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Executive summary (in Greek)

MEPINHWH

Ta QaAdoapva Bplokovtal otn Sutik Kpntn kot SLOWKNTIKA avrikouv oto Anuo
Kiwooapou kat otn Nopoapxtakrn Autodloiknon Xaviwv. AvAKOuv oOTnv TEPLOXN
OYZH2000 GR4340001 “Hpepn & Aypla lpappoloa - Tnyavt & @Qaldocopva -
Movtikovnal, 0ppog AtBadt - BiyAla”. O owkotomnog nmpotepatotntag 2250* (mopaKTLeg
oppoBiveg pe €idn Juniperus) kaAUTTEL €KTOON 26 OTPEUUATWY Kol Bpioketal 200
HETpA VOTIO TNG MEYAANG mapoAiag twv Qalacdpvwy. TNV TPOAYHATIKOTNTA O
OLKOTOTIOC £lval KOATAKEPUATIOMEVOG. Mia HLKPOTEPN ETLPAVEL TOU OLKOTOMOU
UTtapxeL Bopelotepa, aKPLBWE META TNV HeYAAn mapadia. O kuplwg olkdtomog Sev
SEXETOL EMOKENMTEG, AOYW TOU OTL N MpocPacn otn Bpaxwdn napalia ivat SUGKOAN.
OL Kuplotepeg OpaOTNPLOTNTEC OTNV €UPUTEPN TEPLOXN Elval Ol YEWPYLKEG

KOAALEPYELEC (BEpHOKATILA KOL EALEC) KOl O TOUPLOUOG.

H emtuxia Stadopwv PETPWVY MpooTtaciag Kal dlatripnong 6wV 1} OLKOTOMWY O€
TiepLox£C Tou Siktuou Natura 2000, 6Ao Kol TIEPLOGOTEPO avayvVwWPLIETAL, OTL OmOLTEL
TIPWTLOTA TNV EVEPYO CUUUETOXN TWV OVOPWIWV TIOU KOTOLKOUV PEaa 1) YyUpw armod

TLC TIEPLOXEC AUTEC N €0 pTWVTAL ATTO AUTEG.

MNa tnv emuyxia twv Spacswv Tou mpoypappatoc “JUNICOAST” kat tnv
HLOKPOXpOVLIO. TipooTooia Kal dlatripnon Tou olkotomou 2250%, ota mAailola g
6paong A6, uLOBETHONKE Kal EPAPUOCTNKE ML OTPATNYLKN SLOBOUAEVUCEWV LE TOUG
EUMAEKOUEVOUC GOPEIG KOL TNV TOTILKA KOWWVIA, TO OTOTEAECHOTO TNG OTOLOC

napouaotalovrtal otn mapovoa avadopd.

Me tnv évapén tou MPOYPAUMOTOC, TIAPAAANAQ HE TIG TIPOCWTIKEC EMAPEC KOl TLG
TNAEPWVIKEG ouvevteUEelc pe Toug apuodloug dopeic, Slopyavwbnke oto MAIX
nuepida, pe OAOUC TOUC EUMAEKOUEVOUC Popelc, evw yla tnv Slepelvnon Tou
EMUMESOU TWV YVWOEWV TNG TOTLKAG KOWWWVIOG OXETIKA LLE TO OVTLKE(UEVO TOU
TIPOYPAUHUATOC OAAA Kol Twv amoPewv NG, xpnowuormow)dnke n péBodoc twv

EPWTNUATOAOYIWV.

TNV npoomadsla avayvwpLlong Twv alwy ToU OLKOTOMOU, TO0O0 KATA TN SLAPKELA TNG
nuepidag, 600 Kol KATA TG EMAPEC UE TOUC OPHOSLOUC POPELG KAl TOUG KOTOIKOUC

NG MePLOXNG, UTNPEE SUCKOALO EVTOTILOMOU TNG TOMOOECLOG TOU OLKOTOMOU. AV Kot
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ol KATOlKOoL SNAwoav OTL EMIOKEMTOVTAL TNV TEPLOXN TOAAEC GOpPEC TO XPOVvo,
gvtoUTOLG ayvoouaoayv tnv UTtapén TOU CUYKEKPLUEVOU OLKOTOMOU. Mo To Adyo auTo,
OPKETEG QMOVTNOELG avaPEPOVTOL OTNV EUPUTEPN TIEPLOXN KOL OXL ATIOKAELOTIKA OTOV
olkotomo 2250*. Q¢ kUpleg afiec avayvwpioBnkav n BlomolkiAotnTa, N GUCIKNA
opopdLd, n TOATLOTIKA Kot apxatoloykn afia. H afia Tou olkotomou wg TOmocg
avauxng, eivat meploplopévn e€artiag tng SuokoAiag mpooBacng otnv aktr. Onwg
oavadépbnke amod ¢opeic Kol KATOIKOUG TNG TEPLOXNG, N MEYOAN ToapoAia Twv
Qalaocdpvwy kalumrtovtav oto TopeABOv amo kédpa (Juniperus phoenicea -
ofopartog) kot to TomMwvuulo ntav “ABopatec”. Tnv Sekaetio tou 1960 é£yive

ekpllwon TwV KESPWV E HNXAVIKA LEDQL.

Ma tnv mapoloa KATAOTACN TOU OlKoTomou 2250* ota QaAdcapva Kal TG TUXOV
oA\ayEC Tou ouvéBnoav Ta teAeutaia 5 xpovia, amd toug 16 svdladepopevoug
dopeig mou epwtnONnKayv, povo 4 yvwpllov Tov OLKOTomo Kal e€€dppacav tnv anodn
TouC. AUo amd autoug Bewpolv OTL O OLKOTOMOC €£ival O KOKI KAtdotaon,
AapBavovtog umoyn tnv kataotpodr mou £yve Tnv Sekaetia tou 1960 otn peyain
mapoAia, evw ol dAAoL SUo Bewpolv OTL 0 olkOTomoC BpilokeTal oe oxedov KaAn
kataotaon. Ooov adopd TIg TUXOV aAAayEG TTou CUVERNCaV Ta TeAsutaia 5 xpovia,
Kol oL TEooeplg popeic mou yvwpllav TNV meploxn, Bewpouv OtL dev €xel emENBEeL

KATIOLOL GNUAVTLKA oAAay).

OL amel\ég ou avadepbnkav kot culntnOnkav Katd tn Slapkela TG nUepidag pe
TOUC gUTTAEKOEVOUC dopeilg, Sev avadEépovTal amoKAELOTIKA OToV olkotomo 2250%,
oAAG otnVv guplTePn Tteploxn. H Stavolén tou Spopou mapdAAnAa LE TNV OKTA, O
orolog SLEpxeTal HEoa oo ToV OLKOTOTo, BewprOnke onuavtiki dtotapaxn yla Tov
olkOTomo. Q¢ ONUOVTIKEG amellég avadepOnkav: n appoAndia mou yivetal otnv
gupuTEPN TEPLOXN), N AVEEEAEYKTN QVATITUEN TOU TOUPLOHOU KOl N EMEKTAON TWV
Beppoknmiwv. Ta Bepupoknma Bswpndnkav wg ameldp Aoyw: 1) tng Kavong twv
AXPNOTWV TIAOCTIKWY, 2) TNG MOAUVONG TWV UToyeiwv udatwv amod dutodpdapuaka
KOl AUTAopoto Kol 3) Tng UTIEPAVTANCNG TWV UTIOVELWV VEPWV KAl TNG ELOPONG
BaAdaoowou vepol otov umoyelo ubpodopéa. Emiong, n umepPfooknon Tou
nmapotnpeitol Katd B€0elg, XAPOKTNPLOTNKE WG ONUOVTIKOG Kivduvog ylo Ttov
olkotormo. H éAAewdn evnUEPWONG TWV KATOIKWVY KABWC Kal TwV GOpEWV OXETIKA HE
™V afla TOU OLKOTOMOU, TAPOUCLACTNKE WG ONUAVIIKO {Atnua. Avadepopevol
YEVIKOTEPA O0TO PuoLkO meplBarlov ota DaAdoapva, 52% TNG TOTUKNG KOWWVIOG

Bewpel 0TL N ENewdn meptBarlovTikn¢ evatoBnTomoinong amoteAsl amelin).
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IXETIKA UE TO €av n pEXPL Twpa Slaxeiplon ota DaAldcapva lvol AMOTEAECUATLKNA
yla TNV TPOOTOCLa TOUC, N TOTLKN KOowwvia Kot ol GOopelg amavtnoav opvnTIKA,
Xwplc va avadEpovtal AMOKAELOTIKA OTOV olkOoTtomo 2250*% alld otnv guputepn
niepox) tou NATURA2000. Ot ¢opeic emonuavav OtL otnv meploxn Oev €xel
epapuooBel kavéva OLOXELPLOTIKO HETPO. H TOTIKA KOWwvio HEOW TWV
gpwtnuotoloyiwv koto 44% Bewpel OTL n péXpL Twpa Sloxeipon dev eival
amoteAsopatikn, 33% amavinoav otL dev yvwpilouv, evw povo 23% Bswpoulv oOtL

glval amoTeAEOUATIKY.

OL dnuootlol dopeic epwtnONKAV €AV TO UTIAPXOV SUVOLLKO TOUC ETIAPKEL ylol va
EKTTANPWOOUV Ta KABNKOVTA TOUuC Ot oXéon e tnv meploxn. H mAsoPpndia twv
epwTNOEVTWY Bewpel OTL £xel SuokoAieg. EBVIKEG Kal epLdpePELAKEC ApXEC AvEPEPAV
w¢ SUOKOALEC, TNV ENAeLPN oTolkelwv 1 debopévwy. OL TOTIKEG apXEC Bewpouv OTL
elval oe Béon va ekmMAnPpwoouv T KABAKOVTA TOoug, OAAG EMLCHAvVOV OTL Ol
UTIOXPEWOELS Toug ocov adopd tn Staxeipion twv mepoxwv Natura2000 eival
anpoodloplote. O kuplotepeg SuokoAieg oxetilovtal pe Bpata Slolknong, OmMwe
aocadng Sloiknon kat Staxeiplon, EAAeWn yvwoncg oxetika pe to Sdiktuo NATURA
2000 kat T dtadikaoieg yla T Slaxeiplon KOG TPOOTATEVOUEVNG TIEPLOXNG, KABWC
Kol SLoSIKOOTIKA EUTIOSLA OXETIKA PE TNV EAAEWPN TIPOCWTTILKOU KOl TNV OVETIAPKELD
nopwv. Eniong emonuavonke n ENAewn moAttikng BouAnong Kat S€0pEUONG yLo TNV
npoaotaocia Tou neptBariovroc. H tormikn Kowwvia (35%) Bswpel OTL OL TOTIKEG OPXES
8&v EKMANPWVOUV TIG UTIOXPEWOELC TOUuG avadopikd pe ta Qaldcapva, evw 45%

amavtnoav otL Sgv yvwpilouv.

OMotL oL epmAekopevol ¢opeic ektog amd &Uo, cupdwvouv OTL N HEXPL Twpa
SlaBolAevon koL ouvepyaoio HeTall Toug, Oev  elval  EmMaApPKNg ywo TNV

amoteAsopatikn eptBarAovTikn Slaxeiplon Kal tnv npootacia Twv QaAdcapvwy.

IXETIKA HE TNV EUTTAOKN TNG TOTIKNCG Kowwviag otn AnPn twv amodpdacswv yla tn
Slaxeiplon tou mepBairovrog ota Qaldoapva, povo 4 and toug 16 dopeig mou
pwtnOnkav amavtnoav OtL eivat amoteAsopatikn. Ot urtoAourol 12 eédpaoay, ite
ENewpn meptBalAovTikn¢ evalobnolog yla TNV MEPLOXN, ELTE YEVIKOTEPA TNV AVAYKN
avénong Ttwv Tmpoomabswwv yla KaAutepn meplBarlovtiky ekmaibsvon Kot
gvaloOntomnoinon. Itnv €peuva TNg TOTKNAG Kowwviag, 90% twv epwinBéviwv
amavtnoe OtL 6ev £€xouv epwitnBel TOTE, OYETIKA HE TNV TPooTAcia TOou

nepBarlovrog ota Qaiacapva.
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IXETIKA HE TN YVWON TIOU UTIAPXEL Yla To KaBeotwc mpootaciag twv Qalacdapvwy,
OO TIC OUVEVTEUEELC LE TOUG EUMAEKOUEVOUG opEig TTpogKUPE OTL 0 KABe dpopéag
YVWPLlEL TOV XOPAKTNPLOUO TIOU UTIAPXEL OVAAOYO HE TO OVTIKELHEVO TOU, TLX. N
Apxaloloylky Ymnpeoio yvwpilel Tmola  TEpLOX  EXEL  XAPOAKTNPLOOsl  wg
0pXOLOAOYLIKOG XwPoG KATL. Mapolo mou ta Qaldocapva €xouv evtaxBet oto diktuo
NATURA 2000 6w kot toAAQ xpovia, To 50% twv epwtnBéviwv dopewv dev yvwplle
TO KaBeotw¢ auTO, 1 OMwWC CUVEREL KoL 0 QAAEC TeploXeC, SAwaoe ocuyxuon n
EMeWPn Katavonong ylo To TL ONUALVEL AUTO OTNV TIPAEN KoL TL VOULKEG OUVETELEC
€XeL. H yvwon tng TOTIKNG Kowwviag, OXETIKA HE TO KABEOTWC MPooTaoiag ota
Qaldoapva, ivat emiong AN KaBws 83% Twv epwtnBEéviwy andavinoav OtTL Ta
Qaldoapva Sev mpootatevovtal i 6ev yvwpllav av mpootatevovial. Movo To
27.4% Twv Katolkwv yvwple ot ta QaAdocapva eival meploxy NATURA 2000. Ocov
oadopad TIC SpACTNPLOTNTEC TIOU ETUTPEMOVIAL 1) AMOAYOPEVOVTOL, Ol AMOPELS TWV
dopEwv elval amMOOTIACOUATIKEG, dnAadr) o kaBe Popéag yvwpilel tnv avtiotown
vopoBeoia avaloya HE TO QVIIKEIMEVO Tou. H TOTKN KOlwvio €xeL emiong
gopadpévn amoyPn, KaBwE TLOTEVEL OTL KATOLEC SpaOTNPLOTNTEC ATtayopEUOVTaL

XWwpLC va UTTAPXEL OXETIKN amayOpeLoN 1) To avtibeTo.

TNV nUEPLSA PE TOUC EUMAEKOUEVOUC POPELG, OTLG OUVEVTEUEELC, OTIC TIPOCWITLKEC
enadE Kal otV £peuva TNG TOTLKAG Kowwviag SLatumwbnkov apKeTEC MPOTACELS,
yla tnv mpootaoia kat Slaxeiplton tng meploxnc. Amod toug ¢opeig €ywvav ot

TIOPOKATW TIPOTACELC:

KaBoplopog Twv Xxprioewv yng

- EAaywotomoinon tng unepBooknong

- AU&non tnc evaoBnTOmMOiNoNC TWV KOTOLKWY KOl TWV EMLOKETTWY

- AVTLOTOOULOTIKA HETPA YLOL TOUG LOLOKTHTEG YNG OTOV OLKOTOTO

- Exmovnon kat epappoyn oxediouv dlaxeiptong tng meploxng NATURA 2000

- AmoteAeopatiky SLOXEPLON TWV OPXOLOAOYIKWY XWPWV Kol KablEpwaon
{wvwv mpoaotaciog

- TomoB£tnon evNUEPWTLKWV TILVAKIO WV

- OploBetnon n nepippaln Tou oLkoTOMoU

H tomikn kKowwvia eE€dppaoe TO altnua yla MEPALTEPW £peuva Kol SPACELS yla TV
oploBétnon- nepippaln TOu OWKOTOMOU, evnuépwon yla ta KESpa, Snuloupyia
XAPTWV XPNOEWV yNng Kal oploBEtnon {wvwv mpootaociag. Emiong n Tomikn Kowwvia

e€edpaoe TNV avaykn BeATIwong TS SLOXELPLONG TWV ATTIOPPLUUATWV.
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APKETEG ATO TIC TPOTACELG TIOU £YLVOV, CUVOEOVTAL UE TNV AVAyKn £POPUOYNC TNG
vopoBeoiag dnAadn tnv amayopsuon tng BOOKAG, TNG KOTOOKAVWONG KAl TNG
dwtlag. Emiong, emwonuavOnke n avaykn GuAa€ng TG TEPLOXNG Kol n avainyn

6pACEWV ATTOKATACTOONG TOU OLKOTOTIOU UE GUTEVOELC KESPWV.

Bdoel Twv anoteAeopdtwy tng StafoUAsuoNnG UE TOUG EUMAEKOUEVOUC Popeic Kal

TNV TOTILKNA Kowvwvia:

= Xpelaletal va SLEUKPLVLOTEL TO LOLOKTNOLOKO KABeoTWE Kal vo. oploBetnOel o
OLKOTOTOC

= Eival anapaitnto va epappootel n vopoBeoia yia Tnv mpootacia Twv dacwv
otV MEPLOXN

=  Anoatteitat va e€eupeBel tpomog mou Ba e€aodalilel tn ocuvaiveon Kal Tn
ouvepyaoia Twv LBLOKTNTWV yNG

= YRmAPXEL OQVAYKN Ylo MO EKTETOPEVN EKOTPATELD  evaloBntomoinong
avadopika pe to diktuo NATURA 2000, Tig agieg kot TV avaykn mpootaciog
TNG TEPLOXNG

=  YRmApxeL avaykn xaptoypddnong TOU OLKOTOTIOU KOl EVAUEPWONG TWV
OPHOSLWV OpXWV, OXETLIKA LE Ta akpLBr Opla Ko Tl GAAQ XOPOKTNPLOTIKA TOU
OLKOTOTIOU

= H egvnUéEPWON TWV EMIOKEMTWV Bswpeital vPlotng onuaociog Kol UTApxEL
duvatotnta tomobEtnong TvaKidwy Kal SLOVOUNG EVNUEPWTLKOU UALKOU
OXETIKA He to Siktuo NATURA 2000 kot tov olkotomo 2250* otnv peyaln
mapoAia

= H Sloxelplon Twv amoppLUUATwy gival avaykoia Kot UTIapXEL n duvatotnta

ouvepyaotiag pe to Anuo Kiooapou
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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

their relationships to the specific areas, which in turn affects their attitude towards
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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.

Based on the above, within this report the results of Action 6, consultation with
stakeholders of Falasarna are presented. In Section 2, a brief overview of the site in
Falasarna 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
Falasarna:

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. Falasarna 2250* Site- contextual background.

The smallest of the classified priority habitats 2250* in Crete (2.6 ha), which
JUNICOAST is working on, is located in Falasarna west of Crete (Figure 2.1), and

administratively belongs to the municipality of Kissamos, Chania Prefecture.

Figure 2.1 Falasarna site and priority habitat
LOCATIONS OF THE 2250* HABITAT IN FALASARNA (GR4340001)

CRETE

[

-
Habitat 2250* (
"Coastal dunes with Juniperus spp.” é
Classified and Mapped in the NATURA 2000
Habitat 2250*
"Coastal dunes with Juniperus spp."
Classified but not Mapped in the NATURA 2000
——— Roads

i Sandy Beach

Falasarna is a designated Natura2000 site code GR4340001 (name: Imeri kai Agria
Gamvousa- Tigani kai Falasarna- Pontikonisi, Ormos Livadia- Viglia), covering an

area of 5781.3ha. It is also subject to other national legal designations, aimed at the
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protection of its natural and cultural features. Indicatively, the NATURA2000 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)

On embarking with the JUNICOAST project, it was quickly realized that this site is
problematic. The mapped 2250* priority habitat included in the JUNICOAST
proposal, following site visit, was established to be fragmented and traversed by a
tarmac road (Figure 2.2), cutting the habitat in two. Moreover, it is evident that the
habitat is occupied by several private land owners. From the consultations, it was
noted that this mapped habitat is unknown to the public authorities, stakeholders as
well as the local community. Another 2250* classified habitat with sparse Juniperus
populations, which has not been mapped as such in the NATURA2000 network, was
indicated in the vicinity (Figure 2.3), thus resulting in confusion regarding the site of
protection.

As the habitat is claimed to be private land, there is no visitor use of the site. Visitors
go to the main sandy beach (Figure 2.1) and do not visit the site as access to the sea is
difficult. The new site (Figure 2.3) is used for recreational purposes, and no evident
land ownership issues are known to exist. The surrounding area is characterized by
intensive and expanding agricultural activities, mainly greenhouses, as well as
tourism. Kissamos municipality has a population of 7147 consisting of 2509
households, and the site is located within the municipal district of Platanos which has
a population of 1262 consisting of 436 households (National Census 2001).

L A full analysis of the legal framework is presented in Action 9 report.
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Figure 2.2 Mapped 2250* habitat referred to in JUNICOAST proposal
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Figure 2.3 New 2250* habitat indicated by locals, yet not mapped by the
Natura 2000 network.
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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).



Deliverable A.6.1.4 “Stakeholder consultation and community survey for Falasarna” 18

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

N\

4
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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 Councils (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 Falasarna.

Table 3.1 Stakeholders relevant to Falasarna 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 Kissamos Municipality PSL X X
Chania Prefecture Firebrigade Authority PSL X X
Land owner of Site X 2 Private X
Chania Ecological Association NGO-L X X
Chania Environmental Education | PSL X X
Representative

Regional Forest Directorate Inspectorate PS X X X
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Forest Directorate of Chania PSL X X

National Greek Tourism Organisation PSL

All Primary School Headmasters from Kissamos | PSL X
municipality

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

President of Agricultural cooperative of Platanos | NGO-L

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 Falasarna 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
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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
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
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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
stopped only when no new stakeholders were being proposed by interviewees. Only
with one of the 17 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 C 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.

During the first field visits to the site, the team encountered, an individual, of
considerable age, who reproached the team for trespassing, and claimed to be the
private owner of part of the habitat. Immediate action was taken by the project
manager, who organized a meeting with two of the landowners to try and mediate the
situation. The project manager described the project and proposed actions, as well as
requested the collaboration of the land owners. The project manager explained to
them, that their land ownership would not be jeopardized by this project, which was

of major concern to them.
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During the project manager’s visit, one of the land owners raised the question why the
project actions will be carried out only in the site mentioned in the project proposal
and not in a nearby locality where sand dunes with Juniperus trees are also found. The
project manager asked the land owner to show him which site he was referring too,
and following the site visit, it was in fact established that this is a 2250* classified
habitat, but which has not been mapped as such in the NATURA2000 network, and
was thus not included in the proposal. This event not only shows the importance
personal communication in generating new information, but also the need to continue
consultation activities throughout the duration of the project, to establish long term

communication and collaboration channels.

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 the site, a household community survey was conducted.

Random sampling was used, and self completion questionnaires were delivered and
collected through schools in Kissamos municipality enabling an even geographical
coverage. A total of 253 completed household questionnaires were obtained, from the

Kissamos Municipality.

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.

3.2.4.1 Limitations

There are important limitations regarding the community survey for the site of
Falasarna. From the results, but also from feedback from headmasters which
facilitated in the collection of completed questionnaires, it appears that community
respondents were not aware of the presence of habitat 2250* or misunderstood which
site was referred to. Thus, the results only of generic questions and not those referring
specifically to the designated priority habitat in Falasarna are included in this report.

From the analysis of the different questions it became apparent that a) either locals did
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not know of the presence of any Juniperus in the area, signifying their lack of
knowledge of the site or b) that they were referring to the large sandy beach which
they claimed in the 60’s did have junipers or c) that they were referring to the un
mapped 2250* habitat (Figure 2.1 and 2.3).

Similar problems were faced also during stakeholder interviews, as most interviewees
did not know of the presence of habitat 2250* in the area, nor to that matter what this

designation consisted of.
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4. Stakeholder and Community perceptions of
Falasarna values.

As explained in Section 3 interviewees and local community respondents in their
majority did not understand or know of the site, and therefore responses cannot be
included. Even during the workshop, it is important to note that not all stakeholders
were aware of the priority habitat or its location. It was shown to them on two
different maps which enabled them to visualize the habitat. Following this, the main
values of the habitat in Falasarna were presented as the inherit biodiversity and
natural heritage values. The protection role of the beaches from erosion- reference
was made to the original function of sand dunes in limiting flooding and salt spray
entering the hinterland. One of the stakeholders mentioned that in the 60s the entire
beach of Falasarna looked like what is classified as 2250* nowadays. The specific
habitat recreational value was considered to be limited as it is not used for recreational

purposes, due to the lack of access to a beach.

The archaeological value of the area in general was mentioned by some of the
stakeholders, which mentioned the presence of findings of Minoan artefacts near the
boundaries of the habitats. The opportunity of using archaeological legislation to
ensure the projection of the habitat was also discussed.

It is interesting however, to note that the local community does appear to visit the near
by large beach of Falasarna many times a year, yet did not know of the priority
habitats presence. Indicating the potential for local awareness raising and information
dissemination regarding the habitat at the main large beach.
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Figure 4.1 Local population visitation frequency of main Falasarna
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5. Habitat Perceived Status and Trends

Regarding the perceived status and condition of the habitat, from the 16 relevant
stakeholders interviewed, only 4 knew of the site, and expressed an opinion. Two of
the stakeholders perceived it to be in poor condition, as they viewed the large beach as
part of the entire habitat, stating that it was bulldozed in the 60’s significantly
reducing the size and viability of the remaining habitat. Few local community
respondents also made reference to this event. The other two interviewees perceived

the condition to be average.

Regarding more recent change in the habitat status (i.e. during the last five years) the
four interviewees who knew the site, perceived no significant change to have occurred

to the status of the remaining habitat.
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6. Stakeholder and local community views
regarding main threats to Falasarna environment.

During the workshop extensive dialogue between participants regarding the main
threats to the natural environment were carried out and summarized on post it notes.
The threats which were discussed were not exclusive to the boundaries of the habitat,
but incorporated the wider landscape and issue surrounding the area which could
potentially have an impact on the site.

The presence of road cutting the habitat in two was a significant issue (Figure 2.2).
The threat of uncontrolled sand removal for construction (cement mix preparation)
and for creation of a substrate for greenhouse construction from the area was
identified as a potentially very big threat. Tourism and campers to the wider area were
considered a threat due to the lack of management. However, visitor impacts to the

actual habitat were unknown.

Uncontrolled development in the area for tourism development and increasing
pressure for construction was mentioned as a threat.
Greenhouses were considered as a threat for many reasons.
e Plastic waste and air pollution due to the mal practice of burning old nylon
sheets
e Contaminated (fertilizer and pesticide) surface and ground water run off which
could be entering the habitat.
e Due to over abstraction for cultivation — underground water table is becoming
salinated.
e Conflicting land use priorities encroachment and risk of future development of
actual habitat
An issue regarding the ownership status of the actual habitat was raised- one
stakeholder commented that it may be perceived as private land which may lead to

conflict. — an issue which has been expanded upon in Section 3.

Overgrazing in the area was also mentioned as a potential threat to the habitat (Figure
6.1).
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Public authorities at the table expressed the difficulty and lack of procedural tools to
regulate and protect the site. Issues of lack of implementation of existing local plans

were also raised.

Lack of awareness of the local population regarding the value of the site as well as of
public stakeholders were presented as an important issue. As a non- site specific issue,
of interest is the fact that 52% of local community respondents perceived the lack of
public awareness to be a threat to Falasarna’s environment in general, indicating the
value of the D actions of JUNICOAST.

Figure 6.1. Evidence of heavily grazed junipers in Falasarna 2250* site.
-
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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 Falasarna.

As aforementioned, reference was not being made to the specific habitat, rather the
larger Natura 2000 area. Stakeholder responses were negative, with justification that
no management measures are being taken in the area. The community expressed
sentiment through questionnaires was along the same lines with 44% of community

stating that is not effective (Figure 7.1) and 33% claiming ignorance.

Figure 7.1 Local community perceptions of existing management
effectiveness

Levels of community agreement to the statement "the management of
falasarna area is effective in its protection"

Strongly Agree
%
Agree Don't know
16% 33%
Disagree Strongly Disagree
31% 13%

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 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
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knowledge on NATURAZ2000 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.

The 35% of local community respondents perceived local authorities not to be
fulfilling all their duties with regard to Falarasna, and 45% stating that they did not

know whether they were or not.

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 but two public service stakeholders claimed that present consultation and
collaboration between stakeholders was inadequate for the effective environmental
management and protection of Falasarna. Indicative was a comment by a local NGO
which stated:
“we don’t know when, this area was made natura2000, who made it, why..
based on what criteria, and what implications that has for the area... No one
has taken the time to explain anything there is a general lack of awareness
and local people are increasingly becoming negatively predispositioned to the

idea of protected areas”

With regard to local community consultation for Falasarna environmental
management decision making, only 4 out of the 16 stakeholders interviewed
perceived Local community consultation to be carried out effectively. The remaining
12 stressed either a great lack of environmental sensitivity and awareness for the
specific area, or at a generic level the need for greater environmental education and
awareness raising efforts. This problem was confirmed through the community survey

whereby an overwhelming 90% stated never and 4% rarely (See Figures 8.1 & 8.2).
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Figure 8.1 Extent of community consultation

How often have you been consulted regarding actions for the
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Figure 8.2 Local community satisfaction with existing information
provision and consultation opportunities.

How satisfied are you with consultation and information provision
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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.

Environmental awareness levels in Falasarna, simply put are_low. As aforementioned,
the majority of stakeholders and community do not even know about the presence of
priority habitat 2250*.

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 Falasarna 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 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
Falasarna amongst the community also proved to be problematic (Figure 9.1).
Indicatively for statement Falasarna is not protected, 83% believed that this was the
case or were unsure. Only 27.4% of the community recognized that Falasarna was a
Natura 2000 area, indicating their limited involvement and information provision

during the designation phase of the areas as well as subsequently.

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 site.
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Figure 9.1 Local community awareness regarding environmental
designations of Falasarna.
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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
Farlasana in general (Figure, 9.3) it is evident that more work is required regarding
clarification of allowed and forbidden activities. What can be observed is that the
majority of respondents perceive incorrectly many actions as illegal of prohibited

even though they are not by law.

Figure 9.3 Local community perceptions of prohibited activities in
Falasarna
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Based on the Habitats Directive, NATURAZ2000 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 for Falasarna. 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.
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10. Proposed actions for the environmental
protection of Falasarna.

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 Falasarna are presented collectively and juxtaposed — were
relevant to proposed JUNICOAST actions. Information on this point 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 actions.
During the workshop participants made a number of recommendations summarized in
Box 10.1

Box 10.1: Recommendations made by stakeholders during workshop

Minimization of overgrazing

Local community- visitor and public authority awareness raising
Compensation measures for private land owners in priority habitat
The development and implementation of an action / management plan
Official Determination of land use

Designation and effective management of archaeological sites and establishment of
management/ protection zones

Effective management of NATURA 2000

Installation of information signs

Legal protection and on site regulation

Determination of forest status of site

Fencing of site

The local community made a number of recommendations, from which it became
apparent, that they were not referring to the designated and mapped 2250* habitat but
other juniper populations further north of the site. Following the site visit, it was in
fact established that this is a 2250* classified habitat, but which has not been mapped
as such in the NATURA2000 network, and was thus not included in the proposal. It is
thus proposed, that during the implementation of the JUNICOAST proposed actions
for Falasarna, both sites will be considered and actions will be implemented according

to context specific suitability of each site.
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Of interest was the request of local community respondents for further research and
actions in demarcating the habitat boundaries and fencing (14) as well as information
on the junipers themselves, and requests for the creating of land use maps and

zonation demarcation.

This was also linked to the majority of recommendations which proposed the
provision of information to different audiences including the younger generations and
visitors. More than in other site, the need to raise awareness of locals was

emphasized.

The second most common recommendation proposed from the survey was the need

for improved waste management.

A number of requests linked to legislation enforcement were made such as banning of
grazing, camping, camp fire lighting and construction, which however, do not refer to
the specific habitat. 16 respondents proposed guarding of areas, where as 10 made
reference to the need for public authorities to take action or fulfill their
responsibilities. Finally, 9 respondents made reference to the need for habitat

restoration activities in particular planting of juniper trees.
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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 drawn.

Ownership status and boundaries of Habitat 2250* need to be clarified.
Determination of applicability of forest protection legislation of existing site
and implications regarding its management (i.e. is it designated as forest
land?).

Identification of ways of obtaining consensus and collaboration of private land
owner.

There is a need for an extensive awareness raising campaign regarding
NATURAZ2000 in general and the values and need of protection as well as
ways of doing so with the local communities as well as authorities.

Having identified boundaries of 2250*, there is a need to map them and
present information to public authorities, together with information on the
habitat — as awareness was established being very low.

There is scope for providing visitor information on NATURA2000 and the
habitat on the large beach or non designated juniper beach, where visitors and
locals go to, rather than on the private — non used site. By attracting attention
to the privately owned yet designated habitat, there is a risk of causing visitor
damage to a previously non visited- yet very small and fragmented habitat,
which would not be in line with the conservation objectives of the project.
Visitor information opportunities and necessity of such actions is considered
of paramount importance, yet the identification of visitor information sources
is a priority.

Waste management actions are necessary and there is scope to pursue
collaboration with the municipality of Kissamos 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 Falasarna

Appendix C: Community survey questionnaire



