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Executive summary (in Greek)

MEPINHWH

H CUUUETOXN OTIG HEPEG HaG EXEL KaBlepwBel oav pla avamnoonaotn Stadikacia yla
™V emnitevén NG aelpoPIKNG AVATTUENG, OMWG ETIoONG Kol pa KaAn HEBodog
niepBarloviikng dloiknong/StakuBEpvnong. Ol cupUETOXIKEG Sladikaoieg otn Anyn
anodpAacswv yla to neplBarlov, oupnepAappavovtal oAoEva Kol TIEPLOCOTEPO OTLC
TIOALTIKEG Kol TV vopoBeaoia tng Evupwrnaikng Evwong. Napola autd, otnv EAAGSa
UTIAPXEL Alyn Yyvwon OXETWKKA WHE TNV Kotaotoon, TG pebddoug kot tnv
QTOTEAEOUATIKOTNTA TWV CUUHETOXIKWV Stadikactwy rou Ste€dyovtal pe oKomo TNV

Slaxelplon TwV TPOOCTATEUOUEVWY TIEPLOXWV.

Itnv €kBeon aut mapouctalovtal To AMOTEAECHUATA TNG £PEUVOG TIOU £YLVE OTA
m\aiola Tou Tmpoypappatog LIFE+ Junicoast, Apdon A.6 (AlaBouAeuon
EprAekopevwv Qopéwv), e oKomd TNV afloAdynon TnG OMOTEAECHATIKOTNTAS TWV
OUMUETOXLKWY  SLadLKaolwy. ZUYKEKPLUEVA €ylve [l eKTevnG  BLBAloypadikn
avaokomnaon mou adopd OTLG CUMUETOXIKEG HEBOSoUC Kal tnv Bewpia afloAoynong
KOl TPOTAONKe €va MAaiolo yla TNV avamtuén HEAAOVIIKWV OSELKTWV ylo TNV

a§LOAOYNGN TNG ATOTEAECUATLKOTNTOG TWV OUKUETOXIKWY TIPOYPOUUATWV.

Amo tnv nuepida pe toug EUMAEKOUEVOUG HOPELS, TIG OUVEVTEUEELG PE TOUG DOPE(G
KOlL TAL EPWTNMOTOAOYLA TTOU amavTiBnkav amo tnv Tomikn Kowwvia, dnutoupyndnke
uo adetnpia Baoikwyv dedopévwv 6cov adopd Ta onUeEPLVA EMIMESA CUUETOXNG
Kol kavoroinong kat avayvwpioBnkav ta Kkpttipla ywa v aflohdynon tng

QTITOTEAEOUATIKOTNTAG TWV CUUUETOXLKWV SLadLKaoLwy.

Itnv evotnta 2 nmeplypadetal N Oswpla TNG AMOTEAECUATIKOTNTAC TWV OUUUETOXIKWV
Stadlkaocwwy. Tlvetal  avaokomnon Twv  Kpunplwv  alohoynong Ing
OTIOTEAEOHATIKOTNTAG, TNG SladLlkaoiag Kal TwV AmOTEAECUATWY Kal culntouvtal Tta
KUPLOL OTOLXELQ TNG CUUKETOXNG KOL CUYKEKPLUEVA: N apepoAndia, n eumiotoolvn, N

mapoxn MAnpodoplwv Kot n enapkela eknaibevong. MapaAAnAa yivetal avadopd
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OTIG afleC Kal OTNV avAaykn Vol EVOWHOTWOOUV Ol CUUUETOXLIKEG Sladlkaoiec otn
AN twv anopdoswv. Itnv evotnta 2.2 efetalovial n ¢uon KalL o TPOMOG TG
OUMMETOXNG KOl OUPTEpaiveTal OTL N OCUMPUETOXN Mmopel va  efumnpetnoel
S1ddopoug oKomouUG, oL OmoloL HE TN OElpd Toug ennpedlouv TNV KataAAnAotnta
™G pebodoloyiag mou epapudletal. Mapouvoialetal éva BewpnTikd MAALCLO yLa TNV
gmAoyn tn¢ KAtaAANAnG pebddou cuppeToxng, To omnoio Baoiletal otig odnyleg Tou
Ivotitoutou Aaxeipiong MNeptBdArovrog (IEMA 2002). 3tnv evotnta 2.3 yivetal
BBAloypadikn avaokomnon t¢ Bewpiag tng afloAdynong Kal TG ePpappoyng tne
0TNV QUMOTEAECHATIKOTNTA TNG CUMMETOXAG, KATASEIKVUOVTOG OTL N TIPAKTLIKY AUTA Qv
Kal xpnotun, dev eivat ocuvnBOlwopévn. MNoapouoialetal éva Bswpntikd MAALoLO TO
omnoio PBaociletal otov Chess (2000), mou BonBad toug AVAYVWOTEG OTO OXESLAOUO
OTPATNYLKWV TIapoKoAoUOnong kata ta dtddopa otadla Tou TTPOYPAUOTOC KoL TO
omolo Asttoupyel oav mAatdopua yla tnv emdoyn Seiktwv ya v dtadoon twv

QTMOTEAECHATWY TOU TPOYPARMATOC Junicoast.

Itnv evotnta 3 mapouclaletal 0 oXeSLAoUOC TG €peuvag Kol ol SLadOopeTIKEG
uéEBodol afloAoynong mou  xpnolgomownbnkav ywoe  tnv - afloAoynon  TNG
QTOTEAEOUATIKOTNTAG TWV CUMMETOXIKWY Sladikaolwy Tou €ylvav ota MAaiola Tou

TIPOYPAUHUATOG.

Itnv evotnta 4 mopouclalovtal T OMOTEAECUATA TNC EPEUVAG TIOU £YLVE YLO. TV
kataypadn Tou eMESOU LkavoToinong Twv EUMAEKOUEVWVY GOPEWV KOL TNG TOTILKAG
KOLVWVLOG OE OXECN UE TIG CUMMUETOXLKEG SLadlkacieg mou adopolV TIG TIEPLOXES TOU
TIPOYPAUUATOG, TPV TNV €vapén tou. Itnv €kBeon ta amoteAéopata amd T 4
TIEPLOXEC TOU TPOYPAUUATOC Tapouctalovtol HE Oe€lpd, aAlAd otnv mopouca
niepiAnyn Sivovtal cUYKeEVTPpWTIKA emeldn eival mapopola. Mapbnkav cuvevteLEeLg
and 33 evdladepouevoug dopeic ol omolol pwtnOnkav ya tnv  avtiAnyn toug
OXETIKA HE TNV EMAPKELO TNG UTIAPXOUCOC CUVEPYAOLOG KOl EMIKOWVWVIOC HETOEY
TOUG ylo kaBe meploxn Eexwplotd. Ta amoTeAEOMOTA A0 OAEG TIG TIEPLOXEG
Katédeléav OtL ol evlladepouevol dopeic Bewpolv OTL uTtapxouv TeplBwpla yla
BeAtiwon NG peTalU TOuG ocuvepyaoia kat SdafouAsucn, KaBwC KoL n ovAaykn

KaBopLopoU POAWV KOl apHOSLOTATWY OTNV eKTEAEON Twv amodpdcswv. To 6o
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LOXUEL KOLL YLOL TN CUVEPYOOLO TwV POPEWV LLE TNV TOTILKN KOWVwVia.

Me tn XpPNon EPWTNUOTOAOYIWV OL KATOLKOL TWwV TEeEPLOXWV £apUOYAG Tou
npoypappatog (lepanetpa, Anpog MNelekavou, Anpog Ivwaxwpiou, Anpog Kioodauou
kat Favdog) pwtndnkav av cuppeteiyav oe dtafouAeuon yla tnv mpootooia Twv
OUYKEKPLUEVWV TIEPLOXWV KAL OV ATOV LKOVOTIOLNUEVOL OO TLG UTIAPYXOUCEC EUKALPLEG
ylo CUHMETOXN Kot TTAnpodopnon. H mAeloPndia tTwv amavtioewy and TG TOTUKES
KOWWVIEC oTnV epwtnon "nooeg dopég INTROnKe n amon oag OXETIKA UE TA LETPO
npootaciog yla tnv MNepoxn X" Atav: "Mote" (Xpuon 87%, Kedpodaoog-EAadovrot
85%, ®ahacapva 90%, Mawdog 82%). IXETIKA e TO EMIMESO LKOWVOTIOLNONG TOUG Ao
T MEXPL TWPA €UKOLPLEG yla CUUUETOXN Kal Anpodopnon, n mAsoyndia twv
epwtnBéviwv  amavtnoe "MoAv  ducapeotnuévol" 1 "Avoapeotnuévol”

KATASELKVUOVTOG TNV AVAYKDN YL LEYOAUTEPN TIpooTtdbela and OAouc.

Emiong, oL eumAekopevol Popeig KoL Ol KATOLKOL TWV TIEPLOXWV PWTAONKAV £av
yvwpilouv to UMApXOV KOBOEOTWG MPOOTACLOC KOL TOUG AOYOUG TPOOTOCLOC TWV
TiepLOXwWV. Ta oTolxeia autd Ba XpnoLUEVOOUV WG adeTnpila yLa TNV afloAoynaon Twy
anoteAeopdTwy Twv Spdoswv D tou mpoypappartog (Evatcbntonoinon tou kowvou

Kall 5148001 TWV AMOTEAEGUATWVY).

Ao T ouvevtelelc Ttwv  evlladepopevwy  dopewv  damotwdnke o
KATOKEPUATIOMOG TNG YVWONG O OXEON HME TOV XOPAKINPLOUO/avaknpuén Ttwv
TIPOOTATEUOUEVWY TIEPLOXWY, OToU KABe umnpecia elxe emiyvwon HOVO TNG
vopoBeaoiag mou adopoloe TNV CUYKEKPLUEVN oppodLloTnTa TNC. Mo mapadelyua n
Apxatoloyikn Yrinpeoia yvwpllel ma mepLloxn €XeL XApOaKTNPLOOEL WG apXOLOAOYLKOG
XWPOC, oL ALUEVIKEC apXEC yvwpilouv TNV oxetikr {womoinon Kol vopoBeoia Twv
OKTWV KATL. ZXETIKA UE TOV XAPAKTNPLOUO/avaKknpuén mPEMeL va onuUelwBel otL Alyol
evlladepopevol popeilc yvwpl{av OXETIKA E TOV OLKOTOMO TpotepalotnTag 2250%*
Kal TN onuaocia tou. Eva A&Alo Bépa mou avayvwplotnke Kuplwg amod TG
ouvevtelelg EBvikwv kot Mepidepelakwv apxwv Atav n €AAswpn yvwong Kat

TIANPOdPOPNONG OXETIKA LLE TNV ONKEPLVI KATACTAON TOU OLKOTOTIOU.
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To mapamavw anoteAéopata SXVoOUV TNV avAayKn yla EKTETAUEVN TPOOTIABELa 0TV
ekotpateia evnuépwong - evalcOntomoinong ota mAaicla TOU TPOYPAMUOTOS
Junicoast n omoia Ba mpémnet va adopd Kal popeic o avwtepa eminmeda ANYPng
amodpACEWVY, Kal va SLEUKOAUVEL TIC EUKALPLEG yLa ETILOKEYPELG OTIC TIEPLOXEG KABwWG

Kall ouvepyaoia HETAED TWV UTNPECLWV.

ATO T QMAVIAOELG TNG TOTLKAG KOwviag yla To KOBeoTwg Kol Toug AOYyoug
T(POOTOOLOG TWV TEPLOXWYV, KaTaypAadnKe onUavtiky olyxuon. Ol Katolkol dev €xouv
gekdaBapn yvwon yla 1o Kabeotwg twv Teploxwv Natura 2000 kat toug Adyoug
ovaknpuéng Toug, YEYOVOC TIou SEIXVEL TNV aVvAyKn YO Pl Kovoupla TTPOoEyyLon

000 adopa tnv epParloviikn ekmaidguon KaL evnuEpwWOon.

Itnv evotnta 5, meplypadovral ot pEBodot dtafovAevonc, n afloAdynon Toug, Kal n
Kataypadn TwWV OVIOPACEWV OXETIKA HE T TIPOTEWVOUEVEG OpAOEL; TOU
TIPOYPAUUATOC TIPOKELMEVOU VA SLaodaALloTEL N HAKPOTPOBeoUn BLwoLlLOTATA TWV

OIMOTEAECUATWV.

AopyavwBnke nuepiba pe toug eumAekopevoug dopeig and EBvikeg, Nepidepelakeg
Kol Tomikég apxeg, MKO kat akadnuaikouc, kot opioBnkav ol afieg , ol amelAig,
kaBwg Kal oL otoxol yia t Buwoipn dlaxeiplon Twv okotonwyv. Ol CUUUETEXOVTEG
KANBnkav va  mapdaocxouv mAnpodopieg kot va  afloAoynoouv TNV
QTOTEAECUATIKOTNTA TNG NUEPLSdAG pe Tt Xprion epwtnuatoAoyiou. H afloAdynon
KATEANEE OTO CUUTEPAOUA OTL N KEBOSOC auTh ATAV TOAU OMOTEAECUATIKI, AV Kal
XPELAOTNKE ONUAVTLIKI TIPoomaBeLla yla TV mpostolpacia tg. OAeg ol GACELS TNG
NUEPLSAC OAOKANPWONKAV e €MITUXIA, KAl Ol CUMUETEXOVTEG BaBuoAoynoav pe 9
ota 10 tn xpnowotnTd t¢. Ta KUpLa odEAN ToU KataypadnKkav NTAV oL EUKALPLEC
yla oulntnon Letagl Twv Sltadopwv popéwv, kKaBwe kal n atla TG evnuépwong yLa
TOV OLKOTOTO TIpoTEPALOTNTOG 2250 * Kot yla TIG SPACELS TOU TIPOYPAUUATOG OO TNV

évapén tou.

OuL ouvevteugelg twv evdladepopévwy ¢dopéwv xpnolomoltnkav emiong wg

HEB0S0G SlaPBouleliong. H péBodog autr av kat xpovoPopa, €édwaoe tn duvatotnta
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OTO TIPOYPOHMO VO KATAVONOEL Ta Sladopa mpoBARHaTa Kal KUPLwG TLG SUCKOALEC

Sloiknong kat dlaxeiplong Twv mepLOXwV.

MNa tn StaBouAeucn He TNV TOTLKN KOWwvia Xpnolpomnolnonkav epwtnuatoAdyla. Av
kat 6ev eilval pla opdidpoun HEBOSOC emikowwviag, NTAV XPAOLUN Yyl TN
Kataypadn TnNg UTIAPXOUCAG YVWONG KoL TWV AMOPEWV TWV KATOIKWVY OE OXEOoN UE
TLG TIEPLOXEG TOU Tpoypappatoc. H uébodog autr xpnoluonowtnke wg adpetnpia yla
Tov oxeSlaopd NG  amotedeopatikng  SlaBoUAsuong KoL EKOTPATELOG
gevaloBbntomnoinong. Emiong xpnowwomowiOnkav kot dAAeg péBodol mpoPoAng kat
mapoxnNg TmAnpodoplwy, OMwc n avamtuén Tou OLKTUAKOU TOTIOU, OTUTIEG
ouvebpLAOELG Kal OUVOUIALEG HE GAAouG evdladepodpevoug, (LBLokTATEG yng,
EKTIPOOWTIOUG ETLXELPAOEWV KOl OPYQAVIOUWY TOUPLOHOU KATL.). H Kataypadr) emniong
TWV aMOPEWV TWV ETMIOKEMTWY TIOU ETLOKETTOVTAL TIG TIEPLOXEG Yla TIOAAQ Xpovia
anodeixbnke OTL elvat TOAU KATATOTILOTLKY, 000V adopad TIG aAAAYEC TTOU CUVERNCOV

OTOV OLKOTOTIO, TNV TUXOV UTIOPEN CUYKPOUOUEVWY CUUDEPOVTWY KATT..

H £€kBeon kataAnyel He TNV TEPLYPOPN TWV KUPLOTEPWV OTOTEAECHATWY, KOL
nipoteivovtal péBodol yla 1o oxedlaopo peAovTkwy SLaBOoUAEVCEWY HE TOUG
evbladepopevoug dopeic. Avayvwpiletal n avaykn yo tnv cuvexn dtaBouAevon pe
Toug evlladepouévous Gopeis kal TNV Tomkn Kowwvia kab’ OAn tn Sddpkela tou

TIPOYPAUHUATOG KAl TIPOTELVOVTAL Ol KATAAANAOL TpOTTOL.
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1. Introduction

Participation is nowadays established as an integral procedure to achieving
sustainable development as well as the good method of environmental governance. To
that extent, participation has been labelled as a criterion of Protected Area
management effectiveness internationally (Ervin, 2003; Stolton et al, 2003, Parks &
Wildlife Commission, 2002). The embracement of participation in environmental
decision making is increasingly reflected in EU policy, for example the Aahrus
Convention and Directive 90/313/EC and public Participation Directive 2003/35/EC.
Regarding nature conservation and protected area management, the Habitats
Directive(92/43/EEC) implicitly refers to participation for the development of
protected area management plans, yet based on the principles of subsidiarity has left it
up to member states to develop and implement their own procedures. The research of
such procedures and of their effectiveness has yet to be carried out in Greece, proving
a knowledge gap requiring investigation, prior to proposing participation processes

for priority habitat 2250* conservation in Crete.

At a generic level, participation can be described as forms of exchange that are
organised for the purpose of facilitating communication between stakeholders
regarding a specific decision (Webler and Renn, 1995). Participation like
sustainability is an ambiguous term, with many definitions, characterised by different
purposes, methods and potential benefits and barriers. There is an increasing body of
literature which attributes failures in protected area management to ineffective
participation practices, indicating the need for the development of effective
participation strategies (Abrams et al, 2003). Inadequate participation has been
attributed as one of the main factors impeding the implementation of the Natura 2000
network as well as for the growing opposition to the designation of Natura 2000 sites

(Eben, 2006).

Despite the recognition of these issues, there is no evidence of formal and structured
attempts to define or evaluate the effectiveness of participatory practice in protected
area management currently taking place. This phenomenon is not exclusive to

protected area management as the National Research Council 1996 p76 states:
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there is little systematic knowledge about what works in public
participation, deliberation and the coordination of deliberation and analysis,
when government agencies and other organisations have promoted or created
specific deliberative processes, they have rarely reported the results of the
efforts.

For Greece’s Natura 2000 areas and even more so, regarding priority habitat 2250%*,
there has been no structured evaluation of participation practice which has taken
place. Apostolopoulou & Pantis (2009), in a recent study identified as key barriers to
the establishment of the Greek protected areas network, the lack of public awareness
and support, unequal participation of stakeholders in the production of management
prescriptions, hiatus in trust of local communities towards government initiatives,
conflicts with local communities and above all the lack of feedback about past

activities.

JUNICOAST as a demonstration project, which embeds at its core a participatory
approach, emphasising the importance of communication of its results, committed it
self through this deliverable in evaluating the effectiveness of its consultation
activities. Thus, a consultation strategy was adopted and implemented, the results of
which are presented in other A.6 deliverable reports (Pediaditi et al, 2009a;b;c;d).
Throughout the duration of the consultation period, different methods were used to
evaluate the effectiveness of the participation procedures. However, there are
methodological complexities regarding participatory process and method evaluation,
and there is no consensus regarding measures and indicators for use regarding this
aspect. Thus, in Section 2, a review of key literature regarding participatory
programme effectiveness evaluation is presented followed by a description of the

methods used to conduct this research (Section 3).

In order to be able to interpret the participatory programme evaluation results
obtained, there is a need to have an understanding of the baseline, regarding current
status of participation, consultation and information provision practice, of the
JUNICOAST sites in question, prior to the initiation of the project, thus allowing to
track progress over the duration of the project (action E.2). Therefore, a survey and

interviews were conducted, which questioned local communities and stakeholders
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regarding their participation experiences for what concerns the management of the
specific protected areas, as well as, their level of satisfaction regarding provided

opportunities for participation and information provision (See Section 4).

In Section 5, an outline of the participation activities carried out under A.6 is
presented together with their effectiveness evaluation results. Finally, this report
concludes with recommendations regarding the extended participation and education
programme of JUNICOAST as well as, provides transferable experiences which other

projects could learn from.
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2. Literature Review

2.1 Participation effectiveness theory

In order to design and evaluate an effective participatory process, the criteria which
constitute it, needs to be defined. A commonly acknowledged framework of
participatory effectiveness criteria specifically for protected area management has yet
to be developed (Hlad, 2004). From a review of generic participation literature
(Chess, 2000; Morrissey, 2000), it is established that criteria and elements of effective
participative decision making can be divided into outcome and process criteria.
Outcome criteria are outlined below, but are not reviewed here in detail as these can
only be used to evaluate the outcome of the deliberation. They are content specific in
that they can only be used after the deliberation has ended, limiting the potential to
draw on generally applicable elements of best practice of the process as well as the
context/ outcome of the deliberation.

Outcome criteria consist of:

e achievement of consensus on a decision;

value added to the decision;

a fair decision (inequities are minimized as far as possible);
e improvement in the public availability of information; and

e promotion of trust between stakeholders (Environment Agency, 1998).

By contrast, process criteria are applicable and comparable to all participatory
processes (Santos and Chess, 2003). Furthermore, Paavola (2003/2004) argues that
participants mainly judge the efficacy of a participation process on the basis of the
process followed and the opportunity they had to contribute and be involved rather
than on the outcome. The process criteria and important elements of the participatory

process are thus examined below (Table 2.1).

The participation and communication literature has tended to focus on process criteria
which examine how participation occurs, or the different means to promote
participation such as information exchange, rules and so forth (Santos and Chess,

2003). Process criteria also include recommendations as to how decisions are made
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and who is involved in the decision making process. From the review of participation
literature, a few common elements emerge which are:
I. Participatory decision making processes must be, and must appear to be, fair.

II. Stakeholders must display certain minimum degrees of trust towards each other.

1. Differences in knowledge and competence must be addressed. Thus, information
provision and the educational elements in participation processes need
consideration.

Iv. Values and value trade-offs need to be accepted and structured processes
developed to allow for this.

V. Participation must be, or seem to be, an integral part of the decision making

process’.

1. Fairness

There are different types and definitions of fairness (Albin, 1993). However, only one
concept of fairness is directly relevant to participatory decision making processes and
is described by the Environment Agency (1998) as the extent to which opportunities
exist for the expression of legitimate personal interest and contribution to the decision
making process. Paavola (2003/2004) describes the conditions of fairness, relating to
the equal ability of all participants to be part of the process, freely initiate and
participate in the discourse, and in the decision-making. Participants should also be
free from manipulation and have equality with respect to power (Aasetre, 2006). It is
thus proposed that participation effectiveness evaluation should be conducted and
includes fairness criteria, proposed in Table 2.1, in particular, stakeholder

representation (Abrams et al 2003).

n. Trust

Illsley (2003) suggests that people are more likely to accept decisions when they
acknowledge both the moral basis of the judgment and the legitimacy of the decision
making body. This relates to trust in, and credibility of, the decision makers and
facilitators of the participatory processes, (Keeney et al, 1986; Wehrmeyer, 2001).
There are three dimensions of trust: trust of experts and expertise, trust of government

decision-makers and trust of other stakeholders (Anex and Focht, 2002). Trust is a

! At the appropriate time and level suitable to achieving the intended purpose of the participation.
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key factor, which is characterized both by the technical competence of the
information provided as well as the opportunities to make underlying values explicit
(Kontic, 2000). Trust is considered as a prerequisite to effective decision making but
is also known to be enhanced through deliberative processes which allow for value
sharing (Aaestre, 2006, Bonaiuto et al, 2002). Additionally, methods should be
developed which will allow for the provision of technically competent information as
well as for participant value sharing. As confirmed by Apostolopoulou & Pantis
(2009), the lack of trust of government initiatives is proving a significant barrier to the
effective management of protected areas, thus indicating the need for two way
communication deliberative and transparent participation processes. This led to the
execution of a workshop involving different stakeholders at the onset of the project

(See section 5)

m. Competence, Information and Education

The Environment Agency (1998, pg 20) describe participatory competence as:
“the ability to provide all of those taking part with the procedural tools and
knowledge needed to make the best possible decision. In this context the
provision of information, providing access to different (including conflicting)
information sources and experts; providing opportunities for questioning,
debate and learning; promotion of the consideration of anecdotal evidence
and intuitive knowledge; and opportunities for people to check claims and
reduce misunderstandings are all important”.

All these criteria of participatory competence should ideally be implemented through

the participatory process design. However, the levels of informational competence

and degree of participation and role of values in decision making will vary according

to the levels of uncertainty and stakes involved in the decision making (Giampietro,

2006). This implies that when designing a participatory approach of a protected area,

although minimum requirements to achieve the above criteria should be set, flexibility

should also be available to modify the process depending on its uncertainty and stakes

(Palerm, 2000).

Participation allows for social learning and capacity building (Abrams et al, 2003;
Morrissey, 2000 Tuler, 1998). However, this requires the consideration of appropriate

methods of information provision, taking into account participant’s competence
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(Palerm, 2000, Keeney et al, 1986). Obviously, these will vary between protected
areas, thus underlying the need for a simple yet flexible process which can be adapted
to suit the needs of a particular area and its stakeholders. Therefore, the investigation
of status of participation in JUNICOAST pilot areas, and the degree of satisfaction by

stakeholders and the local community was conducted (Section 4).

iv. Making values explicit and value trade-off decision making
“Values are the criteria used to select and justify actions, to evaluate people
(including the self) and events” (Cvetcovich and Earl, 1994 pgl63). However,
existing protected area decision making processes, such as designation of Natura 2000
sites, have wrongly been portrayed as rational processes which use scientific
information, when they are in fact political processes characterized by value and
power struggles (Alphandery & Fortier, 2001, Apostolopoulou & Pantis, 2009).
Therefore, there is growing support for participatory deliberation which accepts and
makes values explicit in decision making (Giampietro, 2006; Owens and Cowell,
2002; Susskind et al, 2001). However, the inherent difficulties of doing that are also
documented, in particular when decisions involve making trade-offs that involve

multiple dimensions of value (Bergseng & Vatn, 2008, Borrini-Feyerband 1996).

v. The integration of participation into existing decision making processes

The danger of adding participation as an afterthought to protected area decision
making processes is stressed in Borrini feyrabend (1996). Apostolopoulou & Pantis
(2009), and Hiedanpaa, (2002), suggest that this has been the case for many protected
area participatory processes, at best limiting the extent to which issues raised from the
participatory process have influenced decisions and at worst leading to lack of
credibility of participation itself. From the above, it is clear that a framework for the
participatory protected area management is necessary even from the EU policy level
down to national and protected area level management procedures. As a process, the
participation strategy needs to ensure that it is integrated within existing institutional
and protected area management decision making processes. Secondly, opportunities
within the existing decision making processes need to be identified which would

allow for participative decisions made and legitimized.
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Table 2.1 Outcome and process participatory evaluation criteria

Outcome criteria Process criteria (Environment Agency1998 and Wehrmeyer
2001)

1. Achievement of consensus on a | a. The extent to which the participants represent all stakeholders.
decision. Effectiveness of the method in meeting the objectives of the
2. Value added to the decision. participants.

o

3. A fair decision (inequites are | c. Use of resources to their fullest value.
minimized as far as possible.) d. Balance participation with focus.
4. Improvement in the public availability | e.  Communicate as fast as reasonably practical.
of information. f.  The extent to which the communication method and mandate
5. Promotion of trust between for stakeholders participation meets the objectives of different
stakeholders. parties.
g. The degree of knowledge and awareness achieved among
participants.
h. Compatibility with other decision processes, particularly
statutory.

2.2 Nature and Methods of participation
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 2.1) (IEMA, 2002). Sanoff (2000, pg 11)
describes the different purposes which participation can serve, as:

e “to generate ideas;

e to identify attitudes;

¢ to disseminate information;
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e to resolve some identified conflict;
e to measure opinion;
e to review a proposal;

e 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
process the methods used will vary, and it is therefore important to recognize the

limitations of any one process.

The participation programme of JUNICOAST, carried out under Action 6, was
designed to fulfill a plurality of purposes and targeted stakeholders (decision makers
and local communities).
These included:
a) The establishment of stakeholders level of awareness, perceived values,
threats and recommendations for conservation of the habitat in their localities.
b) Raising of awareness and support, regarding the project and its actions,
c) Obtain feedback with regard to the feasibility and long term sustainability of

proposed concrete conservation actions.

Therefore, it is evident, that in order to fulfill all these purposes there was a need to
develop a mixed methods participatory approach. As is apparent from Figure 2.1,
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.

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):

e ‘The purpose and objectives of the participation exercise;

e The degree of interaction required between participants and the extent to which

participants are able to influence decisions;
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The timing of use, i.e. 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 pg164) states ‘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.

The purpose of public participation, at this stage of the JUNICOAST programme, was
more of investigative and information provision nature, rather than active engagement
in decision making. JUNICOAST being an externally funded programme, does not fit
within existing governance and decision making processes, neither is it embedded
within existing institutional structures. It was thus considered appropriate to conduct
as a first step local community surveys, using questionnaires enabling the obtainment

of a representative sample.
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Figure 2.1 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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2.3 Participation programme effectiveness evaluation-
methods and indicators

The vast literature on participation has dealt mainly with questions having to do with
the scope of participation- who participates, how may participate, how often people
participate, the number of meetings held and the methods used to involve people
(Morrissey, 2000). Until recently, the quality of participation has been largely ignored
in the literature (Chess, 2000; Morrissey, 2000). How effective is it? Does it make
institutions, government more responsive and accountable? Does it contribute to
participants’ personal growth, knowledge acquirement? To answer such questions,
there is a need to understand what type of participation, under what circumstances,
creates what results, yet there is lack of agreement on how to evaluate participation,
indicating the need to establish a bridge between evaluation theory (e.g. Scriven,
1991, Patton, 1982, 1997, 2002) and critical theory (e.g. Webler. 1995), risk
communication (e.g. Rowe & Frewer, 2000, Wehrmeyer 2001) and public
participation (e.g. Sanoff, 2000, Borrini- Feyrabend 1996), democratic theory
(Fiorino, 1990).

In this section an attempt to do so is proposed by providing an analytical framework
of evaluation approaches, complemented with existing evaluation methods and

participation indicators obtained from the literature.
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Table 2.2 Proposed framework for participation programme effectiveness evaluation

Form of Evaluation

When?

Evaluation Criteria

Who determines

Who conducts the

How to evaluate?

Why evaluate Process Outcome criteria? evaluation?
Summative Judgment of worth Subsequent to E.g. Did participants | Where conclusions
Used for E.2 Accountability completion of perceive the from workshop acted | Users? (utilization Outside evaluation? | Qualitative design?
JUNICOAST Decision regarding participation workshops to be upon — used to focused evaluation
replication programme useful? improve Patton, ) Participatory Quantitative design?
Capacity building conservation evaluation?
regarding participation actions? Theory based? Mixed methods?
Formative Enable planning of Before and E.g. How are E.g. Is consensus
participatory during participants being regarding the Both?
(used for A.6 programmes participation engaged, (See table | necessary actions
JUNICOAST) | Mid-course programme 2.1) for conservation of
corrections execution habitat being
Accountability established?
Capacity building
regarding
participation
Impact Assessment of long Generally years E.g. How did the E.g. How did the

(Used to monitor term impacts after participation | participation participation
after life Input- influence of programme programme affect programme affect
communication policy / management completion- or management the long term habitat
strategy) decisions overarching decisions regarding | conservation status?
Capacity building programme the habitat?
regarding participation | completion

Source (modified from Chess 2000)
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Summative evaluation, is a form of evaluation where one can track the extent to
which a participation programme has furthered progress towards environmental
results, in this case improved conservation actions for the protection of Habitat 2250*
in a specific locality. Summative evaluation, is conducted at the end of a programme,
and could also include assessments of participant satisfaction, for examples with

engagement processes, or with the actions of the programme in general.

The utilization of summative evaluation is very valuable and will be implemented
under action E.2, facilitating the attainment of the demonstration role of
JUNICOAST. So for example, a possible result of the summative evaluation would be
that despite all participation and dissemination activities with users of the habitat,
regarding the need to stop littering, and following the provision of facilities (e.g.
bins); littering still takes place. This will indicate that participatory and education
activities did not succeed, and reasons of failure should be identified and

communicated to avoid repetition of similar mistakes by other projects.

Formative evaluation, is conducted to inform and improve ongoing programmes, in
this case participation programmes (Posavac & Carey, 2007). In order to improve
programmes as they evolve formative evaluation can consider complex issues such as
how well as relevant stakeholders are collaborating, cost effectiveness, differences in
implementation between sites (Chelimsky, 1997) as well as more obvious concerns

such as the perceived usefulness of meetings.

Because participation as well as evaluation are usually considered as an afterthought
(Ukaga and Maser, 2004) there are very few examples of formative evaluations of
participatory programmes and none which could be identified to have been reported in
Greece regarding nature conservation projects, underlining the demonstration value of

this study.

Another form of evaluation, predominantly used in other fields for accountability
reasons, is impact evaluation, and has been widely recognized as the most difficult
(Patton, 2002). Impact evaluation focuses on evaluating the long —term results of
programmes and has the potential to inform major policy decisions or protected area

management practice, as well as track social learning (Abrams et al, 2003; Chess,
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2000). Such an evaluation is more difficult to conduct because of its cost, the need for
commitment over an extended period (even though funding has ceased), including
methodological issues of illustrating that obtained results are in fact caused by a
single programme or activity, as opposed to many other variables (Posavac & Carey,

2007).

For all three forms of evaluation: summative, formative and impact, process and
outcome criteria can be used (Table 2.1). Process criteria relating to how the
participation activities take place and outcome criteria to the results. As mentioned in
the previous section, as process criteria are widely applicable and transferable and

thus emphasis is placed on those.

Regardless however, different evaluation approaches to criteria selection and
assessment can be used, namely user-based evaluation, whereby participants choose
and evaluate criteria e.g. their satisfaction with a particular participation activity, or
through the use of normative criteria (theory based evaluation ) such as those

described in Section 2.1 e.g. fairness , competence etc.

With regard to the question on how to evaluate, referring to the use of qualitative or
quantitative data, there is no, one size fits all, and will differ according to the
evaluation and context. Patton (2002) described in detail the strengths and weaknesses
of different methods and as in social science, methodological triangulation and
pluralism are purported. Different methods include:

¢ Participant and non participant observations

e Documentation and activity reports review

¢ Quantitative methods such as surveys

¢ Qualitative methods such as interviews, focus groups etc

In parallel methods used will be influenced by indicators utilized for the evaluation.
From the review of the literature, indicators to evaluate participatory programme

effectiveness are presented in Morrissey, (2000), Abrams et al (2003), Audit
Commission, (1999), Chess, (2000).
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3. Participatory programme evaluation methods

Mixed methods of evaluation were used to assess the participatory programme
methods during A.6 actions. As aforementioned, the evaluation is formative and
served to inform the wider dissemination and education campaign (D. Actions). The
summative evaluation strategy of all participation activities conducted under the

context of JUNICOAST follows the research design depicted in Figure 3.1

Figure 3.1 Summative evaluation strategy of JUNICOAST Participatory
Programme
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For the formative evaluation whose results are presented in this report, the following
was conducted:
A. Assessment of current status and satisfaction in participatory activities and
information provision with regard to JUNICOAST protected areas- prior to project

1. Stakeholder interviews (35 in total)

ii. Community survey in four municipalities of JUNICOAST sites
B. Participant evaluation (using questionnaire Annex A) of JUNICOAST stakeholder
workshop
C. Participatory programme organizers’ and implementers’ informal feedback on

consultation exercise input requirements, benefits and difficulties.
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4. Status and satisfaction regarding stakeholder
participatory activities & information provision prior to
Junicoast.

In order to be able to conduct a summative evaluation at the end of the project and
provide guidance regarding the effectiveness of the participatory programme
undertaken in raising awareness and engaging people in the protection of habitat
2250* in Crete; it was first necessary to establish existing experience of stakeholders
in participation, their satisfaction, regarding current opportunities for participation and
information provision as well as, levels of awareness regarding the habitat and its
protection status. This information serves as a baseline for comparison, following a
Pretest- Posttest evaluation design (See Posavac & Carey, 2007). Decision making
stakeholder opinions, were obtained through interviews where as, community views
were obtained using questionnaires. As each community is characterised by a
different context, and will have received different opportunities for engagement
results are presented separately for the four different sites, namely Ierapetra (Chrysi
habitat), Kissamos (Falasarna habitat) Gavdos (Agios Ioannis, Lavrakas and
Sarakiniko habitats) Pelekanou and Inahoriou municipalities for (Kedrodasos-

Elafonisi habitat).

4.1 Status and satisfaction with existing participation
opportunities regarding Chrysi
During stakeholder interviews, twelve out of the 14 stakeholders did not perceive

consultation and collaboration between themselves to be adequate (Table 4.1). The

issues mentioned to support their views are summarized in Table 4.2

Table 4.1 Stakeholder perceptions of between stakeholder consultation and
collaboration adequacy

Present consultation and Public NGO-

collaboration between stakeholders | Service Public (National

is adequate for the effective (National & Service &

environmental management and Regional (Local Regional | NGO-
protection of Chrysi Island level) level) level) (Local) | Total
Strongly Disagree 0 0 0 2 2
Disagree 2 7 3 0 12
Agree 1 1 0 0 2
Strongly Agree 0 0 0 0 0
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Table 4.2 Perceived barriers of between stakeholder collaboration

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

Not all stakeholders are included in

decision making 0 0 2

lack of decision making transparency 1 1 3

unclear responsibility delegation and

accountability regarding decision

making 3

lack of decision publicity and

information sharing 1

lack of interest 1 1

lack of management and decision

making protocols 1

With regard to the effectiveness of existing local community consultation practice for
Chrysi island environmental management decision making, stakeholders views
differed with the majority (9) disagreeing (Table 4.3). This problem was confirmed
through the community survey whereby 87% of respondents stated Never to have

been consulted and 7% rarely.

Table 4.3 Stakeholders perceptions of existing stakeholder consultation effectiveness

“Local community consultation Public | NGO-

regarding environmental Public Service | Service | (National &

management of Chrysi is being | (National & (Local Regional NGO-

carried out effectively” Regional level) | level) level) (Local) | Total
Dont know 0 1 0 1 2
Strongly Disagree 0 1 2 1 4
Disagree 1 6 1 1 9
Agree 2 1 0 1 4
Strongly Agree 0 0 0 0 0

When questioned with regard to their levels of satisfaction with existing information
provision and consultation opportunities, the communities response was
overwhelmingly negative with 65% stating to be very dissatisfied and 23%
dissatisfied.
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Figure 4.1 Extent of community consultation

87%

How many times has your opinion regarding protection measures for Chrysi been
obtained?

@ Never

| Rarely

O Sometimes
o Often

m Always

Figure 4.2 Local community satisfaction with existing information

provision and consultation opportunities

23%

65%

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

@ Very disatisfied

m Disatisfied

O neither satisfied/ nor disatisfied
O Satisfied

| very satisfied

4.1.1. Stakeholder and community awareness regarding Chrysi

Island

Apart from this user- focused perception based indicator, an evidence based indicator

establishing awareness levels regarding the different designations and reasons behind

them was measured questioning stakeholders during interviews and the locals by

questionnaire.

During interviews stakeholders were asked to specify, which designations was Chrysi

island characterized by and the reasons for designation (i.e. why is it being protected

and as a result what activities are prohibited- what is protected).
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What was established from the interviews was that stakeholders knew of designations
relevant to their capacity, meaning archeologists knew archeological designations,
port authorities knew restrictions according to their domains legislation etc. Only the

Lasithi Forest Directorate had an overview of all relevant designations.

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

management of the island.

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

positive - due to governance and legislative confusion.

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

for the purpose of protecting solely the juniper trees.

Awareness regarding the environmental protection status and designations of Chrysi
Island amongst the community also proved to be problematic (Figure 4.3).
Indicatively far statement Chrysi Island is not protected 73% believed that this was
the case or were unsure. Similarly only 38.1% knew that the island is designated as
NATURA2000 area. Many wrongly believed that the island was either a National
Park (30.7%) or an SPA (40.5%). Confusion, regarding reasons for designation and

protection was also noted from local community survey (See Figure 4.4)

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*, NATURA2000, and its implications for the environmental

management and protection of the island.

Figure 4.3 Local community awareness regarding environmental

designations of Chrysi Island

Which of the following statements is correct?

It is NOT Protected ‘ ‘ 63.3 ‘ ‘ ‘ '
Chrysi is a SPA 54.0 f
I O N B
Chrysi is a SCI 69.3 ' mFALSE
‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ O dont know
Chrysi island is a 56.9 '
NATURA2000 area ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
Chrysi island is a National 535 '
Park T T
0“’/0 ld% 26% 36% 46% 56% 66% 76% 86% QC;% 106%
Figure 4.4 Local community awareness regarding reasons of
designation
Chrysiisland is protected due to the presence of...
\ \ \ \ \
“coastal dunes with junipers” 3.7 '
habitat ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
archaeology ‘ ‘ 61 1‘ ‘ ‘ '
@ TRUE
shells # S3:0 ' m FALSE
‘ ‘ 0O dont know
juniper trees -9 ‘ ‘ ‘ 24.6 ‘
carreta carreta turtle -0 ‘ ‘ '
0% ld% 26% 36% 46% 56% Gd% 76% 86% 96% 106%




Deliverable A.6.2 “Effectiveness evaluation of stakeholder consultation method” 33

4.2 Status and satisfaction with existing participation
opportunities regarding Kedrodasos Elafonisiou

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 4.5 & 4.6). Moreover 75% of respondents claimed to be dissatisfied by

this phenomenon.

Table 4.4 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

Figure 4.5 Extent of community consultation

How your opinion ever been asked regarding the environmental
pr%/eozction of kedrodasos

@ never
mrarely

0O sometimes
0O often

| always
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Figure 4.6 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%

@ Very Dissatisfied
m Dissatisfied
O Neither

12%

13% 62% O Satisfied

m Very satisfied

The above indicates 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.

4.2.1. Stakeholder and community awareness regarding
Kedrodasos

During interviews stakeholders were asked by which designations was kedrodasos
characterized and the reasons for designation. Again stakeholders knew domain
specific designations Despite the numerous years which kedrodasos has been
established as Natura 2000 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.

Awareness regarding the environmental protection status and designations of
kedrodasos amongst the community also proved to be problematic (Figure 4.7).
Indicatively for statement kedrodasos is not protected 90.6% believed that this was
the case or were unsure. Awareness regarding the NATURAZ200 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 4.8) The above results indicate the need for an

integrated communication strategy to both decision making stakeholders as well as
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the local community regarding priority habitat 2250*, Natura 2000, and its

implications for the environmental management and protection of the site.

Figure 4.7 Local community awareness regarding environmental
designations of Kedrodasos
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Figure 4.8 Local community awareness regarding reasons of

designation
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4.3 Status and satisfaction with existing participation
opportunities regarding Falasarna
Regarding participation and priority habitat awareness in Falasarna, it appeared to be

the most problematic of sites. Stakeholders and the local community were questioned

to establish whether stakeholder and community consultation was being carried with
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regard to protected area management decisions, and the extent to which they felt they
were effective or adequate. The issue which arose was that people were not aware of

the presence of the habitat or its location for that matter.

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 4.9 & 4.10).

Figure 4.9 Extent of community consultation

How often have you been consulted regarding actions for the

environmental management of Falasarna
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Figure 4.10 Local community satisfaction with existing information
provision and consultation opportunities
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4.3.1. Stakeholder and community awareness regarding Falasarna
Again stakeholders knew site designations according to capacity, and 50% of

interviewees did not know the area was designated as Natura2000. Awareness

regarding the environmental protection status and designations of Falasarna amongst

the community also proved to be problematic (Figure 4.11). 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.

Figure 4.11 Local community awareness regarding environmental
designations of Falasarna
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4.4 Status and satisfaction with existing participation
opportunities regarding Gavdos

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. 81% of stakeholders interviewed claimed that present consultation and
collaboration between stakeholders was inadequate for the effective environmental
management and protection of Gavdos. This result is of concern, considering that at
the time of this research, the consultation period for the adoption of the protected area

management plan for Gavdos was in progress.

With regard to local community consultation for Gavdos environmental management
decision making all only 3 stakeholders interviewed perceived it to be effective, or to
that point sufficient. The remaining interviewees commented on the lack of
community consultation practice, and provision of training or the resources to do so.
This problem was confirmed through the community survey whereby an
overwhelming 82% stated Never to have been informed and consulted. This fact was
also made apparent during the local community workshop, where participant, made a
number of questions regarding the implications of Natura2000 designation of their
land, and requests of clarification of what is, and what is not prohibited. Considering
the small size and population of this island (24 households) community engagement

exercises could easily be implemented

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. These results
should also be given consideration by authorities who are responsible for the
consultation component regarding Natura2000, and encourage them to increase

involvement and information provision activities.

4.4.1. Stakeholder and community awareness regarding Gavdos
All excluding three of the 16 stakeholders interviewed knew Gavdos has been

established as Natura2000 site. However, many of them stated confusion or lack of
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understanding what this meant in practice and what legal implications such a

designation had.

Local community awareness regarding the environmental protection status and
designations of Gavdos results, are in line with those of stakeholders, meaning that
the majority knew that the island was designated as NATURA2000 but that they did
not understand its implications in practice. Regarding reasons for designation and
protection the majority perceived the presence of juniper trees, and to a lesser extent

the habitat concept of sand dunes with Juniperus.

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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5. Outline of participatory activities conducted for A.6
& results of formative evaluation

In this Section an outline of the different participatory methods conducted for A.6 in
conjunction with the results of the formative evaluation are presented. It is important
that approaches were tailored according to targeted audiences and purpose of
participation. Decision making stakeholders, such as public authorities at national
regional and local level, NGOs, etc were consulted using high interaction methods,
where as, the local communities were consulted in most cases apart from Gavdos, via
survey. Below, each of the participatory activities is described followed by the results

of their evaluation.

5.1 Approaches implemented for decision making stakeholder
consultation

5.1.1 Stakeholder Workshop Method

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 Pediaditi et al, 2009. Indicatively, the

workshop procedure is outlined below.

Workshop participants were divided into groups according to capacity and site
relevance. 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 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 for
them to review, the draft local community survey as well as a workshop feedback

form (included in Appendix A) which was completed following the end of the
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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 main values (environmental , social, and economic) of the specific sites
e main threats to the sites
e 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

5.1.2 Stakeholder Workshop formative evaluation
In this section, the results of the evaluation of the workshop are summarized.

Individual questionnaires-feedback forms were handed out to all participants (See

Appendix A for questionnaire), containing open and closed questions. In total 32
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questionnaires were completed and returned. Feedback was obtained regarding
participants perceptions of:

e The usefulness of the workshop

e What they found valuable about the workshop

e Their personal recommendations regarding the proposed actions

e Their personal ideas for collaboration within the context of the project

e The effectiveness of the facilitation methods used

e The extent to which collaboration and communication between stakeholders

was facilitated

e The representatives of the stakeholders participating in the workshop

e Recommendations of who else should be involved

e The extent to which this workshop was informative

e Other recommendations regarding actions which should be incorporated in the

project but which haven’t been included in the proposal.

Regarding the usefulness of the workshop, the overall response was “very useful”
scoring an average of 9.03 out of 10. Participants were asked to write down the two
main things they liked about the workshop (See Table 5.1). The opportunity for
sharing of views collaboration and consultation between stakeholders ranked as the
main benefit of the workshop. Participants commented on the value of discussing
problems and seeing things from different perspectives. Many also pointed out that
although they work on similar areas/ sites they rarely have the opportunity to sit
around all together and discuss issues. This point is also evident from the high score
8.59 out of 10, to the question “Do you feel the workshop encouraged collaboration

and communication between stakeholders?”

Obtaining information about the project, at such an early stage and being asked their
input was also appreciated by many. Many stakeholders commented on the
educational value of the workshop, regarding the priority habitat 2250*. A high score
was also achieved for the quantitative question of “to what extent did you feel the

workshop was informative” (average 8.94 out of 10).
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The facilitation methods employed to conduct the workshop were new to participants
and for the area. Therefore, a question regarding the perceived effectiveness of the
methods used was asked. From observations all stakeholders seemed engaged during
the process, and despite the short available time all tasks were completed. Many
commented on how they liked the process and an average score of 8.68 out of 10.
Some participants who did not provide such a high score e.g. 7 out of 10 were from
national authorities which would have liked the opportunity to engage with all
stakeholders rather than those of a specific area in the table which they were sitting.
This perception may have been exemplified, due to the fact that the plenary session
was not carried out due to the request of participants to leave early because of the bad

weather conditions.

Regarding the range and completeness of stakeholder present at the workshop, due to
the strike key stakeholders although invited were not present. As such, an average of
7.41 out of 10 was achieved and it was one of the main criticisms of the workshop
(see Table 5.2). Participants were also asked to propose who else should be involved
in the project and invited to future events. The majority of those proposed had already
been contacted but did not participate. Recommendations are listed in Table 5.3.

Participants were also asked to write down their ideas and comments regarding the
proposed actions of the projects as well as methods of collaboration with them in the

context of the project.

The response was encouraging as comments were very positive with commitments for
collaboration. The need for meetings at a site level with local communities and

representatives became apparent in particular for the remote island of Gavdos.

Encouraging was also the request for the repetition of the workshop at a later date.
Educational officers present committed in engaging and facilitating with the education
programme, as well as tourism representatives on disseminating information to
tourists. Of those municipalities present at the workshop commitment and willingness
to collaborate throughout the duration of the project on all levels was expressed and is

encouraging. However, the need to contact directly those absent was also emphasized.
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Table 5.1 Participants perceived main benefits of workshop

Question: Please write the two main benefits of the workshop

Information regarding the priority habitat / the offered potential to collaborate with stakeholders

| learnt a lot about the priority habitat of Coastal dunes with Juniperus spp which | didn’t know before

The participation of different stakeholders from different public and private bodies was important as
different views are presented and co-considered

collaboration - clarification of available information and proposed actions

the exchange of views and ideas

early involvement in the project- the concrete action focus of this project

the structuring of the issues and information as well as their analysis

understanding of ecosystem processes of this priority habitat

Getting to know respectable colleagues- getting the opportunities to exchange views regarding my
area

getting to know partners- having the opportunity to have an input from the beginning on the project

getting information on the project- getting to meet other stakeholders and exchange views

communication and exchange on views with different stakeholders

information on how funding programmes work how to design programmes and obtain funding

awareness raised and information provided

information on the project- the opportunities for marketing of the areas

opportunities for collaboration and understanding

| obtained an understanding of the issues

| was not aware of the habitats presence in Falasarna

information and description of all actions

the opportunity to get in touch with other stakeholders

awareness raised on the subject and opportunity to discuss with other stakeholders

the opportunity for stakeholder collaboration- and obtaining knowledge on the habitat

obtained information on the sites and opportunity to see different dimensions of the problems
information provision

getting to know the different stakeholders and MAIX

the stakeholder consultation methods used- and the openness of the discussions regarding problems
and solutions

obtained more information regarding the issues and on the subject

awareness raising and consideration of the future of this area, as well as the discussion on the
potential solutions

the collaboration with a range of people which represent those responsible for these areas

o finally someone is dealing seriously with our area- the caliber of the participating stakeholders

an understanding and discussion of solutions for the protection of the habitat
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Table 5.2 Participants’ criticisms regarding the workshop

not all stakeholders which were invited and should have been here showed up
limited available time

the material should be sent in advance

it would have been good to have heard the threats which other habitats are facing
absence of key stakeholders- small TV coverage

the discussion was dominated by one good hearted individual

| would have liked to have been involved in the discussions in other tables too.
not all stakeholders were present- the time was not enough

the lack of participation of specific stakeholders

the absence of the main stakeholder the municipality of Pelekanos

the absence of many stakeholders

Table 5.3 Recommendations of other participants which should be involved

the local environmental NGO, the environmental education group, the hunters association

the environmental group of lerapetra

environmental group - archaeologists

more stakeholders from Rhodes and other South Aegean Islands

many stakeholders were not able to come yet should have such as from the Cyclades prefecture,
the forest directorate of the Cyclades etc, the environmental education authorities of the Cyclades
etc

the forest directorates should have been here

the ministries should have had a greater participation

ecological ngos should have been present

everyone should have been present

the university of Crete and technical polytechnic should have been present

the university of Crete- geologists and archaeologists

the regional environmental bodies should have been present. Environmental services from the
municipalities should have been present- the environmental lawyers groups

the municipality of Kissamos should have been present as well as the cultural group of Platanos
which organizes a rave party every year on the beach

there should have been more NGOs and representatives from schools

the municipality of Kissamos should have turned up

maybe more stakeholders involved in tourism should have been present

the cadastre should have been present

there were many important stakeholders absent due to the national strike

the ministry of environment must get involved- the cadastre- and the agricultural police

(aypoguAakn)

The stakeholder workshop although evaluated by participants as being very

successful, was very demanding in terms of input. Identification of stakeholders and

contact details, took approximately one month, and several phone calls to each, to

convince them to participate and subsequently to arrange travel requirements.
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Preparation of workshop material such as handbooks describing project activities and
requests for feedback, coupled with formal invitation letters also took time- but it was
considered essential, in terms of illustrating the transparency of the project, and a first

move to build trust.

One lesson learnt was the need to arrange meetings preferably within localities under
question, as remoteness was a key reason for the non participation of a number of

identified stakeholders.

Public authority, authorization for travel and participation in events also proved to be
problematic, involving a lot of bureaucracy and authorization steps, on the side of
participants. Travel allowances are also not available, thus indicating the importance

of covering such costs, which in this case were not insignificant.

Finally, this method does require the input of a trained facilitator, as many activities
need to be carried out in short time, by an audience not experienced in such style of

engagement activities

5.1.3. Stakeholder Interviews
Following a stakeholder analysis, (35) stakeholders 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
35 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. Interviews were recorded and transcribed and content analysis performed
for qualitative responses (Sarantakos, 1993), where as descriptive statistic using Excel

was performed for quantitative data (De Vaus, 2007).

5.1.4 Stakeholder Interviews formative evaluation
Stakeholder interviews had a number of benefits and proved to be complementary to

the workshop. Each interview lasted approximately an hour and provided the freedom

for stakeholders to express their true views without fear of offending another
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stakeholder, as could have been the case in the workshop. It also provided information
on the specific difficulties barriers and contributions which each stakeholder could

have for a specific habitat.

However, although these interviews provided the opportunity to obtain a deepened
understanding regarding the questioned matters, they were also very time consuming.
In many cases up to 4 telephone communications were required in order to obtain an
interview. Transcription is known for being time consuming, as well as the qualitative
component of the analysis. It is advised that should limited time and funding be of an
issue, or the absence of personnel with knowledge in qualitative data analysis, other

means should be employed, such as the workshop.

5.1.5 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. Headmasters of primary schools were visited in order to determine
specifications and practical issues regarding the education campaign as well as level
of interest and possibility for school engagement. Moreover, influential individuals,
and people with long term knowledge of the areas, or land ownership claims, or
business interests were contacted. This form of engagement proved to be very

necessary, although no formal evaluation of it could be conducted.

5.2 Approaches implemented for local community
consultation

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

threats and required activities for the sites, as well as, levels of environmental
awareness, and relationship to the sites; household community surveys were

conducted.
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Random sampling was used, and self completion questionnaires were delivered and
collected through schools in each municipality enabling an even geographical
coverage. Data was analysed using Excel and SPSS. Content analysis was conducted

on open ended questions using codes.

In Gavdos, due to the small size of the population, the survey was administered door
to door, and aimed at covering all households. However, door to door method, proved
to be time consuming, difficult and not sufficient considering the close relationship of
the local population, to the sites in question (See Pediaditi et al, 2009d). Therefore, a

local community workshop was carried out described below.

5.2.2 Community survey formative evaluation
The community survey requires time for the questionnaire development and piloting.

Their distribution and selection through the schools resulted in a very good response
rate, with minimum staff time input, when compared to postal or door to door
methods. However, only having completed the study was it identified that a special
permit is required and approval of the questionnaire content, by a specific committee
in the Ministry of Education, which could take months! Furthermore, distribution
through schools results that a specific segment of societies opinions are obtained

(those married with children), albeit the most active.

Regarding the door to door survey in Gavdos, it proved to be very time consuming
with each questionnaire for completion lasting around an hour. Locals wished more to

discuss and were apprehensive regarding writing things down.

5.2.3 Local community workshop in Gavdos
Following the request of Gavdos stakeholders during the stakeholder workshop as

well as based on observations of researchers conducting the survey, the need for a
local community workshop, with the aim of describing the project, the intended
actions and an opportunity to raise concerns and clarify potential misunderstandings
was noted, and thus carried out. The workshop was informal and well attended and

provided a good opportunity for trust building and collaboration.
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5.2.4 Local community workshop in Gavdos evaluation
Due to collaboration with community president, accommodation to hold the meeting

was provided free of charge, thus reducing the costs significantly, the informal nature
of the meeting did not require a lot of preparation time from the side of the organisers
although rounding up the people, did require a lot of personal communication on a

one to one basis.

5.3 Other outreach activities

In parallel and in support of the aforementioned activities a number of additional out
reach activities have been carried out. Press releases and TV coverage for the

stakeholder workshop and at the onset of the project to inform people were used.

Furthermore the prompt website activation (www.junicoast.gr) facilitated access to

information on the project as well as opened communication channels to a wider

audience.
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6. Conclusions Recommendations & Future Steps

From the research carried out for the purpose of evaluating stakeholder engagement
practice a number of conclusions can be drawn, with regard to future steps for the
projects participatory programme, as well as transferable lessons for other such
projects in Greece. Moreover, a baseline to conduct a summative evaluation at the end

of the project has also been established and an evaluation framework proposed.

What was established is that information provision to the public regarding the

NATURAZ2000 sites and priority habitat in question was low if not absent.

Collaboration and communication between decision making stakeholders requires

strengthening.

Local community engagement activities regarding the protection of the habitats

have not taken place, and awareness regarding their designation status is low.

Local communities expressed their dissatisfaction regarding lack of participation

and information provision opportunities.

From the above, it emerges that A.6 should be seen as a starting point to an extensive
participatory programme which will be materialised through JUNICOASTS’ D and
some E actions. Stakeholders requested to be informed and consulted regarding
concrete conservation action specifications, as well as, to be presented the results of

the preparatory actions.

The need for tailor made communication strategies according to site in question also
becomes obvious as different localities had different issues which require to be
addressed. For example in Falasarna, lack of knowledge of the site and the habitat, is
a starting point, whereas in Gavdos, the expressed need to find out more about

Natura2000 and the implications this has to the local community was underlined.

Conclusions and recommendations regarding the participatory methods utilised
include the following. Facilitated workshop methods, involving tasks and high
interaction processes, were novel to participants, yet very much appreciated and well

handled. Despite the novelty, participants were able to work and complete the tasks
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by the end of the day. Their use is thus, highly recommended, and methods to do so
provided. However, the time and preparation effort should not be ignored. For the
workshop high scores were obtained for participatory programme evaluation
indicators such as perceptions of:

e The usefulness of the workshop
e The effectiveness of the facilitation methods used

e The extent to which collaboration and communication between stakeholders
was facilitated

e The representatives of the stakeholders participating in the workshop
e The extent to which this workshop was informative

However, the actual outcome indicators, and evidence of effectiveness and capacity to
improve collaboration and raise awareness can only be judged at the end of the

project.

A process indicator which the project and all LIFE+ projects have difficulties in
performing well in, has to do with the limited integration of project participatory
exercises in existing institutional decision making processes. So, although
JUNICOAST has made every effort to engage with decision making stakeholders,
existing legislative and institutional decision making processes regarding protected
area management, for these specific areas, remain by law distinctly separate, thus,
limiting the integration at a governance level, of the projects outcomes, as well as, the

perceived legitimacy and accountability of participation processes carried out.

An additional recommendation emerging from this evaluation and which will be taken
on board for the implementation of the D Actions is the need to conduct meetings and
workshops as close as possible to localities, as travel in particular for public

authorities consists of a significant barrier.

Interviews although effective in obtaining a deeper understanding of issues, as a
participation method, are very time consuming and do not have the added benefits of

collaboration enhancement and sharing of values, which workshop methods did.

With regard to local community consultation, using surveys, it was an easy method

and appropriate for establishing a general picture, however, in order to ensure the long



Deliverable A.6.2 “Effectiveness evaluation of stakeholder consultation method” 52

term ownership of the projects actions, there is a need for two-way communication
and higher interaction activities, which will be pursued through the D actions of the

project.

Regarding methods and indicators to evaluate participatory programme effectiveness,
a theoretical framework has been proposed, and key references with indicator
provided. Morrissey (2000) and Patton (2002) however, advise against copy-paste use
of such indicators, and propose their consideration and modification according to the
nature of the proposed programme and the specific context of application. Thus, the
aforementioned work serves as a starting point for A.7 “elaboration of long term

monitoring protocols” as well as guidance for other future projects.
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Appendix A

Workshop evaluation feedback form
LIFEO7NAT/GR/000296

APXROELG YLX TNV TIPOOTROLX TWV TTXPXKTLWV XMUOOLWVWV HE €LdN Juniperus oTnv
Kpntn kot 0to NOTLo Atyxio (EANGOX).
Ap&aon A.6 AlxBoUAELOT UE TOUC EMTTIAEKOMEVOUC POPELC KAL TNV TOTTLKA KOLVWVLX

AZLOTLUOL POpPELC KXL TUMUETEXOVTEC,

B BEAXE VO TG ELXXPLOTHCOVE YLX TNV TTOAUTLUN CUMMETOXH KXL CUMBOAN o0XC
0Tn ONMEPLVA NUEPLDX EPYNXTLNG. O EKTLMOUTKME WOLXLTEPWC TR TXOALX TKC YLX
TLC ONUEPLVEC dPXOTNPLOTNTEC KXL TX XTTOTEAECTUXTX TTOU EENXONONV XTTO XUTEC.
MXPpXKXAOVUE OTIWC OCUMTIANPWOKRTE TO KKOAOUBO EPWTNUXRTOAOYLO KKXL
TTXPKOWOTE TO TE KXTTOLO MEAOC TNG OPYXVWTLIKAC OUXOXKC KXTK TNV €£000 OOC
XTTO ThV aibovow.

MXpXKXAOVUHE YPXWPETE TK OTOLXELXK ETTLKOLVWVIXC OXC YLK VX OKC

OUUTTEPIAXBOUME OTO dLKTUO TOU TIPOYPXMHUATOC, KXOWC KXL YLX TNV MEANOVTLKN
MG ETTLKOLVWVIX.

600 XpHoLUN BPNKXTE TNV GNUEPLVH NUEPLOX EpydTing;

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KaBoAou Métpia oAU xpAoIun

MXPpXKOXAW TTXPXOETHTE 2 TTPXYMXTX TTOU BEWPELTE WC KEPDOC XTTO TNV
nuepidx epycoing

MTXPXKXAW TTKPXOETKTE TLC OTTOLEC TIPOTXTELC OXC OE OXEOHN ME TLG
TIPOTELVOUEVEC DPXTELC TOU TIPOYPXMMKTOC




Deliverable A.6.2 “Effectiveness evaluation of stakeholder consultation method” 59

MXPXKOXAW TTXPXOETATE TLC LOEEC TNC YLX MEAANOVTLKI) OUVEPYXOLX OTX
TIAXLOLX TWV dPRTEWV TOL TIPOYPXMHUKRTOC— (TTWC TTPOTELVETE VKX
OUVEPYXOTOUME MEANOVTLKX;)

000 XTTOTEAECUNXTLKEC BEWPELTE TLC MEBODOULC TTOL XpPNOLUOTIOLHONKXYV
KOTX TN OLXPKELX TNG NMEPLONKC EPYRTLAC YLX TNV ETTILTEVEN TWV OTOXWV;

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KaBdAou Métpia MoAU

Kot 1000 BeEwpEiLTE TTWC N ONUEPLVA NUEPLOX TTpOWONGTE TN CLVEPYXTLX
METXEL TWV CUUMETEXOVTWV;

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KaBdhou Métpia MoAU

KxTd 1000 BewpELTE TTWC OL CUMMETEXOVTEC OTH CNMEPLVI NUEPLOX
XVTLUTTPOTWTTELXV OAOULC TOUC POPELC TTOUL B ETTPETIE;

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KaBdhou Métpia oAU

TTolol &AAOL dOpELC, KXTX TH YVWHN O0KG, BX UTTOPOVCTKRV VX CUMMETEXOLY OTO
TIPOYPRMUX XUTO;

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

KaBohou Métpia MMoAU

MTXPXKOXAW TTIXPKOETHTE 2 TIPXYMKTX TTIOU DEV OXC XPETKV OTH CTNUEPLVN
nuepidx epyxoing

MXpXKXAOVUHE VTTOBXAETE TUCTXOELC YLX MEANOVTLKEC EVEPYELEC TTOL B
ETTOLUOVONTE VXX CUUTTEPLANGOOUV OTO XVTLKELMEVO EPEVVC.




