250*, NATURAZ2000, and its implications for the environmental
management and protection of the site.

Figure 9.1 Local community awareness regarding environmental
designations of Kedrodasos.
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Figure 9.2 Local community awareness regarding reasons of
designation.
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Stakeholders and local community were asked to specify which activities were
prohibited on the site. 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 in

kedrodasos (Figure, 9.3) it is evident that more work is required regarding
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clarification of allowed and forbidden activities. What can be observed is that the
majority of respondents perceives incorrectly many actions as illegal or prohibited
even though they are not by law. On the other hand, even though camping is

prohibited by law, only 32.8% of respondents recognized this.

Figure 9.3 Local community perceptions of prohibited activities in
Kedrodasos

Which of the following activities are prohibited in Kedrodasos?
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Based on the Habitats Directive, NATURA2000 sites management and status should
be subject to regular monitoring. However, based on interview results it was
established that apart from the absence of a formal management and action plan, there
IS no monitoring strategy or such activities being carried out for kedrodasos.
Moreover, stakeholders all expressed inability under current conditions to conduct
regular monitoring. 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 the site 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 if monitoring is to have any chance of continuing
following the end of this project, simplicity and feasibility issues need to be

considered seriously.
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10. Proposed actions for the environmental
protection of Kedrodasos.

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 Kedrodasos are presented collectively and juxtaposed — were
relevant to proposed JUNICOAST actions. Information regarding recommended
actions was obtained using 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 awareness raising actions.

During the workshop participants recommended a number of generic governance
related actions. Specifically the need to demarcate and officially designate the beach
zone was underlined as pressing, a job the cadastre is authorized to do, and which is
not in the scope of the JUNICOAST project. However, the need for implementation
of the wider area management plan and the clarification and official designation of

appropriate land uses in the area was emphasized.

Due to the physical distance of the municipality of Pelekanou, the mayor of the
nearby municipality of Inahoriou proposed that they are involved in the management
of the area. So for example, regarding rubbish collection that the waste management
company hired by Innahoriou municipality following the financial arrangement with
Pelekanou municipality, is allocated the responsibility for waste collection in the area
of the habitat.

The instatement of guards during the summer months of the site was proposed by all
stakeholders and a significant portion of community respondents.

The priority habitats demarcation was stated as necessary together with the

installation of information signs. The need for on site fire prevention measures was



Deliverable A.6.1.3 “Stakeholder consultation and community survey for Kedrodasos” 40

noted due to the sites remoteness and difficult access, however, illegibility of
expenditure of LIFE+ project funds on such actions excludes this possibility.

During the interviews, the common recommendation of all interviewees was the need
for clarification of what is allowed and what is not on the site, through the creation
and implementation of a management plan and action plan. The need for scientific
advice provision, regarding appropriate protection measures, to involved stakeholders
was emphasized, as well as the need for awareness raising actions to both visitors and

local community.

Table 10.1 Actions proposed from the local community

Proposed Actions Frequency
Awareness raising (e.g. signs) 3

Ban camping 3

Fire prevention measures 3

Guarding 11

Waste management 10

Ban grazing 3

Access improvement 3

Tree protection — prohibit branch and root cutting 10

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 signs at the parking
entrances and the E4 path were proposed. However, lack of information regarding the
types of visitors which go to the site and how they obtain information regarding the
site in order to disseminate correctly information was identified as an issue. Thus, the
importance of the visitor survey (Action A.5) in finding this information out and

designing appropriately the dissemination strategy is underlined.
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The scope for education of younger generations, through educational and volunteering
activities was also welcomed. Willingness to volunteer was established as
considerable over (50%) from the local community survey, indicating the potential

scope for such an approach.
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11.

Recommendations and conclusions

Based on the outcomes of Action A.6 Stakeholder consultation, a number of issues

and recommendations have been identified for further consideration.

A number of threats mainly related to overgrazing and 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 nature and 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 kedrodasos is considered as insufficient or ineffective
presently

Governance issues are proving a barrier to the effective management of the
site.

There is a need for the Cadastre to delineate the shoreline.

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

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

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

JUNICOAST monitoring protocols (A.7) will have to seriously consider
indicator feasibility and implementation issues

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, yet the identification of visitor information sources

is a priority.
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e Waste management actions are necessary and there is scope to pursue

collaboration between two municipalities for more effective waste collection.
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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 Kedrodasos

Appendix C: Community survey questionnaire





