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ZUvtoun Nepidnyn

H O&iokuBépvnon avayvwpifetal w¢ HIO KPIoINn TITUX TNG  ATTOTEAECUATIKAG
TTPOCTACIiag TOU QUOIKOU TTEPIBAANOVTOG KAl aTToTEAE €va ONUAVTIKO HEPOG TOU
oxedlaogpou yia Tn diatripnon TNG BIOTTOIKINGTNTAG OTIG TIPOCTATEUOHEVES TTEPIOXEG.
Avagépetal oTIG aAAnAemdpdoelg PeTalu Twv OOPwWY, Twv dIAdIKACIWY, Kal TwV
TTPOKTIKWY TTOU KaBopifouv Toug oTOXO0UG, TOV TPOTTO S10iKNoNg , KAl TOV TPOTTO HE TO
OTTOIO O ATTOWYEIG TWV TTOMITWY A TWV QOPEWY EVOWHATWYOVTAl 0Tn diadikaoia Afyng
Twv amo@aoewv. H avayvwpion Tng diokuBEépvnong wg Bacikol TapdyovTa yia tnv
atroteAeapaTikn dlaxeipion Twv MpoaTtateudpevwy MNepioxwyv cuptTEPIAaUBAVETAl OTO
oX€010 dpAang TTou TTPOEKUYE aTTO TO 50 lMNMaykoouio 2uvédpio MNapkwv oTto Durban
10 2003, OT1TOU QvayvwpieTal wg "KEVTPIKO Onueio  yia T diatipnon Twv
TTPOCTATEUOUEVWV TTEPIOXWY 0 0AOKANpPO Tov k6opo." (WCPA 2003 a. 33).

Mpoc 1O TApdv, n HeEAETN TG Ooung OlakuBépvnong yia Tnv dlaTApnon Tng
BiomroikINdTNTOG oTnv EAAGOO civar oe mpwigo oTddio, kal Ogv UTTAPXEl MIG
OAOKANPWEVN MEAETN YIO TAV EKTIUNON TNG KATAOTAONG KAl TIG TAOEIS TNG dloiknong-
OlaxEipIoNG TWV TTPOCTATEUOUEVWV TTEPIOXWYV O€ ETTITTEDO XWPAG.

O1 otdxol auTAg NG epyaciag eival: va digpeuvnBei n doury dlakuBEépvnong Trou
OXETICeTAI PE TOV OIKOTOTTO TWV TTAPAKTIWV auuoBIivwv pe €idn kEdpwv (Juniperus
spp). otnv EAAGDa, va 1TpoodioploBolv ol BUOKOAIEG TTOU dev BIEUKOAUVOUV Thv
QATTOTEAEOATIKA Blaxeipion Kal TTpooTacia Tou ev Adyw OIKOTOTTOU TTPOTEPAIOTNTAG,
Kal va diatutTwBouv TTpoTdoelg yia BeATIWOEIG, Ol OoTToie¢ Ba ocuufdaAlouv oTnv
e€ao@AAion  TNG MAKPOTTPOBeoUNG BIWOINOTNTOG  TWV  OATTOTEAECUATWY  TOU
TTpoypappaTog

270 KEQPAAQIO 2 TTAPOUCIAeTal KIG OUVTOPN AVOOKOTTNON OXETIKA YE TNV £Vvola TNG
olakuBépvnong Kai Toug dId@opous TUTTOUG BI0IKNONG TTPOCTATEUOHEVWYV TTEPIOXWV
o€ ouvduao o PE TIG BIEBVWG KABIEPWHEVES APXEG TNG «XPNOTAG dIaKUBEPVNONGY.
270 Ke@AAaio 3 TrapoucialovTal ol pEBodOI TTOU  XpPNOIPoTToINONKav yia va
mpocdlopioBei n Odoury dlakuBépvnong. Mo ouykekpipyéva, TTapoucidlovral n
pMeBodOAOYiO TNG OUMMPETOXIKAG nNUEPI®AG, Ol NUI-OOUNUEVEG OCUVEVTEUEEIS Twv
EUTTAEKOMEVWV QOPEWY, KOBWGS Kal N épeuva TNG TOTTIKAG Kolvwviag TTou Baaifovral
0TO €vvoloAoyiké TTAdiolo "@cwpia oAokAnpwuévng dlakuBépvnaong”.

270 KEPAAQIO 4 TTEPIYPAPETAI N UQPIOTAUEVN douR o€ ouvduaoud PE TNV EUpPUTEPN
évvola TngG dIakuBépvnong OTTwGS TTEPIYPAPETAl OTO €VVOIOAOYIKO TTAGiOIO "@twpia
ohokAnpwuévng OlakuBépvnong”. EmmAéov, okiaypagouvtal didgopa aevdpia

Mop@wV diakuBEpvnang (Ue 1 xwpic Popéa Alaxeipiong).
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TéNog, oTo Ke@ahaio 5 mapoucidletal n avdAucon Twv PBaAgIKWY OUCKOAIWV TTOU
avTiyeTwTriel n  dlokuBépvnon OTTwg auTtd  yivovtal avTiIANTITd  amd  Toug
EUTTAEKOUEVOUG QOPEIC, O OUVOUQOUO ME TTPOTACEIS yia BeATiwon, pe PBdon 1a
OUMTTEPAOATA TTOU TTPOEKUWAV KAl T Bewpida Twv BEATIOTWY TTPAKTIKWY 810iKNoNG.

ATIO TIG OUVEVTEUEEIG DIATTIOTWONKE OTI UTTAPYXOUV dUO KUPIEG OXOAEG OKEWNG ooV
agopd TNV TPOCEyYIon TNG dIAXEIPIONG TWV TTEPIOXWYV, Ol OTTOIEG OUWGS BV PaivETAl
va OloQEPOUV WG TTPOG TOuG OTOXOUG Kal TIG TTpoBéoelg. H pia oXoArnl okéyng
ETTIKEVTPWVETAI OTNV EQOPHOYH TWV VOPWY Kal TNV €TTIROAN AQuOTNPWY TTEPIOPICHUWY,
TNV ammayopeucn KATTOIWY dpacTNPIOTHATWY PE OTOXO TNV TTpoCTadia Kal dlaTthpnan.
H &eltepn oOXOAn okéwng OSivel Eupacn oTov TPOTTo SlaXEIPIoNS TWV TTEPIOXWV,
EMTPETTOVTOG OPIOUEVEG BPAOTNPIOTNTEG, O OTToiEG aTTodidouv £€00da KAl TO OTTOIx
olaTiBevtal yia TNV TPOOTACia Kal OlaThpnon Twv TTEPIOXWY autwy. QoTd00, n
avAaykn yia diatipnaon Kal TTPo0TaCia TwY TTEPIOXWY OevV ap@IoBnTABNKE atmd Kavévav
EK TWV EPWTNBEVTWV.

H avaAuon g doung dlokuBEpvnong Kal TwV APHOBIOTATWY TWV EUTTAEKONEVWV
POPEWV KATADEIKVUEI KOATAKEPMUATIONO APPOBIOTATWY Kal EAAEIYN CAQRvelang OCOoV
a@opd Tn poper TG dlakuBEpvnong Kal TNV avAabeon Twyv eUBUVWY HE ATTOTEAECUQ
va TTPOKUTITEl gUyXUon Kabwg kal aduvauia TTpoadlopicuol TnG Aoyodoaiag. ATrd
TNV avAAuon Twv apuodIoTATWY TWV JIGPOPWYV QOPEWY I UTTNPECIWYV avayvwpioonke
n éNeiyn Popéwv Alaxeipiong ol oTToiol va €XOUV TIG OTTAPAITNTEG APPOdIOTNTEG
TTPOKEINEVOU VA OIOCQAAICTEI N ATTOTEAEGUATIKA SIAXEipIon Kal N PAKPOTTIPOBeTHN
TTpooTacia Twv Treploxwy. H vopoBeoia dev Bewpeital 0TI €ival To TTPOPANUA, aAAd
MGAAOV N ENAelyn emBOANG TnG. TMePIOPIOTIKOI TTAPAYOVTEG YIO TOUG APUOBIoUG
Qopeig, PeTagu AAwv, eival n éANAeIYn €TTapKoUg XpNHATodATNONG, N OUOKOAN
TPOCRACN OTIG TTEPIOXEG, Kal N EAAEITTAG TTANpo®SpNoN yia Ta avaykaia PJETpa TTou
TIPETTEI VA EQAPPOTBOUV.

Qg ek TOoUTOU, TTPETTEl VA &0BEi TTPOCOXA OTn dNUIOUPYIa CUVEPYACIWY HETALU TWV
QOPEWV KOl UTTNPECIWV TTOU €XOUV OpPUOBIOTNTEG OTIG TTEPIOXEG QUTEG, KAl va
e€ao@aAIoBei n aTTapaitnTn  XPNUATOdOTNON, TIPOKEIMEVOU Ol YVWOEIG Kal N
TEXVOYvVWwaoia TTou Ba atrokTnBouv uYéow Tou TTPOYPAUPOTOS va GUPBAAAouv oTnv

MOKPOTTPOBEGUN TTpOCTACIa KAl dIATPNON TOU 0IKOTOTTOU 2250%.
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1. Introduction.

Nature conservation projects often fail to meet expectations due to the failure of
project management to take into account existing governance structures and
processes and integrate project actions as part of those (Balint, 2006)..To avoid
these common flaws, it was considered essential to determine the governance
structure of the Coastal dunes with Juniperus spp. priority habitats in Greece, to
identify the key governance barriers to their effective management and protection,
and to provide recommendations that would ensure the long term sustainability of the

projects outcomes.

The Greek Government Election in October 2009 resulted in the creation of the new
Ministry of Environment, Energy and Climate Change, which in turn resulted in
fundamental governance structural changes, that are still ongoing at the time of
writing this report, thus making the governance structure results obtained through this
study redundant prior to their publication. Moreover, further changes in the
administration structure and devolvement of powers are still in process through the

new Kallikratis programme.

Nevertheless, the results obtained through this study regarding the key barriers to
effective governance, and the recommendations for improvement, proposed by
various stakeholders and a literature review of best practice in protected area
governance theory, remain valid, and perhaps most timely, as an input for
consideration during these times of ongoing reform. Moreover, ongoing changes do
not negate the responsibility and commitment that the JUNICOAST project
beneficiaries have taken towards ensuring the conservation of the Coastal dunes

with Juniperus spp. priority habitats in Greece..

It is important to note that priority habitat 2250* have the following characteristics:

o No management authorities have been established for the NATURA2000 sites
where they are found in Crete and the South Aegean,

0 Special Environmental Studies had not been legally adopted for any of the sites,

0 There are no adopted management plans for the areas,

0 Habitats are located on the coast whereby port authority legislation may be

applicable,
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0 Habitats are covered by the national legally mandated definition of forest, thus
making them eligible to forest governance and protection procedures.

Thus, the governance results presented in this study can be considered relevant to

any priority habitat which fulfils the aforementioned characteristics, whereas

recommendations proposed herein, are more or less applicable to the majority of

priority habitat sites in Greece for which there are no provisions of a managing

authority or management plan for that matter.

The study of governance for biodiversity conservation is at an early phase in Greece
(Apostolopoulou & Pantis, 2009). It was thus considered important to conduct a
literature review, key points of which are presented in Chapter 2 of this report.
Specifically, a definition and analysis of the concept of governance is presented in
conjunction with internationally established principles of “Good Governance”. From
the above criteria to evaluate governance effectiveness for protected area
management are presented, which formed the basis of the research design, and

interview questionnaires.

In Chapter 3 a brief overview of the methodology and research limitations is
presented. In Chapter 4 an outline of the old government structure is presented in
conjunction with the wider governance structure described by using the “integrated
governance theory” as a conceptual framework. This analysis also served as the
basis for the stakeholder analysis conducted to identify research participants. In
Chapter 5 an analysis of the key governance barriers perceived by stakeholders is
presented in conjunction with recommendations for improvement, based on results

obtained and best practice governance theory.
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2. The theory of governance for Biodiversity

Conservation.

2.1 What is governance?
The Institute of Governance (2003) defines governance as the interaction among

structures, processes and traditions that determine how power and responsibilities

are exercised, how decisions are taken, and how citizens or other stakeholders have

their say. Governance is also about the judicious use of powers, which can be

distinguished into the following categories:

1.

Planning powers relating to the system as a whole and for the development
of management plans for individual protected areas

Regulatory powers for conservation purposes around the use of land and
resources and for health and safety reasons

Enforcement powers, the ability to enforce decision, rules and regulations
through a variety of means, including social consensus and legitimacy, legal
backing, political pressure, and even police and military force.

Spending powers related to such matters as resource management,
interpretation programmes, the development and maintenance of
infrastructure (trails, roads, visitor facilities etc) public education programmes
and the carrying out of scientific research programmes

Revenue generating powers usually in the form of fees, licensing and permit
systems but also in some cases, in the form of property taxation.

The power to enter into agreements to share or delegate some of the
aforementioned powers above or to cooperate with others responsible for
land use management in adjacent lands.

The power of access to information, concerning the formal or informal
communication of information related to policy planning, research, decision
making processes, monitoring and evaluation results etc. This includes the
authority to choose the form and the means by which the information is

provided.

The meaning of governance is often confused and used as a synonym for

government, which as illustrated by Graham et al (2003), can have negative

consequences as a public policy issue such as biodiversity conservation where the

heart of the matter is a problem of governance becomes defined implicitly as a

problem of government with the corollary that the onus for fixing it necessarily rests
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with government. Fundamentally, governance is about power relationships and
accountability: who has the influence? who decides and how decision makers are
held accountable? and as will become apparent form the stakeholder analysis of the

priority habitat 2250%, it involves far more than government.

Good Governance is now widely established as a critical aspect of effective
conservation (Paavola, 2004, Balint, 2006, Graham et al 2003). Yet, there is also
growing recognition that changes are taking place in governance of protected area
systems (Deardren et al, 2005). Trends indicate towards increased participation of
more stakeholders, greater use of formal accountability mechanisms in PA
management being primarily driven by legislative and policy requirements such as
the Habitats Directive, the Aarhus convention, the UN Biodiversity Convention, the
EU strategy for biodiversity conservation etc. Moreover, Deardren et al (2005) note
an international trend in protected area governance that of increased involvement of
the private sector and the diversification of funding sources with a smaller proportion
of income coming from government sources, resulting in changes in the distribution

of powers and thus of the governance system.

Graham et al (2003) point out how in order to understand governance at a national
level, one should consider the different kinds of entities that occupy the social and
economic landscape, and proceed to depict it through four sectors of society situated
among citizens (Figure 2.1). The media are depicted as a separate sector as they
can play an important role in accountability and in shaping perceptions of public

policy, yet they were not investigated through this study.

In their study of Greek urban governance, Getimis & Grigoriadou (2004) underline
the changes occurring through the Europeanization and EU Funding programmes.
They point out how the introduction of EU funding programmes has led to new forms
of governance mainly including the emergence of new institutions for partnerships
and citizens' participation. Their study results suggest that the new institutions
emerging from the Europeanization process face a number of constraints and
contradictions emanating from the Greek political system and that three endogenous
factors of the Greek political system had impacted negatively upon these
partnerships favouring short-term institutionalization, unequal power relations inside
the partnerships and lack of trust and commitment. These factors amount to the

financial and political dependence of local authorities to the state, the weak civil
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society and, finally, the individualistic political culture. Their only positive findings

being the rise of processes of policy learning and capacity building.

Nature Conservation in Greece is also strongly dependent on EU funding
programmes and EU legislation and policies (WWF, 2008). An example is the
continuing absence of a national Biodiversity Conservation Policy, Strategy, or Action
Plan’ (Apostolopoulou & Pantis, 2009), indicating the potential relevance of Getimis
& Grigoriadou (2004) findings to those of the governance of protected areas. This
raises the question with regard to whether similar governance problems hold true for
biodiversity conservation governance in Greece, and points to the need of adopting a
research design of wide scope in order to capture the views and role of all

governance actors.

Moreover, it is widely recognised that governance powers and authority can overlap,
yet identifying which regulations and other governing instruments apply in a specific
protected area context can be a difficult task. Governing bodies and governance
actors at different levels of power, with different degrees of recognition and often
from various social and economic sectors, can claim jurisdiction to make and enforce
their laws, policies and rules, which may or may not be contradictory. Apostolopoulou
and Pantis (2009) indicate towards evidence of such a phenomenon occurring

between the nature conservation and forest services in Greece.

In governance, scale is also important. Several reasons (Berkes 2009; Young, 2005)
demand the involvement of multiple scales or levels of decision making and
jurisdiction in environmental governance. One reason is the physical attributes of
environmental resources. Resources such as habitats of migratory birds are so large
that they cross the boundaries of primary jurisdictions and require the involvement of
higher-level jurisdictions and the formation of nested structures (Carlsson & Berkes,
2005). The involvement of higher level jurisdictions in negotiating and implementing
benefit and burden sharing arrangements may also be helpful when the costs and
benefits of environmental resources or their governance are spread across primary
jurisdictions. Sometimes, the involvement of higher or lower level jurisdictions can
also make governance and provisioning of the resource less expensive. For
example, weak capacity of central states in the developing world often makes local

involvement in governance of biodiversity necessary on the grounds of effectiveness.

! Currently such a strategy and action plan is being developed and is envisaged to be
published soon.
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Justice is important in environmental governance because all governance solutions
have justice consequences and because decisions to adopt governance solutions
need to be legitimate among involved and affected parties (Abrams et al 2003).
Justice also influences the effectiveness of environmental governance solutions
which rests on voluntary compliance and legitimacy. Justice and legitimacy have two
key dimensions (Paavola 2004). The legitimacy of environmental decisions rests in
part on procedural justice which encompasses issues such as recognition,
participation and distribution of power. But it also rests in part on distributive justice
the fairness of the incidence of beneficial and adverse consequences among the
involved parties. Procedural and distributive justice are intertwined because lack of

participation in decision-making often translates to adverse distributive outcomes.

The involvement of multiple scales translates to greater number and heterogeneity of
involved parties which can make it more difficult to attain legitimate solutions to
governance problems (Paavola, 2007). Multi-level solutions can also make
procedural justice more difficult to attain because those who are directly affected by
governance solutions at the local level often have little voice in decisions made at the
higher levels. Local protests over the designation of Natura 2000 sites in Member
States are examples of responses to this problem (Hiedanppaa, 2002; Paavola,
2004). However, the involvement of multiple scales also offers new possibilities for
resolving distributive and procedural justice issues in environmental governance.
Benefits and burdens of maintaining and enhancing biodiversity can be redistributed
more widely among member states and between different groups. Best practice fair
procedures could in turn enhance impartiality and legitimacy of environmental
decisions both in the European Community and in the Member States. Yet
governance solutions are seldom systematically studied from a social justice

viewpoint to draw applicable lessons.

Drawing on all the aforementioned dimensions and on all the components influencing
the Governance of protected areas in Greece, it was considered important to identify
a suitable theoretical framework on which to base the analysis. Therefore, a review of
recent contributions to the so-called “interactive governance theory,” and Jentoft et al
(2007) work on marine and coastal protected area governance, it is proposed that the
governance of Natura 2000 sites with coastal dunes with juniperus spp. is basically a
relationship between two systems: a “governing system” and a “system-to-be-

governed.” The former system is social: it is made up of institutions and steering
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mechanisms. The latter system is partly natural, partly social: it consists of an
ecosystem, the resources that this harbours, as well as a system of users and
stakeholders who, among themselves, form political coalitions and institutions (See
Figure 2.2). Due to the importance of both systems, in achieving the policy aim of
nature conservation, and long term sustainability of the Junicoast project actions, the
author argues the need to be concerned with the relationship and the interaction
between the governing system and the system-to-be governed, which forms a
system in its own right. Governance theory argues that both systems and their
interactions share similar attributes—they are diverse, complex, dynamic and
vulnerable. This raises serious concerns as to their governability. There may be limits
to what the governing system can do, limits attributed to one or all three systems. But
such limits are themselves issues and concerns for planning and institutional design.
Jentof (2007) underlines the value in researching and depicting these systems, as an
important first step, towards the development and implementation of measures to

improve them (Chapter 5).

Figure 2.1 National Governance sectors of Society (adapted from Institute of
Governance).

Traditions

Civil society :

(Institutions, History "
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Technology Culture
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Figure 2.2 Interactive Governance Theory — Systems

GOVERNANCE SYSTEM

SYSTEMNM TO BE GOVERNED

GOVERNMENT SYSTEM

2.1.1 Types of protected Area Governance

Since the 2003 World Congress on Protected Areas, a first attempt to understanding
governance is made on the basis of “who holds relevant authority and responsibility
and can be held accountable”. In this sense, four main types of protected area
governance have been identified:
a. Government management
a. Federal or national ministry or agency in charge
b. Local / municipal or agency in charge
c. Delegated management (e.g. to an NGO)
b. Multi-stakeholder management
a. Trans-boundary management
b. Collaborative management
c. Joint management
c. Private management
a. By individual land owner

b. By non-profit organisations (e.g. NGOs, Universities, etc)
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c. By for profit organisations (e.g. corporate land owners)
d. Community management
a. Indigenous peoples

b. Local communities

Although there has been increasing support in the literature for collaborative forms of
management, it has now been accepted that there is no one preferable type of
governance, as this differs according to context. Greece’s protected area
management, can be classified under the government management category,
although, its type varies between sites. What has been established are the principles
of good governance, which any protected area should try to fulfil regardless of
governance type. These principles are presented below as they form the basis for
establishing the criteria which were used to evaluate existing governance of

protected areas of 2250* priority habitat sites.



Deliverable A.9.2 “Determination of the Governance structure” 15

2.2 The Principles of Good Governance

Below are summarised the five principles of good governance for protected area

management, as published by the Institute of Governance (2003) which draws on the

established UNDP principles of good governance. They are presented here not only

because they serve as the basis/ criteria for the analysis of governance of priority

habitat 2250*, but also for their potential function as guidelines on which to base

recommendations for the improvement of governance of the projects sites, thus,

ensuring the long term sustainability of the project outcomes.

Table 2.1 Principles of good governance for protected area management

The 5 Good
Governance
Principles for PA
management

The UNDP principles

Legitimacy & Voice

Participation — all men and women should have a voice in
decision- making, either directly or through legitimate intermediate
institutions that represent their intentions. Such broad participation
is built on freedom of association and speech as well as capacities
to participate constructively.

Consensus orientation — Good governance mediates differing
interests to reach a broad consensus on what is in the best interest
of the group and where possible on policies and procedures.

Direction

Strategic vision- leaders and the public have a broad and long
term perspective on good governance and human development,
along with a sense of what is needed for such development. There
is also an understanding of the historical, cultural and social
complexities in which that perspective is grounded.

Performance

Responsiveness- Institutions and processes try to serve all
stakeholders

Effectiveness and efficiency- processes and institutions produce
results that meet needs while making use of resources.

Accountability

Accountability- decision makers in government the private sector
and civil society organisations are accountable to the public as well
as to institutional stakeholders. This accountability differs on the
organisations and whether the decision is internal or external.
Transparency- transparency is built on the free flow of information.
Processes, institutions and information are directly accessible to
those concerned with them and enough information is provided to
understand and monitor them.

Fairness

Equity- All men and women have opportunities to improve or
maintain their well-being

Rule of Law- legal frameworks should be fair and enforced
impartially, particularly the laws on human rights.
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3. Methodology

An outline of the methods utilised to conduct preparatory Action 9 are presented
below. In turn: the workshop methodology (3.1), the stakeholder interviews (3.2), the
personal communications and onsite observation (3.3) and the community survey
(3.4). The robustness of results is strengthened due to data collection triangulation
and exhaustiveness of stakeholders samples engaged. ,Stakeholder selection is
further explained and justified through the description and analysis of the governance

structure presented in Chapter 4.

3.1 Workshop methodology

An initial stakeholder analysis was conducted as part of the preparatory action A.6
(Stakeholder Consultation), a preliminary list of stakeholders was established and
stakeholders were invited to participate in a workshop at the onset of the project. In
order to maximize stakeholder engagement and potential for input, the workshop
utilized different participatory methods taking into consideration the facilitation
method guidelines of the Environment Council (2002).: The workshop procedure, the
participants and the results and outcomes are detailed in the deliverables of action
A.6. Although the primary aim of the workshop was not the establishment of the
governance structure and recommendations, key governance issues were raised
during the discussions carried out and the results obtained. These issues have been
included in the analysis of both the governance structure as well as the

recommendations.

3.2 Stakeholder Interviews
Following a site specific and a generic stakeholder analysis covering all stakeholders

with governance powers for priority habitat 2250* in Crete and the south Aegean as
well as regarding priority habitat conservation functions in Greece, forty (40)
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. Out of the 40 stakeholders, only one interview was not

possible (Ministry of Environment and Public Works) signifying a very robust sample.

Semi-structured interviews including qualitative and quantitative questions were
undertaken. Interview templates (questions asked) are presented in Annex.
Interviews were recorded and transcribed. Content analysis was performed for

qualitative responses (Sarantakos, 1993). Descriptive statistics using excel were



Deliverable A.9.2 “Determination of the Governance structure” 17

performed for quantitative data (De Vaus, 2007). From stakeholder interviews, the
capacity to establish stakeholder responsibilities was weak. Therefore, an analysis of
legislation pertaining to the delegation of duties of different government bodies was
conducted. This helped in the governance structure analysis as well as in the coding
of governance powers which was used to subsequently propose recommendations.

The analysis and discussion of the results are presented jointly with workshop and

community results in following Chapters.

Table 3.1. Stakeholders Interviewed, and other study participants and methods.

Stakeholders Formally Interviewed

Informal Interviews

Ministry of Agriculture Development & Food

Permanent Campers of Chrysi & Gavdos

National NGO APXEAQN conservation of turtles Boat Owners of Chrysi
National NGO EAAada KaBapn Tavern Owners of Chrysi
National NGO Medasset Fishermen of Chrysi
Academic- Prof of Environmental Law Community Survey
Academic — Natural History Museum Gavdos

Academic — Prof of Environmental Planning Falasarna

National NGO Aeipopo Alyaio lerapetra

WWEF Inahoriou

Region of Crete- Forest Directorate Pelekanou

Region of Crete- Environment & Planning Directorate Community workshop
Forest Directorate of Chania Gavdos

Forest Directorate of Lasithi Stakeholder workshop

Region of South Aegean- Forest Directorate

See A.6 for participants list

Forest Directorate of the Dodekanise- Rhodes

Visitor Surveys (and Discusions)

Regional Forest Inspectorate South Aegean

Campers and day trippers kedrodasos & Chrysi

Forest Department of Milos- Directorate of Cyclades

Environment Department of Chania Prefecture

West Crete Development Agency

Local NGO of Chania — OikoAoyikn Mpwtofouhia Xaviwv

Chania Directorate of Antiquities

Lasithi Directorate of Antiquities

Port Authority of Paleochora

Port Authority of lerapetra

lerapetra Police Department

Municipality of lerapetra

Fire Service of lerapetra

Hunters Association of lerapetra

Local NGO Society for the Protection of Chrysi

Local Environmental NGO of lerapetra

Municipality of Pelekanou

Municipality of Kissamos

Community of Gavdos

lerapetra Fishermans Association

Farmers Association of Platanos

Environment Department of Lasithi Prefecture

Civil Protection — Emergency Planning Department of
Chania Prefecture

Farming Police Service of Lasithi

Police Department of Gavdos

Fire Service of Chania

Names and more detailed descriptors have not
been disclosed for confidentiality reasons
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3.3 Personal Communication- Informal interviews
In many cases formal interviews were not appropriate or essential. This was the

case, in particular for what concerns the analysis of the stakeholders of the system to
be governed. However, in order to obtain a holistic understanding of the interactions
of the governance system and system to be governed including the interactions and
power relationships, which affect the potential for long term sustainability of this
projects actions, stakeholder views were obtained using informal methods. Influential
individuals such as people with private business interests, land ownership or use
rights and people with long term knowledge of the sites were contacted. Visitors who
reside almost on a permanent basis on the sites, and were characterised by context
knowledge and enforcement powers (powers to take action), bestowed on them
through their mere presence and absence of others were also involved. With the
latter, discussions and onsite walks in the habitats in Crete (Chrysi, Elafonisi and
Gavdos) were conducted. Issues regarding the appropriate governance structure and
the responsibilities of different stakeholders were discussed during all personal
communications. Feasibility, acceptability, implementation as well as long term
maintenance issues were mentioned. All opinions have been summarised in the

discussion of recommendations part of this report.

3.4 Community survey
The utilisation of local community views is not common in a typical analysis of

governance structure. However, when adopting integrative governance theory
framework as a basis of analysis, one becomes aware of the importance of including
community views as stakeholder of the system to be governed. The community
survey was conducted under preparatory action A.6, using household surveys in
order to obtain information regarding the local populations’ perceptions of values
threats, the required activities for the habitat as well as the levels of environmental

awareness and relationship to the sites (Annex).

Random sampling was used. Self completion questionnaires were delivered and
collected through schools in all relevant municipalities enabling an even geographical
coverage. A representative sample at 95% confidence level and under 5% error
(confidence interval 5) were obtained for the different sites in Crete. Data was
analysed using excel and SPSS. Content analysis was conducted on open ended
questions using codes. Moreover, in some cases, local community meetings were

held which also provided input to the governance analysis.
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However, only results pertinent to specific conclusions regarding the issues of
governance raised through stakeholder interviews, as a form of triangulation and

verification of issues as well as validity of recommendations established are

presented within this report.
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4. Governance structure for the Conservation of
Priority Habitat 2250* in Greece.

An overview of the legal framework and existing governance structure relevant until
September 2009 is presented in this Chapter. Although the priority habitats in
question are located within NATURA 2000 protected areas, they have no designated
management authorities, reflecting the governance issues in the majority of NATURA
2000 areas in Greece. It is important to note that at the time of writing, a National
Strategy or Policy on Biodiversity Conservation has yet to be implemented

Extensive coverage of the legislation is not given in this report as it has been
conducted by a different author and submitted separately as part of A.9 deliverables
(Deliverable A.9.1 “Report of the legal status of Coastal dunes with Juniperus spp.
Habitats in Greece”). Yet, a separate overview of existing legislation and policy has
been conducted for the purpose this report, as views expressed in recommendations
section do not entirely coincide with those expressed in the legal review deliverable

report.

In this report the author attempts to depict both scenarios of governance both with
and without a management authority, attributing governance powers to different
stakeholders, and also by examining the particularities, interactions and powers of
the system to be governed (Table 4.1). In doing so, fundamental barriers to the
capacity of existing governance systems to effectively conserve these habitats are
identified.

The main governance instrument through which biodiversity conservation is
incorporated is Law 2204/1994 through which the Convention on Biodiversity
Conservation was implemented. Yet, there is a plethora of laws which address
directly or indirectly biodiversity conservation. Article 24 of the Greek Constitution
defines environmental protection as a responsibility of the State defining its
responsibility in adopting precautionary and management measures in the scope of

sustainable development.

Law 1650/1986 essentially consists of the Greek framework law on environmental
protection. Yet, this law has been criticised for its vagueness and poor
implementation (Apostolopoulou and Pantis, 2009). The Greek Forest Law (Forest
Code Law 86/1969 Law 996/1971 and Law 998/1979 as modified following Law
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3028/2002) continues to have an important role in biodiversity conservation.
Moreover, important legislation relevant to the conservation of coastal dunes with
Juniperus spp 2250* is Law 2971 of 2001 which is currently under revision and refers
to legal restrictions on the shoreline and beaches “aiyiaAdg, TTapalia kal GAAEG

dlatdgelg”.

Through the Common Ministerial Decision (CMD, 33318/3028/1998), the Habitats
Directive 92/43/EC was transposed and was recently modified with the CMD
(14849/853/E103 ®EK B’ 645 11.4.2008) which aimed to establish a system for the
protection of priority habitats and the NATURA2000 network. The aforementioned
CMD acts as a supplementary to the CMD (414985/1985) through which Directive
79/409/EC was transposed. Newer legislation based on EC Directives is considered
supplementary to earlier national laws and presidential decrees. (Including the
Presidential Decree 80/1990 on the protection of plant genetic resources of the
country; P.D. 67/1981 on the protection of natural flora and wild fauna; law
1469/1950 on historical sites and sites of special natural beauty; PD 996/1971 on
national parks, aesthetic forests and natural monuments; Law 2637/98 on wildlife

reserves).

From 1986 until October 2009, the Ministry for the Environment, Physical Planning
and Public Works (MEPPW) and the Ministry of Agricultural Development and Foods
(MADF) were principally responsible for conservation. The latter’'s authority bestowed
through the existence of forest legislation (L.D 86/1969 and L.D. 996/1971). Law
1650/86, for the designation of protected areas and the incorporation of Directive
79/409 into National Law requiring a specific environmental study to be carried out,
and followed by a common ministerial decision and finally to a presidential decree,
validated by the court of state and signed by the president of the democracy. Since
the implementation of the Habitats Directive in 1998 which was linked to the
establishment of NATURA 2000 sites with law 1650/86, the MEPPW was granted
with legislative and planning powers for biodiversity conservation. Yet, powers to
undertake the special environmental studies, which lead to protected area
constitution, have been granted to all levels of government, and can be undertaken
even by municipalities at local level. As of Law 2742/99, management authorities
have been assigned the responsibility of planning, monitoring and scientific research
in protected areas, as autonomous legal institutions accountable directly to the

MEPPW. However, Managing Authorities were not granted with enforcement powers.
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The regulation of hunting, fishing, logging and law enforcement remains linked to the
forest directorates which are accountable to the regional authorities. Planning and
Legislative Responsibilities regarding issues of sustainable use of biodiversity and
genetic resources lie also with the MADT. Since October 2009, the National Forest
Directorate has been moved to the new Ministry of Environment Energy and Climate
Change. At present, Environment and Forestry still consist of two different
Departments and at lower regional and prefectural levels, they remain distinct
entities. However, this is a time of ongoing structural reform and therefore there is

scope for greater integration reforms.

The Ministry of Shipping and Island Policy, through the Regional authorities, hold the
responsibility of surveillance and enforcement including emergency planning
implementation regarding coastal zones and sea, which is of relevance to Priority
habitat 2250* sites. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs has the responsibility of
monitoring and reporting implementation progress of international conventions and
agreements. However, the responsibility of implementation and enforcement of
environmental legislation, lies solely to the Regional and Prefecture Authorities which
are governed by the Ministry of Interior. Moreover, although spatial planning and
building control legislation development is undertaken primarily by the MEPPW,
planning and building control enforcement lies solely in the hands of the Regional
Authorities, with MEPPW having no powers of intervention regarding the

implementation and enforcement of the legislation.

Based on the overview of the key policies and legislation relevant to biodiversity
conservation, one is able to make a simplistic illustration of the government structure
for any priority habitat in Greece, which yet reveals the inherent complexities of
multilevel governance for biodiversity conservation (Figure 4.1 and Figure 4.2).
Through an analysis of the different powers assigned to stakeholders at different
levels, one is able to reveal the weaknesses and barriers to effective governance for

biodiversity conservation in Greece.

From Figure 4.1, multilevel governance interactions and complexities become
apparent. At the international level, the UN and to a greater extent European
commission through the provision of environmental legislation and policy for the
conservation of biodiversity, have significant legislative powers of influence over
national policy and legislation. Greece has been classified as a laggard regarding

environmental policy and has been attributed to be suffering from the Mediterranean
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Syndrome by adopting a reactive rather than proactive approach with regard to the
development and implementation of environmental legislation (Koutalakis, 2004;
Borzel, 2003). However, the EU has brought on a series of other significant
governance changes through its spending powers. Structural reforms brought on by
the EUs decentralisation policies, which provided regions with increased autonomy
amongst other things regarding the allocation of EU funding, subsequently increasing
the spending powers of regional authorities, has resulted in a series of governance
changes. The ability of institutions and NGOs to be receivers of EU financial funds for
nature conservation, has increased the complexity and changed the power of

governance relationships and interactions in nature conservation.

Figure 4.1. Multi-Level Governance structure & complexity
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Most obvious examples are the funding of Management Authorities entirely through
EU funds, the Special Environmental Studies which have been mainly outsourced to
private consultancies and academic institutions; and criticised regarding their quality
and input from consultations undertaken during their development both during the

interviews as well as in the literature (Apostolopoulou & Pantis, 2009)

Access to environmental justice through the EU and the ability of the citizens or

NGOs to take the government to the European court of justice over environmental
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issues, has also brought a change in power relations and reformed governance
interactions, in many cases taking the role of a much needed Environmental
Ombudsman.

An examination of Figure 4.2 which depicts the governance structure and powers of
the main government stakeholders involved in the conservation of NATURA 2000
sites in Greece and priority habitat 2250* as it enjoys the legal protection of forest
law, identifies serious vertical integration barriers to the effective governance of these
sites.

Figure 4.2. Governance Structure of Key Stakeholders - illustration of horizontal and

vertical integration barriers
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As it can be noted from Figure 4.2 and Table 4.1 , although the national level the
MEPPW and MADF have planning and regulatory powers, referring to their main role
in the development of environmental legislation, and adoption of Special

Environmental Studies, and authorisation of Management Authorities. However, due
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to their lack of powers of enforcement over the Regional and Prefecture as well as
Local Authorities, which are directed by the Ministry of Interior, their capacity to
influence effective management and conservation of priority habitats is significantly

reduced, and is limited to consultations, during the EIA process.

Table 4.1. Results of stakeholder category power analysis, in the case of absent

management authority and special environmental study.
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However, even this role is undermined in the case where no Special Environmental
Study has been carried out and adopted, as no legal restrictions, regarding
environmental protection and defined lawful land uses and activities, on which to
base planning consultation opinions. This also holds true for regional to local
planning and environmental authorities, and was expressed as a serious issue during
interviews. Regarding spending powers, although Ministries do have the control of
budgets and a significant influence over the distribution of EU funding, their
proclaimed in capacity to deliver themselves or inspect progress and impact on site
was perceived to be a limiting factor. It was established through the interviews that

National Ministry stakeholders as well as National NGOs also have limited powers of
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access to site information, in particular for what regards the context specific
information necessary to undertake effective management decisions. When
questioned regarding the main threats, status and values of the site; it was stated
that there is a lack of information of what the situation was.. This also held true for
Regional Authorities all of which stated incapacity due to funding constraints to
conduct site visits.

The absence of monitoring regarding the status and threats as well as management
effectiveness of priority habitats and NATURA 2000 sites in general was a common
phenomenon. All stakeholders when questioned whether they undertook monitoring,
stated either not to do so or on a voluntary or ad-hock basis. Yet in Table 4.1 power
of access to information has been classified into two categories that of information
regarding the specific context, meaning threats, values, characteristics (social,
governance, environmental, economic ) of the system to be governed, as well as
knowledge regarding the theory of how to manage effectively a site regarding
conservation measures to ensure biodiversity protection. The academic sector
obviously had the greatest powers on the latter, which in combination with the
spending powers obtained through funding programmes could have the potential to
enable the conservation of the sites. However, in the absence of enforcement
powers, the key to success is the collaboration between Regional, prefecture and
local authorities as well as with stakeholders of the system to be governed which

have the power to act, enforcement powers (Table 4.1).

When questioned who has the greater power in general and therefore the greatest
responsibility, the majority of stakeholders pointed out to the forest directorates and
municipality authorities. This was also accepted by interviewees belonging to these
stakeholders’ categories. However, a number of capacity issues were presented as a
barrier for not using these powers. Capacity refers to the levels of competence,
ability, and skills necessary to set and achieve relevant goals (Balint, 2006). Although
references to the importance of capacity are common in development work (Enemark
and Ahene 2003; United Nations Development Programme 2002), the notion is
complex (Honadle 1981). Essential capacity clearly includes relevant technical,
managerial, and political skills. Limitations in these areas might be relatively
straightforward to identify, although challenging to address (Hough, 2007). However,
capacity also includes intangibles such as motivation, perseverance, resilience,
confidence, optimism, openness to change, and so on. These characteristics are
harder both to assess and to strengthen (Balint, 2006). Although ultimately capacity

resides in people, research indicates that individual capacities are strengthened or
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constrained by the organizational and social environments in which people function.
Thus, there are feedback loops among individual, organizational, and social
capacities. In addition, although there are certainly competencies that have general
application, the specific capacities required to achieve goals in conservation projects
which vary from case to case (Balint, 2006). These variations were noted clearly
during the interviews and data collection of this project and therefore discussed here.
As shown in Table 4.1, the majority of powers were classified with the symbol
referring to “under certain conditions”. When examining horizontal integration of the
governance structure most relevant to the site level, one notices the potential
availability of powers, yet identifies a series of potential barriers and extreme
complexity. Using the example of Chrysi island which in terms of legislation is the
most highly protected island, being declared forest subject to reforestation laws,
which theoretically restricts any land use of construction. It is also a designated
archaeological site, a NATURA 2000 site, is a small island so should also be
protected by the coast guard. However, the absence of an adopted Special
Environmental Study and Management plan restricts the capacity of the
Environmental Directorates from Ministry to prefecture level from being able even to
propose specific measures. The absence of a legally defined coastline limits results
in confusion over the responsibilities of the coast guard and those of the municipality
and police authorities. Legally the only authority with rights of intervention on the
island is the Forest Directorate. Yet it is located in another town 60km and 40min
boat ride away as well as according to its statement is under staffed. The
responsibility of the waste collection belongs to the municipality which however, does
not have any planning or legal enforcement powers. It does have revenue generating
powers and the capacity to act on site. It generates together with the port authorities
revenue form the sales of the boat tickets to the island in the form of commission.
Thus the more people visiting the site, the better revenue for the local authorities and
the port authority. Here we can identify a clear conflict of interest with regard to
biodiversity conservation actions which involve reducing visitor numbers etc. Barring
this in mind, and the incapacity for any of the other authorities to be on site and take
action, it is evident that no matter what law is created it will undoubtedly be broken.
The need to involve and consult the system to be governed as well as lower tier
government, such as port authority and municipality, is a precondition to securing the
hope of the implementation and long term sustainability of any of the JUNICOAST

conservation actions.



Deliverable A.9.2 “Determination of the Governance structure” 28

This example is presented not to criticise the actions of any of the stakeholders, but
rather to demonstrate the failures in the governance structure, identifying
weaknesses, as well as the distribution of powers in order to make realistic
recommendations. From the analysis clear strengths in the “system’s to be governed”
capacity to act. Yet, based on the results of interviews and discussions, lacks
direction in terms of guidelines, a clear transparent management plan caused by the
limitations of the government system and the absence of legal enforcement powers
to do so. It is thus concluded that the lack of vertical integration between the national
and local level government authorities, seriously weakens the governance which
according to Balint and Mashinya (2006), Hulme and Murphee (2001) allows for
agencies and officials to usurp a portion of the revenues from local conservation
projects and activities or otherwise assert their authority at the expense of the
community and system to be governed in general. From the analysis of powers of the
existing government structure, it is evident that there is both a lack of vertical and
horizontal integration, which considering the fragmented distribution of different
powers, is resulting in system failure and thus failure to conserve the priority habitats

in question.

During the interviews, when asked to propose recommendations to overcome the
aforementioned issues many of the stakeholders particularly at the regional and local
levels proposed the establishment of management authorities as is required by law.
However, as can be noted from Figure 4.2, this may not necessarily be a panacea
and that a number of preconditions and supplementary measures should be taken in
order to secure the effective management and conservation of these sites. The
analysis of the legally defined responsibilities and power of the different government
stakeholders including those of PA management authorities illustrate complexity and
fragmentation even following the establishment of such PA management authorities
for any site. By constitution PA management authorities are autonomous legal
institutions accountable directly to the MEPPW, thus placed up high in the
governance structure which results in their isolation (See figure 4.2). This position
within the governance structure subjects them to all the constraints faced by the
MEPPW it self, most importantly those of the lack of enforcement powers. Their
autonomous nature however, does provide them with a certain degree of flexibility
regarding spending and procurement as well as revenue generating processes.
Development control and enforcement powers however, lie fragmented in different
local and regional authorities Thus, the creation of a management authority which

involves revenue requirements for its organisational set up and operation, in absence
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of its capacity to take action, without the prior consent of collaboration of the forest
directorates at local level, raises the question as to the adequacy of their
establishment as a measure to ensure the long term conservation of these sites,.
Undoubtedly, the value of the development of a management plan associated with
NATURA 2000 areas and management authorities is not disputed. Yet the results of
this study illustrate that the fundamental issues which need to be overcome go even
deeper Based on the above, and in order to propose recommendations to improve
governance which would enable the long term sustainability of the JUNICOAST
projects actions, an evaluation of the principles of good governance mentioned in
Chapter 2 against the results obtained from this study, identifying the key barriers is
proposed and undertaken below, enabling the recommendation of measures for

improvement of the governance of these sites, which is clearly problematic.
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5. Governance Evaluation and Recommendations for
Improvement.

The results of the research conducted using the methods described in Chapter 3 are
presented in this chapter, serving as a situation analysis and evaluation of
governance of priority habitat 2250* in the absence of a Management authority and
plan as proposed for NATURA2000 sites. Using the five principles of good
governance (Legitimacy & Voice, Direction, Accountability, Performance and
Fairness) to structure the analysis and the recommendations which would promote
the long term sustainability of this project outcomes and help the fulfiiment of its goal
for the effective conservation of this habitat are proposed. The average rank used to
prioritise the main barriers to effective governance as perceived by stakeholders
interviewed is presented in Table 5.1, and issues raised are elaborated upon in

subsequent sections according to relevance.

Table 5.1 Common barriers to effective PA Governance ranked according to

stakeholder perceptions of importance (Average rank prioritisation)
[qst
1

Lack of staff- personnel

2"Lack of clear governance structure

3" Lack of clear distribution of duties

4" Lack of monitoring and evaluation

5" Fragmentation of duties

6" Lack of responsibility-accountability allocation
7" Lack of trained staff

8™ Lack of stakeholder communication

9™ Lack of Transparency

5.1 Legitimacy & Voice

Fulfilment of the principles of legitimacy and voice, require participation and the
adoption of a consensus orientation (see Table 2.1). The current fulfilment of these
principles in NATURA 2000 sites examined through this projects are analysed as well
as recommendations regarding further actions required under the premises of
Junicoast funding, in order to ensure the long term sustainability and effectiveness of

conservation actions.

The results of this study identified “participation” as being overall problematic. When
questioned whether participation and collaboration between stakeholders “referring to
those of the governing system” (Figure 5.1) was adequate for the effective

management and protection of the NATURA 2000 sites investigated by the project
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88% perceived it not to be, the main reason being attributed to the lack of definition
of responsibilities and roles of different stakeholders, thus prohibiting the lack of
definition of participation and decision making protocols. Indicatively for none of the
sites had stakeholder analysis been undertaken and a collaborative forum for joint
decision-making and management been set up, a recommendation which is

expanded upon further.

Regarding local community participation, which refers to participation of the system
to be governed, 69% of interviewees perceived it to be inadequate. The limitations
were also confirmed from local community surveys whereby on average 87.3% of
community respondents from all sites stated never to have had their opinion asked
regarding the management and protections measures of the sites, and stating to be
very dissatisfied (67% average) or dissatisfied (16.6% average) regarding

opportunities for participation presented thus far.

Figure 5.1. Perceived adequateness of stakeholder participation
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Figure 5.2 Stakeholders perceptions of local community participation effectiveness,
regarding PA Management.
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participation effectiveness, regarding PA
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The Institute of Good Governance (2002) as well as Borrini-Feyrabend (2006)
propose the need for the following regarding good governance practice with
reference to participation. The representation of interests and concerns, public
participation, subsidiarity, commitment to multi-party processes and finally support for
organisational capacity of various relevant actors. As such these guiding principles
when translated into practical recommendations which the JUNICOAST project

should undertake consist of the following:

Co-development and implementation of concrete conservation actions with
stakeholders as defined for each site through action A.6 stakeholder consultation. As
failure to arrive to consensus and ownership of proposed actions by stakeholders will
no doubt result in failure of up keep and maintenance, if not boycotting from the
onset (Paavola, 2004). Such a participatory process should also involve actions to
engage in the process stakeholders from the system to be governed, meaning local
community, land owners, entrepreneurs, as well as the people who live for long
periods on the sites and have a deepened understanding of the feasibility of

measures proposed.

This recommendation would also go along way in fulfilling the second principle which
is the adoption of a consensus orientation (Table 2.1). None of the sites studied had
legally mandated management plans neither established aims nor objectives.
Although the JUNICOAST project has no formal obligation to develop a management

plan, it has committed to the delivery of After-Life conservation and communication
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plans. Considering the complexity of the existing multi-level governance system and
varied distribution of powers, exhibiting particular limitations, regarding enforcement

powers, the author proposes the following:

For each site following a presentation of the scientific findings of the preparatory
actions, common aims for the sustainable management of these sites should be
agreed through a wide, stakeholder and community engagement process. From the
interviews it was established that two dominant schools of though existed with regard
to the methods of management of the site, but actual aims and visions did not seem
to differ. The one school of thought focused on the implementation of the law and
enforcement of strict restrictions, forbidding all activities with the aim of
conservations, with the caveat their knowledge that this could not be implemented in
practice. The second school of thought was that of managing the site allowing some
activities, generating revenues from though which would go to the conservation of the

sites, with the end risk, that overexploitation could take place.

However, the need to preserve these sites was not questioned by any of the
interviewees, indicating the potential for JUNICOAST to enable the development of
commonly agreed objectives, potentially presented and signed in the form of a
memorandum of understanding. Following this agreement, and a presentation of the
available project budgets for each site, a list of the concrete management actions
could be co-developed with stakeholders, utilising the junicoast stakeholder
committee and D action funding. During this process, responsibilities for the long
term maintenance of each action could be defined, thus ensuring the long term
sustainability of the project outcomes. Although the co-development and production
of such a memorandum of understanding, should no management authority be
established during the life span of the project, it is difficult to ascertain how the long

term sustainability will be ensured, in light of the results of this study.

5.2 Direction

The principle of Direction has to do with strategic vision and effective leadership.
Strategic vision in good governance involves leaders and the public having a broad
and long term perspective on sustainable development along with a sense of what is
needed for such development. It also requires an understanding of the historical,
cultural and social complexities in which that perspective is grounded. Furthermore,

effective leadership is required which generates and supports innovative ideas and
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processes, providing in itself a model of good conduct, commitment and consistency

in what is said and done.

This is undoubtedly one of the most problematic areas for all sites examined. Greece
has no explicit policy for biodiversity conservation in which the strategic vision for
sustainable development and conservation of priority habitats is defined. Moreover,
the sites in question have no management plans in which such statements are
defined. It is argued here that even in the case where these exist, the current
requirements of such plans do not explicitly require the definition of visions, aims and
objectives, or indicators to monitor their achievement as purported in established PA
management literature (Hockings et al, 2006). As Greece’s management is based on
a regulation and restriction based rather than planning and policy based system,
which governs through strict rules and legislation which forbids actions, rather than a
planning based system which works on providing guidance on what should take
place. The development and effective implementation of such a strategic vision, in

absence of experience in doing so is admittedly challenging, albeit essential.

Regarding effective leadership, the analysis of the governance structure and the
different powers (Table 4.1, Figure 4.2), clearly demonstrates the absence of an
evident leader. Throughout the duration of the project, one could argue that MAICh
and the Forest Directorates have a leadership role to fulfil due to their increased
spending powers attributed to them through the LIFE+ programme funding. However,
this leadership is short lived, and therefore, attention should be given to establishing
collaborative learning opportunities with key leading stakeholders following the end of
the project. These include mainly the Municipalities and Local Level stakeholders,
which have pre-committed to the long term maintenance of the project actions. A pre-
condition of collaborative learning is collaboration and this would require in the case
of the project involvement of stakeholders in the development and implementation of
the concrete conservation actions as well as in the awareness raising and education
campaign. Ensuring the establishment of an effective leadership structure prior to the
completion of the project, which has obtained the necessary knowledge and
understanding needed to manage and protect the site, through collaborative learning
procedures, is important.

Indicative are the responses obtained, during interviews, when questioning
stakeholders, what are the main governance barriers, one answer provided but which
not included in the semi-structured interview template (See Table 5.1), was that of

the lack of political will. So ensuring this political will is enhanced, through the
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provision of opportunities for collaborative learning and stakeholder engagement, not
excluding political stakeholders such as Mayors, should be a priority, for the projects

success.

5.3 Accountability
Accountability as defined by the United Nations Principles exists under conditions

whereby decision makers are accountable to the public, as well as to other
governance stakeholders. This accountability differs according to the stakeholders
and whether the decision is internal or external. A second principle of accountability
has to do with transparency. Transparency is built on the free flow of information.
Processes, stakeholders and information should be directly accessible to those
concerned with them. Enough information should be provided to understand and
monitor stakeholders and their decision making processes. These principles have
been elaborated by Abrams et al (2003) with regard to PA management
accountability, and described as conditions whereby all stakeholders possess an
adequate knowledge and quality of knowledge regarding what is at stake in decision
making, who is responsible for what and how responsibilities are made accountable.
This is clearly not the case for the sites investigated, which was illustrated in action
A.6 by the large percentage of the local communities surveyed which where not even
aware of the protection status of the sites, neither the reasons for designation or what
implications that had regarding prohibited activities (See action A.6 Community
consultation deliverables). Even stakeholders during interviews expressed lack of
clarity regarding the implications the NATURA 2000 status had regarding the
management and permissible activities of the sites. Following the analysis of the
governance structure, the question is raised whether such conditions will exist
following the establishment of PA management authorities, as their role and
responsibilities remain unclear (Figure 4.2). Abrams et al (2003) also defines PA
management accountability as a condition whereby avenues to demand
accountability are accessible to all, and that accountability is not limited to verbal

exchanges but linked to concrete and appropriate rewards and sanctions.

A precondition of the above is a clear government structure with clearly established
roles and powers. This does not exist, and the absence of a clear government
structure was ranked as the second most important barrier to effective PA
governance in Greece followed by the lack of clear distribution-allocation of duties.

Not knowing who is responsible for what, clearly establishes a fundamental barrier to



Deliverable A.9.2 “Determination of the Governance structure” 36

accountability and in turn effective governance and management of sites. Lack of
transparency (classified as a significant barrier, ranked 7" in importance) was
perceived to be a result of the lack of clear distribution of duties and fragmentation of

the system.

Therefore, as a recommendation for the long term sustainability of the project
outcomes, it is proposed that following the collaborative implementation of all project
actions and wide stakeholder and local community participation, the project could
even though not stipulated within its funding proposal assist in the co-development
and signature of a form of Memorandum of Understanding by all relevant governance
stakeholders. It is proposed that within this memorandum of understanding the
responsibilities and duties of each stakeholder should be detailed and published to
the community along with a commonly agreed procedure, for reporting compliance
failures. Clarity is critical within this memorandum which should be able to answers
the questions “who is responsible for what under which conditions and who is
accountable to whom for what”. In order to increase trust and transparency an open
and effective reporting system should be set up whereby project budgets and
accounting as well as at a later stage on funds generated and allocated for the

management of the sites should be published on a regular basis.

5.4 Performance
The ultimate test of effective performance of PA governance is how it influences or

enables management to achieve valued outcomes on site. Methods to evaluate
management effectiveness relevant to performance indicators are established
Hockings et al, (2006). However, in the case of the sites under investigation which
are not managed per se, and do not have a defined management structure or body,
performance can only be evaluated with regard to capacity of the different governing
bodies to have sufficient human technical and financial resources to carry out their
required roles, responsibilities and accountability over time, albeit unclear as

elaborated above.

As it was established through the analysis of powers in chapter 4, different
stakeholders have different powers as well as constraints limiting their performance.
Lack of staff was considered the greatest barrier (ranked 1% in Table 5.1). The.
Particular reference was made to the lack of staff in the form of guards available for

onsite patrols which were considered a major limitation, not only in the habitats in
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Crete but also in the south Aegean. Recognition of this issue by all stakeholders
requires the recommendation of solutions which would help enhance on site
surveillance, in absence of funds to do so. Engagement and empowerment of the
system to be governed in resuming such responsibilities, and taking part of the
ownership of the management of these sites, could be one way (Pretty & Smith,
2004). However, such solutions need to be jointly and openly discussed and decided
collaboratively. Failure to do so, even under the supposition that the perfect legal

system existed, would results in incapacity to enforce it, thus making it redundant.

Capacity with regard to skilled staff was also considered an issue albeit of lesser
importance (see table 5.1). When asked in what field training was required, most
interviewees pointed out for the need for more information on the habitats
themselves and appropriate techniques to manage them. In the words of one
respondent “knowledge about an ecosystem and how it functions, makes you more
dedicated to protecting it’. This is a field where JUNICOAST as a project could and
should contribute significantly, by establishing state of the art information on coastal
dunes with Juniperus spp. the ecosystem processes, natural and human forms of
degradation and disturbance, in effective methods for their conservation and above
all in communicating them to all stakeholders, both of the governance system and
social system to be governed. It is important to be noted that performance is a real
issue regarding the management of these sites. Although there is no real way of
measuring performance considering the absence of management effectiveness
evaluation and reporting systems, an indicator considered relevant is the % of the
local community which perceive authorities to be fulfilling their responsibilities with
regard to the management and protection of the sites. This figure was obtained for
each site in April 2009, (See Deliverables of action A.6) with an average of 10%
perceiving that they were. An outcome proxy indicator of the effectiveness of the
project regarding capacity building and improved governance would be to conduct
the same community survey at the end of the project and establish whether the
communities affected perceived authorities to be better fulfilling their duties or not,
indicating the influence which JUNICOAST as a project was able to have in building

capacity and improving environmental governance of the areas.
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5.5. Fairness

Fairness as defined by the United Nation principles has to do with equity, making
sure that conservation is undertaken with decency, i.e. without humiliation or harm to
people whilst at the same time ensuring that the governing systems (laws, policies,
funding opportunities, etc) distribute equitably the costs and benefits deriving from
conservation. The second principle the rule of law has to do with is ensuring that
legal frameworks are fair and enforced impartially, being consistent through time in
their implementation whilst at the same time providing avenues for conflict
management and eventually non discriminatory resource to justice. The work of
Hiedanpaa (2002), Paavola (2004) and Bergseng & Vatn (2009) have illustrated how
this has not been the case for the establishment of NATURA 2000 sites in Europe.
Fairness is a sensitive issue regarding the Junicoast sites based on observations and
interviews both formal and informal will require reform of approaches adopted thus

far in order to be fulfilled.

First and for most the sites were established as NATURA 2000, without the
engagement of key stakeholders and communities, and from obtained interview
results, without full knowledge of the implications which the designation would result
in. Secondly the Greek environmental protection legal system, at best can be
characterised as fragmented and complex (WWF, 2008). Stakeholders’ views
regarding the adequacy and indirectly the fairness of the legal system are presented
in Figures 5.3 and 5.4.

5.3. Stakeholder perceptions regarding the adequacy of the legal system

The legal system is adequate enough to ensure
the protection of NATURA 2000 sites in Greece

3%

24%

o don’'t know

m strongly disagree
O disagree

13% O agree

m strongly agree

34%
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5.4 Stakeholder perceptions regarding enforcement of Laws.

The legal system is adequate to ensure the
environmental protection of NATURA 2000 sites in
Greece the problem is that the Laws are not
enforced

14%
3% o don’t know

32% .
8% m strongly disagree

O disagree
O agree
m strongly agree

43%

One of the key criteria of fairness is the impartial enforcement of rules, be they laws
or policy. What can be concluded for the sites, is that there is a general perception
that they are not impartially enforced, which results in mistrust of the entire
governance system and pursuance of autonomous behavioural patterns, often at the

expense of the environment.
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Stakeholder interview template for Chrysi ialand

1. Ovoua

2. ©¢on- ka1 Ovopa/ TuAUa @opéa

3.0a pmmopolaare va Pou TrEpIypAWETE TTEPIANTITIKA TNG APUOdIATNTEC TOU Qopéal OpYavITUOU KTA?

4. Y& ayéaon ouykekpipéva pe Tnv Xpuan kai v mepiox) NATURA2000 troieg givai n appodiotnTeg Tou gopéa
oag?

5. Ze autd 10 TTAaigio T OpaoEIg ExeTe AdBEI o€ QUTHV TNV TTEPIOXN T TEAEUTaIa 5 Xpovia?

6. Oa pmopougare va pag Teite amod 11 kaBETTWS TTPOCTATIAC ¥apaktnpileTal n Xpuon?

7. Nari moTeveTal mwg £xouv ABel autd 10 KaBEOTWS TTPOCTATIAC (T TTOI0 GUYKEKPIPEVA TTPOCTATEUETAN)

8. T emimrrwon €xel 10 yeyovog oTi €xel xapakTnpiaBei NATURA2000 o€ axéan pe Tng EMITPETOHEVEG
dpaaTnpI6TNTES OTNV TTEPIOXA?(BNA.. TI SpacTnPIdTNTEC £X0UV aTTayOPEUBEi?)

9. Ze oxéan We TIG apuodIOTNTEG TOU QOPED OAG UTTAPXOUV GAAOI XaPaKTNPIGKOI N KABETTWG Tiépav Tou
mepIBarAovTikou? Moleg — vouol?

10. Ze 11 abuo moTeteTal 6Tl 0 POPEAG GOG UTTOPET VA ETMPEEATE! TV DIATAPNGT TWV OIKOTOTIWV KAl T CWATH
dlayeipion Toug
10.a Moiog @opéag éxel TNV YeyaAUTepn £TTIpPON Kal kKaTd guvéteia ubuvn?

11. Kard v amoyn oag o€ T kardoTaon diatipnang BpiokeTal o 0IKGTOTIOE e TOUG KEBPOUS aThv Xpuan?
E¢aipetikr) kardoTtaon diaripnong KaAr kardataong diaripnong, Mérpia n mepiopiopévn katdoTaon
diathpnong, Kakr karaataon diatipnaong , dev &pw

11a. MigTeeral &1 n KatdaTaan Tou Ta TeAeuTaia 5 xpdvia £xel

12. MigTevete 611 amo 161€ OU XapaktpioBnke wg NATURA2000 n kardaTaon
€xel aMagel Tpog
a) 10 KaAUTEPO, B) Bev £xel aANEel v) £xel aANGEEl TIPOC TO XEIPOTEPO

13. Ti moTeleTal TwS ameIAoUv ONUAVTIKA TNV KATAGTAGT TOU OIKOTATIOU HE TOUG KEOPOUG GTNV XpUon
) 2TV Xpuon

Mepiopiguévn QUOIKA avayévvnan ZkouTridia kai n dlayeipian Toug |
Hyuepnalol emoKETTEG TTUpKQYIG

Karagknvwrég uhotéunan

‘EMelyn dnuodaiag euaigbnromoinong utrepPOOKNON

14a. AMeg amelNég TTou Bev ava@épBnkav?

15. Ti dpdioeig moTeletal Twg Ba el va An@Bouv yia va avTiyeTwmaBouv autég n ameIAég

16. O popeag oag auléyel dedopéva oe OxXEON HE AUTEG TIG TIEPIOKEG?
(11 aTOIXEIG EXETE- OXI AVaYKACOTIKA TTEPIBAAAOVTIKA )

17. Aig§ayetar ouoTnuariki TapakoAoUBnan ) agloAdynon Twv TEPIOXWY AUTWY (TTWG OTTO TToU JadeveTal
dedopéva?)

Ze T Babud cupuwveite Pe TIC akOAoUBES TTPOTATEIS (TUUPWVW aTTOAUTA, GULPWVW, SIAQWVW, OIAPWVW
amoAuTa, dev yvwpilw

18. O xapaktnpiopdg meploxwv wg NATURA 2000 diag@aAigl Tnv TpogTaagia Toug

OUPQWVE aTOAUTA | GUMQWVG) | Blapuwve | Blapuve amohuta | Bev yvwpilw

19. H diayeipion twv mepioxwv NATURA 2000 otnv 'addo gival amoteAeopariki atnv diatipnan toug

| OUPQWVW OTTOAUTA | CUUQWVW | O10QWVW | dlaowvw améAuta | dev yvwpilw
20. O popéag oag propei kal eKTTANPWVEI OAEC TIC ApUOdIOTNTEG TOU OE OXEDT E AUTEC TIC TTIEPIOXEC

| oupewv® améAuTa | ouUPQWVL | Blaguwve | Silaguwve amohuta | Sev yvwpilw
20.a MNaom?

21. To vouikd TAaiglo eival emapkeg yia va eEao@aliael Tnv mpoaTaaia mepioxwv NATURA2000 atnv EAGSa
| oupgwvy amdAuTa | oUPWVG) | Blapuwve | Blaguwvw amouta | Bev yvwpilw

22. To vopiké TAaiaio eival eTTapkEG yia va e¢aa@adiael Tnv pooTaaia mepioxwv NATURA2000 atnv EAAGGA TO
TPOBANua gival 611 o1 vouoi dev epapudlovral.

| oupgwvyy améAuTa | oUPWVGY | Blaguwve | Slagwvew amohuta | Bev yvwpilw

22.a Ti poteiveral Twg Ba TPETTEN val yivel yia va EemepacTei auté To TpORANUa?

23. O1 Tapouaeg dloIKNTIKEC BIAdIKATIES ival ETTAPKEIC yia TNV SIATAPNGN AUTWY TWV TIEQIOXWV

| ouPQWV® aTOAUTA | CUPQWVL) | Blaguwve | Silaguwve amohuta | Sev yvwpilw

23.a T mpémel va ahhagel?

24. H dioBoukeuon kai ouvepyacia PETAGH GOPEWV YIa TIG TIEPIOKEG Eivall ETTAPKAG YIA TNV OTTOTEAETUATIKY TOUG
dlayeipion kai TpoaTaaia.
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| oUPQWVL) OmTOAUT | GUHQWVG) | Blaguwve | Slagwv amohuta | Bev yvwpilw

24 a Tolo gival 1o TPOPAnua.

1) 0ev guprepIAapBavovTal Aol o1 @opeig TTou Ba EmmpeTTe aTnv Afyn aTOPACEWY?
1) uTrdpyel EAAeIn Slagaveiag atnv Aqyn amo@acewv?

1) uTrapxel acageia r) EMeIyn apuodioThTwy oty Ayn amoQacewy Kai eubuvwv?
Iv) AMo?

25. 11 pétpal dpdoeig Ba mpémel va yivouv yia va BeATiwBei n diafouleuan Kal guvepyaaia PETAEU Gopéwv yia TIG
TiEpIOxEG £T01 WOTE VA Eival ETTAPKNAG YId TNV OTTOTEAEOUATIKI Toug diaxeipion kai TpooTagia?

26. Katé Toa6 gup@uveiTe pe TNV akdAoubn mpoTacn?
n d1aBouleuan e TNV TOTTIKI KOIVwvia g€ axéan e BEpata diayeipiaong Twy Tepioxwy dieCAyeTal amoteAeauaTIKA

| oupgwvy améAuTa | oUPWVG | Blapuwve Slapuvey amohuta | Bev yvwpilw

26 ) 71 yérpa TpoTeivetal yia BeAtiwon?

27. Twpa Ba ava@épw YevIKES (epmodia) atnv amoteAeaparikr dioiknan mepioxwv NATURA 2000 kai rapakaAw

uTrodeitaTe KaTA TTOCO ONUAVTIKEG TIOTEUETAI TTWG EiVal YId TIG QVTIOTOIXES TIEPIOXES OTN XpUoT
27.a éMeyn KaBdhou Aiyo onuavTiKf | ZnUavTiki oAU anuavTikh | KaBopIaTIKA
oagpoug ONMAVTIKN
BIOIKNTIKAG
doprig
276 éMelyn KaBdhou Aiyo onpavTikg | ZnHavTiki MMoAU onuavtikh | KaBopIoTIKA
dlapAveIag KOl | GNUAVTIKA
EexaBapng
KaTavoung
apUOdIOTATWY
27y KaBbhou Aiyo Znuavtikd | ZnuavTikd oAU anuavTiké | KaBopiaTikd
KOTOKEPUATIONOS | ONUAVTIKG
apUOdIOTHTWY
27.0 EMelyn KaBbhou Aiyo onuavTIK | ZNPAVTIKA MMoAU onuavtikh | KaBoploTikd
kaBopiopol ONPAvTIKA
gubuvay
27.€ ENelyn KaBdhou Aiyo onuavTikf | Znpavtiki MoAl onuavtikh | KaBopIoTIKA
TTaPaKoAOUBNG | onUAvTIKNA
ng Kai
agloAdynong
27.CEMelwn KaBoAou Aiyo anuavtiky | Znuavrik MoAU onuavTikh | kaBopIoTIKO
ETIKOIVWViag ONUAVTIKY
ETACU Qopéwv
27.n éMelyn KaBdhou Aiyo onuavTiK | ZNPAvTIKA MMoAU onuavtikh | KaBoploTikd
TTPOCWITIKOU ONPAVTIKA
Mou miaTelETOI / O€ TTOIOV QOPEQ Eival TTOIO GEDT N TIPOTANWN TTPOCWITIKOU?
27.8 éMeiyn KaBdhou Aiyo onuavTik | ZNEAvTIKA MMoAG anuavtikh | kKaBopiaTikd
KOTOPTIOPEVOU | GNUAVTIKY
TTPOCWITIKOU

Z¢ TT0loV (Qopéa Kal g€ Trola Béuara TIaTeVETal gival TTio dueon n avaykn kardptiong?

27.i. Kamoio aAo mpéPAnua dioiknong Tou dev avagepape?

28. AT6 Ta TIPOaVOPEPAEVA TTOIO £ival TO TIOI0 GNUAVTIKG TTPOBANa KaTd TV GTToyn oag

29. Z10 poypappa JUNICOAST mola maTteletal Twg Ba umopoUae va gival n GUPHETOXT 00G?

30. Moloug GAoug Gopeic maTeleTal TTWG Ba TTPETEI va GUPBoUAeuBOUpE?
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Stakeholder interview template for Kedrodasos

1. Ovopa

2. O¢éon- kai Ovoua/ TuARUa Popéa

3.0a umopoloarte va Jou Treplypdyete TEPIANTITIKG TG appodIdTNTEC ToU Popéal opyaviauoU KTA?

4. ¥& oxton ouykekpipéva e o kedpodadog EAapoviaiou kai v Trepioxr) NATURA2000 toieg givai n
apuodIoTNTEC TOU QOopEa 0aG?

5. 2e autd 10 MAaiglo T dpdioelg Exete AGBel oe autAv TV Treploxr Ta TeEAeuTaia 5 xpévia?

6. Oa ymopoloaTe va pag TiEiTe amod TI KaBeaTWS TTpooTaciag xapakTnpiovial 10 kedpodaaog eAagovigiou?

7. Nati moTeteral Twg £xouv AaBel auTd To KaBeoTwg TPOaTATiag (TI TTOI0 GUYkKEKpPIUEVa TTpoaTaTeUeTal)

8. T1 emmimrwon €xel 1o yeyovog oTi €xel xapaktnpiaBei NATURA2000 o€ oxéan pe TG ETITPETTOPEVEG
dpaaTnpIGTNTEG GTNV TIEPIOXA?
(dnA.. 11 dpaaTnPIdTNTEC £XOUV aTTaYOPEUBEI?)

9. Ze gxéon pe TIc apuodIOTNTEG TOU QOPE TG UTTAPXOUV AAAOI XOPAKTNPITHOI N KABEGTWS TIEPAV TOU
TiepIBarhovTikou? Molgg — vopor?

10. Ze 1 BaBuo maTeleTal OTI 0 POPEAG TG UTTOPET VA ETTNPEATE TNV SIATAPNOT TWV OIKOTOTTWV KA T CWOTA
dlayeipion Toug
10.a Moiog popéag éxel TNV WEYOAUTEQEN £TTIPPON Kal KATA GuvETTEI €UBUVN?

11. Kara v amoyn aag o€ T karaaTaon diatpnang BeioKeTal 0 0IKOTOTTOE e TOUG KEBPOUS aTo eAagovian?
E¢aipetikr kardoTtaon diaripnong KaAr kardataong diarfipnong, Mérpia n mepiopiopévn katdotaon
diamipnong, Kakh kardotaon diatipnong , dev ¢Epw

11a. MoTeveTal 611 N KATAOTAON TOU T TEAEUTAIA 5 Xpdvia £xEl

12. MigTevete 611 amo 161€ OU XapaktpioBnke wg NATURA2000 n kardaTaon
€xel aMagel Tpog
a) 10 KaAUTEPO, B) Bev £xel aANaEel v) £xel aANGEEI TIPOC TO XEIPOTEPO

13. Ti moTeleTal TwS amelAoUv onNUAVTIKA TNV KATACTACN TOU OIKOTOTIOU E TOUG KEBPOUG GTO EAAQOVIOT a) £T0

Kedpodaoog Ehagovnaiou

[Meploplopévn QUOIKI avayévwwnaon ZkouTtridia kal n dlayeipion Toug |
Hueprolol eMIOKETTTEG TTUpKayIQ

Karagknvwrég uhotéunan

‘EMelyn dnuodaiag euaigbnrotoinang utrepBOOKNON

14a. AMec amrelNég TTou Bev ava@épBnkav?

15. Ti dpdiogig moTeletal Twg Ba Tpémel va AneBouv yia va avTIueTwmaBouv auTég n ameIAég

16. O popeag oag auléyel dedopéva oe OXEON HE AUTEG TIG TIEPIOXEG?
(1 aTOIXEIA EXETE- BXI AVOYKATTIKA TTEPIBANOVTIKA )

17. Aig§ayetar cuoTnuariki TapakoAoUBnan ) agloAdynon Twv TEPIOXWY AUTWY (TTWG OTTO TToU JadeveTal
dedopéva?)

Ze T Babud cup@uwveite pe TIC akOAouBeg TTPOTATEIS (TUUPWVW aTTOAUTA, TULPWVW, SIAQWVW, OIaPWVW
amoAuTa, dev yvwpilw

18. O yapaktnpiopdg mepioxwv ws NATURA 2000 diag@ahilgl Tnv TpogTaagia Toug

OUPQWVE aTOAUTA | OUPQWVG) | Blapuwve | Blapuve amohuta | Bev yvwpilw

19. H diayeipion twv mepioxwv NATURA 2000 o10 kedpodaoog eAagovnaliou ival aTTOTEAETUATIKA 0TV
dlarfpnan Toug

| ouppwve améAuta | cupgwve | dlaguve | diaguwvey amohuta | Sev yvwpilw |
20. O popéag oag propei kal eKTTANPWVEI OAEC TIC ApUOIOTNTEG TOU GE OXEDT L€ QUTNV TNV TTEPIOXN

| oupewvm améAuta | oupguwve | Biaguve | Biaguwve amohuta | Sev yvwpilw |
20.a Nam?

21. To vouikd TAaiglo eival eTapkEg yia va eEao@aliael Tnv mpoaTaaia mepioxwv NATURA2000 atnv EAGSa

| oUWV amdAuTa | CUNGWVE) | BlaQuwve | dlagwve amoAuta | dev yvwpilw |

22. To vopiké TAaicio eivar emapkég yia va eéaogahioer Ty mpooTtaadia mepioyxwv NATURA2000 otnv EANGGa TO
TPOBANua gival 611 o1 vouoi dev epapudlovral.
| oUWV amdAUTa | CUNPWVE) | Blaguwve | Slagwve amoAuta | Sev yvwpilw |

22.a Ti poteiveral Twg Ba TPETTEN val yivel yia va EemepacTei auté To TpORANUa?

23. O1 Tapouaeg dloiknTIkEC BIadIKATIES ival ETTAPKEIC yia TV SiaThpnan TG TEPIOXNS
| ouppwvm améAuta | cupwve | Slaguve | Biaguwve amohuta | Sev yvwpilw

23.a 11 mpémel va ahhatel?
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24. H diaBoukeuon kal ouvepyaaia PETAcO opEwv yia TNV TTEPIOKN Eival ETTAPKAG YIO TNV OTTOTEAETUATIKI TNG
dlayeipion Kal TpogTaaia.

| oupewve améAuTa | oupguwve | Biaguve | Siaguwve amohuta | Sev yvwpilw
24.a To10 givai To TPOPANua.

1) 6ev gupmepihapBavovtar 6Aol o1 popeig Tou Ba émpemte otV Ayn amopacewy?

11) utdpyel AN dlagaveiag aTnv Afyn amo@acewv?

111) UTrApXEl aoaela 1) EMeIYn apuodioThTwy otV AMyn amoeacewy Kai euBuvwv?

Iv) AMo?

25. 11 yétpal dpaaeig Ba mpémel va yivouv yia va BeATiwbei n diaBouleuon kar cuvepyacia PETAEU GOPEWV yia TIG
TIEPIOXEC £TC1 WOTE VA Eival ETAPKAG Y10 TNV ATTOTEAETUATIKI| TOUG DIaxEipIaon Kal TTpoaTagia?

26. Kata moa6 gup@uveite pe v akdAoubn mpotacn?
n d1aBouleuan e TNV TOTTIK KoIvwvia g€ axéan pe BEpara diaxeipiong Twy TepIoxwy dIeCAyeTal amoTeAeauaTIkd
| oUWV amoAUTa | CUNPWVE) | Blaguwve | Slagwve amoAuta | Sev yvwpilw |

26 q) 71 yérpa poteivetal yia BeAtiwon?

27. Twpa Ba ava@épw yevika (umddia) atnv amoteAeapartikn dioiknan mepioxwv NATURA 2000 kai TTapokaAw
umrodeitaTe kaTA TTOCO ONUAVTIKEG TIOTEUETAI TTWG Eival yId TNV TIEPIOXN Tou KedPodaaoug eAagoviaiou.

27.a éMeyn KaBdhou Aiyo ZnUavTiky oAU anuavTikh | KaBopIoTIKA
oagpoug ONMAVTIKN ONMAVTIKA
BIOIKNTIKAG
doprig
276 éMelyn KaBdhou Aiyo ZnUavTIKA MoAU KaBopIOTIKA
dlapAveIag KOl | GNUAVTIKA ONUAVTIKN ONUAVTIKN
EexaBapng
KaTavoung
apUOdIOTATWY
27y KaBbhou Aiyo ZnuavTikd MoAU KaBopIaTIKO
KOTOKEPUATIONOS | ONUAVTIKG Znuavtikd ONHAvTIKO
apUOdIOTHTWY
27.8 ENelyn KabBoAou Aiyo ZnUavTikh lMoAU KaBopIaTIKG
kaBopigpou ONPAvTIKA ONUAVTIKN ONUOVTIKN
gubuvwy
27.€ ENelyn KaBdhou Aiyo ZNUOVTIKN oAU kaBopIaTiKA
TrapakoAoUBnang | onUAvTIKN ONUAVTIKN ONUAVTIKN
Kal agloAdynong
27.C EMeIyn KaBdhou Aiyo ZNUavTIKA oAU kaBopIaTIKO
ETIKOIVWVIag ONUOVTIKA ONHAVTIKA ONUOVTIKA
peTatl popéwv
27.n éMelyn KaBdhou Aiyo onpavTikg | ZnpavTiki oAU K0BopIOTIKO
TTPOCOWTTIKOU ONUAVTIKY ONUAVTIKY
Mou moTelETOI / OE TTOI0V QOPEQ Eival TTOI0 APEDN N TIPOTANWN TTPOCWTTIKOU?
27.8 éMeiyn KaBdhou Aiyo onuavTiKg | ZNUavTIKn oAU kaBopIaTIKO
KOTAPTIOUEVOU | GNUAVTIKNA ONUAVTIKN
TTPOOWTTIKOU

Z¢ TToloV Qopéa Kal g€ Trola Béuara TIaTeVETal gival TTio duean n avaykn kardptiong?

27.i. Ké&molo dAo pdBAnua dioiknong mou dev avapépape?

28. A6 10 TIpOaVAQEPAIEVA TTOIO EivVal TO TTOI0 GNUAVTIKS TTPdBANuA Katd Tnv dmmoyn oag

29. 210 poypappa JUNICOAST moia mioTeveTal TTwg Ba ummopoUoe va gival n ouppeToxn oag?

30. Moroug aGANoug popeic maTeUeTal TTwG Ba TTPETEN va oUPBouleuBoupEe?
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Stakeholder interview template for Falasarna

1. Ovopa

2. O¢éon- kai Ovoua/ TuARUa Popéa

3.0a umopoloarte va Jou Treplypdyete TEPIANTITIKG TG appodIdTNTEC ToU Popéal opyaviauoU KTA?

4. Y& ayéan ouykekpipéva pe Ta garaaapva kai Tnv epioxi NATURA2000 moieg givail n appodiotnTeg Tou gopéa
0ag?

5. 2e autd 10 MAaiglo T dpdioelg Exete AGBel oe autAv TV Treploxr Ta TeEAeuTaia 5 xpévia?

6. Oa ymopoloaTe va pag TiEiTe amod TI kaBeaTwg TTpoaTaciag xapakTnpiovral Ta Palacapva?

7. Nati moTeteral Twg £xouv AaBel auTd To KaBeoTwg TPOaTATiag (TI TTOI0 GUYkKEKpPIUEVa TTpoaTaTeUeTal)

8. T1 emmimrwon €xel 1o yeyovog oTi €xel xapaktnpiaBei NATURA2000 o€ oxéan pe TG ETITPETTOPEVEG
dpaagTnpI6TNTEC aTNV TIEPIOXA? (BNA.. TI dpAaTNPIGTNTEC £XOUV OTTAYOPEUBEI?)

9. Ze gxéon pe TIc apuodIOTNTEG TOU QOPE TG UTTAPXOUV AAAOI XOPAKTNPITHOI N KABEGTWS TIEPAV TOu
TiepIBarovTikou? Moigg — vopor?

10. Ze 11 faBu6 moTeteTal OTI 0 YOPEAG GO UTTOPET VA ETNPEATE! TV BIATAPNCT TWV OIKOTOTIWV KAl TN CWOTH
dlayeipion Toug
10.a Moiog popéag éxel TNV WEYOAUTEQEN ETTIPPON Kal KOTA GUVETTEID €UBUVN?

11. Kara v amoyn aag o€ T karaaTaon diatpnang BpiokeTal o 0IKOTOToG e Toug Kedpoug aT Paraaapva?
E€aipetikr karaoTaon diarpnang KaAr kardataong diarfpnong, Métpia n mepiopiopévn katdaTaan
diatipnang, Kakn kardotaan diatipnong , dev Epw

11a. MaoTteveral 611 N KATACTAGN TOU T TEAEUTAia 5 Xpdvia £xEl

12. MioTevete 611 amé 161¢ OU XapaktpioBnke wg NATURA2000 n kardoTaon
€xel aAater Tpog
a) 10 KaAUTEPO, B) Bev £xel aANAEe! v) £xel aANGEEI TIPOG TO XEIPOTEPO

13. Ti moTeUeTal WG amelAoUv gnuavTikG TNV KATACTOGT TOU OIKOTATIOU g TOUC KEOPOUC aTa @aAacapva

Meplopiopévn QuUaIKA avayévwnon ZxouTTidia kai n dlaxeipion Toug
Hpepriaiol emokémTeC TTupkayid

Karaoknvwrég uAhotéunan

‘EMelyn dnudaoiag euaigbnromoinong umtepPdoknon

14a. AMeg amelég Tou dev avagépBnkav?

15. T1 dpaoeig maTeletal Twg Ba TpéTmel va AneBouv yia va avTipeTwmoBolv autég n ammelAég

16. O popeag oag GuANéyel dedopéva O OXEDT e QUTEG TIG TTEPIOXEG?
(T1 OTOIXEIG EXETE- OX1 AVAYKOTTIKA TIEQIBAMOVTIKG )

17. Aiggayerar guatnuarikh TapakoAoUBnan f agloAdynan Twy TEPIOXWY AUTWY (TTWG aTT6 TToU padeUeTal
dedouéva?)

Z¢e T BaBu6 ouPQVEITE PE TIC AKOAOUBES TIPOTATEIS (TUUPWVW aTTOAUTA, CULGWVW, SIAQWVW, BIAPWVW
amoAuTa, dev yvwpilw

18. O xapakmpiopods meploxwv wg NATURA 2000 diaggadilgl Tnv TTpooTagia Toug

OUPQWVK) ATIOAUTA | GUPQWVG) | dlaguwvey | diaguwvey amohuta | Sev yvwpilw

19. H diaxeipion Twv mepioxwv NATURA 2000 ota Qalacapva gival ammoTeASOUaTIKI GTnv dIAThpnan Toug

| ouppwvm améAuta | oupguwve | Slaguve | Biaguwve amohuta | Sev yvwpilw |
20. O popéag oag pmopei kal eKTTANPWVEN OAEC TIC ApUOdIOTNTEG TOU GE OXEDT L€ QUTNV TNV TTEPIOXN

| oUWV amOAUTA | CUMPWVE) | Blaguwve Slawve) amoAuta | Bev yvwpilw |
20.a Mam?

21. To vopiké mAaicio gival emapkég yia va etao@ahioel Tnv mpoaTtaaia mepioxwv NATURA2000 atnv EANGGa

| oUPWVL) omTOAUT | OUNPWVE) | BlaQwve | Slagwve amoAuta | Sev yvwpilw |

22. To vopiké TAaiclo eival eTapkEG yia va egao@alioel v pooTaaia mepioxwv NATURA2000 oty EAAGGa TO
TpOBANua ival 611 o1 vooi dev epapudlovral.
| ouPQWVL amoAUTa | CUNPWVE) | Blagwve | Blagwvm amoAuta | Sev yvwpilw |

22.a T) mpoteiveTal Twg Ba TpEel va yivel yia va EemmepaaTei autod 1o TPoBAnua?

23. O1 Tapouaeg dloiknTIkEC BIadIKATIES ival ETTAPKEIC yia TV SiaTpnan TN TEPIOXNS
| ouppwve améAuta | oupguwve | Slaguve | Biaguwve amohuta | Sev yvwpilw

23.a 11 mpémel va ahhatel?

24, H diaBouheuan kar ouvepyaaia PETatl QopEwv yia TNV TIEPIOKN Eival ETAPKIAG YIO TNV OTTOTEAETUATIK TNG
dlaxeipion kai TpooTaaia.

| oupQWVL améAUTa | CUHPWVE) | Slaguwve | Slagwve améAuta | Sev yvwpilw |
24 .a Tolo gival 10 TPOPANua.

1) dev gupmepiAapBavovtal Aol o1 @opeig Tou Ba EmpeTTe TNV Awn aTTOPACEWY?
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1) utdpyel EAeIyn dlagaveiag aTnv Aqun amo@acewv?
1) uTTapxel acageia A EMeIyn appodioTATwy oV Ayn amo@acEewy Kal EuBuvwv?
Iv) AMo?

25. 11 pétpal dpdaoeig Ba pEmel va yivouv yia va BeAtiwBei n diaBouAeuan kai guvepyaaia peTatl @opEwv yia TI
TIEPIOXEC £TC1 WOTE VA Eival EMAPKAG VIO TNV ATTOTEAETUATIKI| TOUG BIaXEIpION KaI TTPoaTadia?

26. Kata moa6 oup@uwveite e v akdAoubn mpotacn?
n d1afouleuan e TRV TOTTIKY Kolvwvia g€ oxéan e BEpara diaxeipiong Twy TepIoxwy BIECAyeTal amoTeAeopaTIKA
| ouPQWVL omoAUTA | CUNPWVE) | Blaguwve | dlagwvm amoAuta | Sev yvwpilw |

26 a) 11 pétpa mpoteivetal yia BeATiwon?

27. Twpa Ba avagépw yevika (eumddia) amnv amoteAeapartikr dioiknan mepioxwv NATURA 2000 kar TapakaAw
umrodeitare kard Toad anuavtikéS moTEUETAl TIWG Eival yId TIC AVTIOTOIKES TIEPIOXEC OTA QaAATapVa.

27.a €EMelyn KaBdhou Aiyo ZNUaVTIKA oAU anuavTikh | KaBopiaTikA
oagoug ONHAVTIKA ONUAVTIKA
d101KNTIKAG
dopnig
27.8 éMepn KaBdhou Aiyo ZNUavTIKA MoAU KaBopIaTIKA
dlapAveIag KOl | GNUAVTIKA ONUAVTIKN ONUAVTIKN
Eeka@Bapne
KaTavoung
apuodIoTHTWY
27y KaBdhou Aiyo ZnuavTiké MoAU KaBopIaTIKO
KOTOKEPUATIOPOS | ONUAVTIKO ZnUavTiko ONUAVTIKO
QpUOdIOTHTWY
27.0 ENeiyn KaBdhou Aiyo ZnUavTikh oAU kaBopIaTIKO
kaBopigpou ONPAvTIKA ONUAVTIKN GNUOVTIKN
euBuvwy
27.€ EMeIyn KaBdhou Aiyo ZNuavTiky oAU kaBopIaTIKA
TTapakoAoUBnang | oNUAVTIKY ONUAVTIKN ONHAVTIKN
Kal a¢loAéynong
27.CEMelwn KaB6Aou Aiyo ZNMavTIKA oAU kaBopIoTIKO
ETIKOIVWViag ONMAVTIKN ONMAVTIKA ONMAVTIKN
ETACU Qopéwv
27.n €ENeiyn KaBdhou Aiyo onuavTikfy | Znpavtikh oAU kaBopIaTIKO
TTPOCWITIKOU ONPAVTIKY ONPAVTIKN
Mou miaTelETOI / O€ TTOIOV QOPEQ Eival TTOIO GEDT N TIPOTANWN TTPOCWITIKOU?
27.8 éMeyn KaBdhou Aiyo onuavTiK | ZnUavTkn MoAU kaBopIaTiKO
KOTAPTIOUEVOU | ONUAVTIKA ONUAVTIKN
TTPOCOWTTIKOU

¢ Trolov Qopéa Kal g€ Trola Béuara miaTeleTal gival o dueon n avaykn kardptiong?

27.i. Ké&molo dAo pdBAnua dioiknong mou dev avapépape?

28. A6 10 TIpOaVOQEPAIEVA TTOIO Eival TO TTOI0 GNUAVTIKS TTPdBANuA Katd Tnv dmmoyn oag

29. 210 poypappa JUNICOAST moia mioTeveTal TTwg Ba ummopoUoe va gival n oupueToxn oag?

30. Moroug aGANoug popeic maTeveTal TTwG Ba TTPETEl va ouPBouleuBoupe?
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Stakeholder interview template for Gavdos island

1. Ovopa

2. O¢éon- kai Ovoua/ TuARUa Popéa

3.0a umopoloarte va Jou Treplypdyete TEPIANTITIKG TG appodIdTNTEC ToU Popéal opyaviauoU KTA?

4. Y& ayéan ouykekpipéva pe Tv Faodo kai v mepioxr) NATURA2000 Troigg givar n apuodidtnteg Tou gopéa
oag?

5. 2e autd 10 MAaiglo T dpdioelg Exete AGBel oe autAv TV Treploxr Ta TeEAeuTaia 5 xpévia?

6. ©a ymopoloaTe va Pag TiETe amo TI kABETTWS TTPOCTACIAG XAPAKTNPICOVTAl Of TIEPIOKES.
A) Zapakiviko

B) Ai lévvng

I AaBpakag

7. Nari moTeleTal mwg £xouv ABel autd 10 KaBEOTWS TTPOATATIAC (TI TTOI0 GUYKEKPIPEVA TTPOCTATEUETAN)

8. Ti emitrrwon €xel 10 yeyovog oTi €xel xapaktnpioBei NATURA2000 o€ axéon pe Tng EMITPETTOHEVEG
dpaaTnpI6TNTES OTNV TTEPIOXA?(BNA.. TI SpacTnPIdTNTEC £X0UV aTTayOPEUBEi?)

9. Ze oxéan We TIG apuodIOTNTEG TOU QOPED OAG UTTAPXOUV GAAOI XAPAKTNPICKOI N KABETTWG Tiépav Tou
mepIBarAovTikou? Molgg — vouol?

10. Ze 11 abuo moTeteTal 6Tl 0 POPEAG GOG UTTOPET VA ETMPEEATE! TV DIATAPNGT TWV OIKOTOTIWV KAl T CWATH
dlayeipion Toug
10.a Molog popéag éxel TNV HeyaAUTePN £TTIPPON Kal KOTA GuvETTEID EUBUVN?

11. Katé v amoyn oag o€ T KatdoTacn diatipnang PpiokeTal o 0IkdToTog?

) 070 ZAPAKIVIKO

Eaipetikr karaoTtaon diarpnang KaAr kardataong diarfpnong, Métpia n mepiopiopévn katdataan
diamipnang, Kakn kardotaan diatipnong , dev Epw

11a. MaoTeerar 611 N KATACTAGT TOU T TEAEUTaia 5 Xpdvia £xel

BeATiwBei TrapapeEivel idI0 XEIPOTEPEWE,

B) otov Al Tavvn

E¢aipetikr kardoTtaon diarpnong KaAj kardataong diaripnong, MéTpia n mepiopiopévn KatdoTaon
diaripnong, Kakn kardotaon diathpnong , dev ¢Epw

11B. MigTeUeTaN 6T N KATAOTOGT TOU Ta TEAEUTAIO 5 XPOVIa EXEl

BeAiwBei Trapapeivel idla xelpoTepéwel

y) Z1ov AaBpaka

E¢aipeiki karaoTaon diatpnong KaAr katdotaong diathpnong, MéTpia n repiopiopévn karaataon
diathpnong, Kakr kardataon diatipnong , dev &pw

11y. MioTeterar 611 n KaraaTaon Tou Ta TeAeuTaia 5 xpovia £xel

BeATiwBei Trapapeivel idla xeIpoTePEYEI

12. MigTevete 611 amo 161¢ OU XapaktpioBnke wg NATURA2000 n kardaTaon
€xel aMagel TTpog
a) 10 KaAUTEPO, B) Bev £xel aANGEel v) £xel aANGEEl TIPOC TO XEIPOTEPO

13. Ti moTeleTal TWS atmeIAoUvV ONUAVTIKA TV KOTAOTOGT TOU OIKOTATTOU
) 270 GOPAKIVIKO

Mepiopiguévn QUAIKA avayévvnan Zkoutridia kai n dlayeipian Toug
Huepnalol emoKETTEG TTUpKaYy1a
Karagknvwrég uhotéunaon
‘EMelyn dnudaiag euaigbnromoinang utrepPOOKNON
B) Ai Mavvn
MMeplopiopévn @UOIKA avayéwwnan ZxkouTridia kai n dlayeipion Toug |
Hueprialol emiokéTTeg TTupKayld
Karaoknvwrég uhotéunon
‘EMeiyn dnuoéoiag evaiobnromoinong uTrepPOOKNON
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I X170 AaBpaka
Meplopiopévn QuUaIKA avayévvnan ZKouTTidIa kal n dlaxeipion Toug | |
HuepAalol emoKETTEG TTUpKayIQ
Karaoknvwrég uhotéunon
‘EMeIyn dnuoaiag euaigdnromoinang uTrepPOOKNON

140. ANeg atrelAéc TTou Bev avagépBnkav?

15. Ti dpdioeig maTeleral Twg Ba mpéTmel va AneBouv yia va avTIueTwmoBouv auTég n ameIAES

16. O popeac aag guhéyel dedouéva ae oxEaN JE AUTEG TIC TIEPIOXEC?

17. Aiggayeral guotnuarikh TapakoAoUBnan fi agloAdynan Twv TEPIOXWY AUTWV (TTwG OTT6 TTOU PaleveTal
dedouéva?)

Z¢e T BaBu6 cupVEITE PE TIC AKOAOUBES TTPOTATEIS (TUUPWVW aTTOAUTA, TULGWVW, SIAQWVW, DIAPUVW
amoAuTa, dev yvwpilw

18. O yapakmpiopdc mepioxwv we NATURA 2000 Siag@ahilgl Tnv TpogTaadia Toug

OUQWVK) ATTOAUTA | GUPQWVG) | Blaguwvey | Biaguwvey amohuta | Sev yvwpilw

19. H diayeipion Twv mepioxwv NATURA 2000 atnv l'addo eival amoteAeoparikr atnv diathpnan Toug

| oUWV amoAUTa | CUNPWVE) | Blaguwve | Blaguwve amoAuta | Sev yvwpilw |
20. O popéag oag pmopei kal eKTTANPWVEl OAC TIC ApUodIOTNTEG TOU O€ OXEDT HE AUTEC TIC TIEPIOXES

| ouppwve amoAuTa | oULQWVR | 310QWVL) | Blaguviy améAuta | Sev yvwpilw |
20.a Mam?

21. To vopiké mAaicio gival emapkég yia va etao@ahioel Tnv mpoaTtaaia mepioxwv NATURA2000 atnv EANGGa

| oUPQWVL) omTOAUT | OUNPWVE) | BlaQwve | Slagwve amoAuta | Sev yvwpilw |

22. To vopiké TAaiclo eival eTapkEG yia va egao@alioel v pooTaaia mepioxwv NATURA2000 otnv EAAGGa TO
TpéBAnua givar 611 01 vouoi dev epapudlovial.
| ouPQWVL amoAUTA | CUHPWVE) | BlaQwve | Slagwvm amoAuta | Sev yvwpilw |

22.a Ti poteiveral TTwg Ba TEETTEN val Yivel yia va EepaaTei auTé To TPORANUa?

23. O1 Tapouaeg dioIknTIKES BIadIKATIES gival ETTAPKEIC yia TV SIATAPNAN AUTWY TWV TIEPIOXWV
| ouppwve améAuta | oupguwve | Slaguve | Biaguwve amohuta | Sev yvwpilw |

23.a 11 mpémel va ahhatel?

24. H diaBoukeuan kal ouvepyaaia PETACD QopEwv yia TIG TIEPIOKES €ival ETTAPKAS YIa TNV ATTOTEAETUATIKA TOUG
dlayeipion kai TpooTaaia.

| oupQWVL améAUTa | CUMPWVE) | Blaguwve | Slagwve améAuta | Sev yvwpilw |
24 .a Tolo gival 10 TPOPANua.

1) 0ev guprepIAapBavovTal Aol o1 @opeig Tou Ba EmmpeTTe aTnv Afyn aTOPACEWY?

1) uTrdpyel EAAeIgn dlagaveiag atnv Aqyn amo@acewv?

1) uTrapxel acageia f) EMeIyn apuodioThTwy oty Ayn amoQacewv Kai eubuvwv?

Iv) AMo?

25. 11 pétpal dpdoeig Ba pémel va yivouv yia va BeATiwBei n diafouleuan Kal guvepyaaia HETAEU Gopéwv yia TIG
TIEPIOXEC €TC1 WOTE VA Eival ETAPKAG VIO TNV ATTOTEAETATIKI| TOUG BIaXEipIoN Kal TTpoaTadia?

26. Katé Toag6 gup@uveiTe e TNV akdAoubn mpoTacn?
n d1afouleuan e TNV TOTTIKI KOIVwvia g€ axéan e BEparta diaxeipiang Twv TepIoxwy dIECAyETal ammOTEAETUATIKA
| ouppwvm améAuta | oupguwve | diaguve | Biaguwve amohuta | Sev yvwpilw |

26 ) T yétpa Tpoteivetal yia BeAtiwan?

27. Twpa Ba ava@épw YevIKES (epodia) atnv amoteAeaparikr dioiknan mepioxwv NATURA 2000 kai rapakaiw
utrodeitare kard@ mood onpavTikég MOoTelETal TTWG Eival yia TIC avTioTOIXEG TTEPIOXES aTnv [aldo.

27.0 EMelyn KaBoAou Aiyo ZnuavTikA IMoAU onuavTikh | kaBopIoTIKN
0agolg ONHAVTIKA ONUAVTIKA
B101KNTIKAG
doung
276 éMelyn KaBdhou Aiyo ZnUavTIKA MoAU KaBopIOTIKA
dlapAvEIOg KOl | GNUAVTIKA ONUAVTIKN ONUAVTIKN
EexaBapng
KaTavoung
apUOdIOTATWY
27y KaBohou Aiyo ZnuavTikd MoAU KaBopIaTIKO
KOTOKEPUATIONOS | ONUAVTIKG Znuavtikd ONHAvTIKO
apUOdIOTHTWY




Deliverable A.9.2 “Determination of the Governance structure”

52

27.8 ENelpn KabBoAou Aiyo ZnUavTiky oAU KaBopIaTIKG
kaBopiopol ONPAvTIKA ONUAVTIKN GNUOVTIKN
euBuviyy
27.€ ENelyn KaBdhou Aiyo ZNUOVTIKN oAU kaBopIaTikA
TTapakoAoUBnang | onUAvTIKN ONUAVTIKN ONUAVTIKN
Kal agloAdynang
27.0 ENeiyn KaB6Aou Aiyo ZNUavTIKA oAU kaBopIoTIKO
ETIKOIVWViag ONUOVTIKA ONHAVTIKA ONUOVTIKA
peTatl popéwv
27.n éMelyn KaBdhou Aiyo onpavTikg | ZnpavTiki oAU K0BopIOTIKO
TTPOCWITIKOU ONPAVTIKN ONPAVTIKY

Mou TIgTEVETAI / O€ TTOIOV POpEa Eival TTOI0 ApEN N TTPOTANWN TTPOCWTTIKOU?
27.8 éMeyn KaBdhou Aiyo onuavTiKg | ZnUavTIKn oAU kaBopIaTIKO
KOTAPTIOUEVOU | GNUAVTIKNA ONUAVTIKN
TTPOCOWTTIKOU

¢ TToI0V Qopéa Kal g€ Trola Béuara riaTeleTal gival Tmio duean n avaykn kardptiong?

27.i. Kémolo aAAo mpdBAnua dioiknong mrou dev avapépape?

28. A6 10 TIpOavVaQEPAEVA TTOIO £ival TO TTOI0 GNUAVTIKS TTPdBANua Katd Tnv dmoyn oag

29. ¥10 poypappa JUNICOAST tola maTeletal Twg Ba uropoUoe va gival n GUPPETOXT GOG?

30. Moloug aGAAoug @opeic miaTeleTal TTwG Ba TEETE! va gupuBouleuBolue?
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Community survey questionnaire for Chrysi Island

11. Napakcdd mporeivere Spdoeig mov Ba mpémer va Yivooy yia Ty Kaddrepn
Giayeipion ke mpooraoia g Xpuorg;

=)

s Xpuors;

2. O evBIPEPOOUOTAY VI OUPPETENETE OF £BEAOVTIKES Bpdotig pooTaoiag

[ I o o 8 exmenvenvions pedf e | ([ New @k xrs roupromies mepiabou | [ Oy

. Anpoypagikd Eroryei

O e Gieurahuve yia T avahuon Tev epuTn

sty ouprTnpavaTe Ta maEaNG

oroiyeiG. Fav Gev EmBupEiTe apAaTE Ta Keve xon emOTpEETE TO spwraTaAGHO

‘ ArjpocXuwpi

‘ wila

| O revaisa

Hlmia

3544
[REEE

6550 maves

‘ ApiBpoc pehiv omoyiveas ‘

ApiBpss m.s.m mwmmz
(wGTe T 16 €

Enfnicbo sxmaibevanc

lowroBasyia exmaitevan

[ Méon AcurepofaBua sxaibevon (Tupvamo)

[ Avarreon AcuTepoBadpra exmaibeuan (Adweio)

vehTam BiUTEpoBaCy I KT H

= TpiroBasuia (IEK)

[C) TproPaeuia exmaibevon (AFI, TFI, MSc, PhD)

Endyyehpa

Kipia onovopn BpacmpieTra
[rm—,

“Exeve emokeprei worg mv Xpoorj?

||:| Moré ‘D Micipapd | [0 Néves ams 10 gopés

0 Kade yoivo ‘D MoNhés gopes To ypdvo

Kard rv enfokeyn oag moies and nig napakdrw Spaompidmreg éxere
KGVET (MropsiTe va OnyeIGioeTe TEpIOOGTEPES TG it GITONTACEN,

10 Karoowfvwon O Avepa puwmidg [0 nepimaro omv oo
|0 keMouBnen O Moy rayuhiay [ O sxmasbesmon extpopn
0 N DOa%e

0 Weoepa

Moia eivan i oy€or oag pe mv Xpuor;

(MTTOpEITE Vol OMpIEIGOETE TEPIDTOTEPES GTIG HIG GITAVTATEI |

I Epyalopan i pghos Tg omoyéveins pou) oTo
vat

O Bxer exmraneumin afia pia epd,

|0 FrehospaaTs omovo cppéowe Asyw
Toupiopes

(0 FrapelospooTe quomkods Tepous ami6 To
vt (my apsa, xehipyeics, Booknan)

10 Exovps Gioxmaia v 7o vnat

[0 By i e pépos avanpuijs yia sude

D) Amorehal moNmaTg pas npovepd

R

|0 Anoredl quan pas sinpovopa

Moo kahd yvwpiers mv Xpuorj;

o AdBos | Aev Sips
H Xpuor] eivar Fvikos Apupde; O [m] ]
H Xpuor ziven Meproy NATURA2000; [m] a [m)
gé:::ﬁlmﬁagzﬁrqpmeu g TEPIONT] KOMOTIKGG o o 0
T Xpuor éyouv opioBel Zanes Eibirs Mpoaracias [=] [=] [=]

H Xpueij mpoararetierar Adyw 15 mapoudias:
ol e yehbvag caretta carelta =) O [m]
) Teov BévTpuv Deybuevor xebpoi) o o ]
1 Taov soyuw ] [} 0
6 oo cpymioTATwY O [m] =)
<) Tou oweauETIpaTOS opuelarpeY pE KEbpoUT =] [=] [=]
T) Gev mposTaTeve T [m] Q )

) ot

Moizg and 11§ wapaxdrw Spaorpidrreg anayopsiovral oy Xpuor;
(86)re X povo omic GpaompiSTATES oL mOTEvETE T GTaYOpEOVTa)

0 H Poownon O To yapepa

s

To avapuo TIGE
o i g

[0 = xomm foheon
‘ 10 ¥ oulhoyq kayuhdn

I H kerazxueon
10 H Gépnon

[

junicoast ~——
N

[ T1A THN FPOZTAZIA TON FAPAKTION AMMOGINGN ME FIAH
IPERLIS ETH™ KPHTH KAl ITO NOTIO AITAIO (EAMAZA)

EPOTHMATOAOIIO

Apaon AS Miafailcuon s ToUT SUTISKSLEVOVS PARSI; KAl TV TaTI Kavia

H dmoun T Tomkiis kowmvias yia Ty mepifallovik TpooTasia ms
““vijoou Xpuorig
H yvaun oag petpden!

Tra maiole Tou tupmmaikod 4cToug LIFE+ TpoypdppaTos JUNICOAST Tou
Eewinoe Tov lavoudpio 2009, kai UAOTIOIEITAN OIS To MECOYEIGKG AYPOVORIKG
IvaTiTotTe Xavimy (MAIX), To E9viké KamobioTpiars TavemoTriuio ASqvdy Kai
Ti, AcuBuvoeig Aoy Xaviov ki AaoiBlou, TpoBAémovTan SpdoEIc yier TV
TipoaTaoia TG Xpuoti; oc oUVEUCTPS I TNV GUPHETOXT TrG TOMKIG Koivevieg
ket Twv appsBILY popéwy. Y’ auTd To Adyo pag cvbiagpepel ) ATTogn oas Yia Tig
amelés, Kai Ta pETpa Tou OTEUETe 6T Ba MpEmE va AnpBodv yio TV
amoreAeopamind mepialovTix TpogTaaia Tou vijoios

To cpwmpuaToASYIo Eival GV@VURD Kal EPTIOTEUTIKG, O1 aTravToes gag 8o
aveuBosv oS TV £pEUVITIKA opdba Tou MAIX yia va TpoaSiopiaTe 1 oy
ThS Temkig Kowwvias oXeTIk pe BfpaTa TTou apopoly TNV TRogTaGl TG
Xpuaris.

Aot cupmAnpwaETe To EpuTnpaTOMGYI0, TapakaleioTe

Va0 EmOTPEPETE 070 PopE

GTopo Tiou cus To SGwot.

Mo wepioodTepeg mAnpopopicy yio To  mpdypappa  LIFE+  JUNICOAST
amevBwBtite TV iTooEABa o, www junicoastgr, f aTeiete email oTo
info@junicoast gr.

MEZOTFIAKO ATPONOMIKO 1
Tr- 28210-35000, hitp:/wwwe

ITOYFO XANION, Tprua dioyeipians Mepiailovrog
maich g/

6. T and ra mapakdrw moTedere mws amorekel onpavnikg mepifadiovrike
aneiy yio TV Xpuot| (anpacore X omg Tpeig mo onponTikes ameités)
[0 Nepropropevn puasi avayévman ) Moprays
(O Hueprioon emowemreg O Koo dabigie-Lokoow
[0 Koraoxpwres 0 repBoaxnon
[0 ey sucaenTomainans TekTay Dave
[0 ZxoumiBio kon ) Giayeipion Toug
7. Kard my dnopn oag o 1 kardoraor Sianfpnong Ppiokerar To pUoIKS
nepiBdaitov g Xpuorig;
(O Fémperieg O %ot O Merpa 10 K [0 dev o
KaTaoTam KamgoTao mapiepiopa KaTegTao
womGoTam
70 Moredere 6n 1) kardoraor mg Xpuors va rekevraia 5 Ypovia €xen:
[0 Behmwser 0 Mapapeive G O Xeporepeper D2 Eepo
Ti e aales;
8. Xag fyar moré Il 1) yvupn oag yia Spdosig mov agopotv Ty
npooTaoin mg Xpuoris;
| Onee ‘ O zrama ‘ [0 Mepmes qopés ‘ Dz | [ Mavrore |
9. Eiore IKavomoIpIEVOl BE TIG EUKQIPIES YT EVIPIEPWOT] Katl GUPHETOYH] TTOU
oag £youv boBel yia Spdoeis mov apopovy Ty mpeoTacia s Xpuors;
||:|><nan'hu ‘Dnm Nyo ‘D.\’lerp\n ‘Unm |Dﬂnpﬂ modd |
10. 2& n pasps ovpgpuveire pe g akoAouBES mpoTdoeig
Y
Ta Duoixa mepBaAoT 715 Ypuors 1o
meosTaTsisTa) smoprs g|jocjojojo
O GopEis EKTINEENGUY mr T GpChIETITES
au o oyéan i TV Xpuon o/ o, ojo o
H il < f e
nv‘?ps e = Ypl)nqg v amordeapem va | [=) o] [=) o
Ee opiopdves nEpm\ég o Reuen 2 e va
amoyopeUBaUY o EmaKETTES ETan GoTe Ve o [u} o o o
‘mposTaTEUBEi N pUon
Mpéme: va oTapeTae 1 xaraoxivwan o Xpuor
1@ va mpaaTareUBE Ta et o/ojojo /o0
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Community survey questionnaire for Kedrodasos

11. Napakas nporeivere Spdoeig mov Ba mpémer va yivouy yia v Kakdrepn
Biayeipion ka1 mpooTacia Tou Kebpobdooug Eagpovnoiou;

12. oa evbiapepdoaoTay va ouppetéyere os s8ehovrikeg Bpdoeig mpooTaoiag
Tou Kebpobdooug Eagoviaiou;

[ONar o B0 smvonwovicns padf sac | () Nan ads avros Tovpiomies mepisbow | (J Oy

13. Anpoypacpikd Iroiyeia:

B pac Birukshuve yia TV aviluon Tww spoTiuaToloyiwy dV ouNTIpEVaTE Ta TapaKdTm
oToad. Edv Gev smBUVEITE CHPOTE To KEVG KO EMIOTPEPETE TO EpWTNGTOMSYIO,

‘ Arjpog Xuwpid ‘
‘ bido ‘ [mER= ‘ [
Hhiia 5
18-24 35-44
o u] (5550 e
g 4554

‘ ApiBpcc pehiv omayiveias ‘

ApiBpos menbiav omoyeveias
{xdmw Twv 16 eTwv)

Erfebo sxmaibeuans ) NewroBatua sxmaitauan

Méon AcuTe GBuia exmailevon (Mupvaomo)
7 AcuTepopaby 1 Moy

|0 AvcoTepn Azurepofadiuin exmabeuan (Akein)

|0 Avdrom Acutepofafpia exmraibeuan i
TpiropaByia (IEK)

|0 TpTopaByn cxmraiGeuon (AFI, TEI, Msc, PhD)

Eméyyshua

Kipia aikovopir SpacpisTiTa
VoIKoKupIoU;

-

“Exere emokeprei mot€ To Kebpdbaoog Ehagpovnoiov;

‘g Mers ‘D Mia popé | [0 Méves amms 10 gopés

) Kége yoovo | £ Medhés qropes To ypdvo

2. Kard mv £niokeQi| 6ag woIEg awd 1i¢ wapaxdrw SpacTnpid e £xere
KOVEI; (MTopeiTe W OMpEHOETE TERIOOGTEPES QMG ol aTavTrgES )

|0 Karaokvwon O Avaupa gomds [0 mepimaro oy oo
|0 Kooy O zvXhoyy royuhiy ‘E\ ExToGeuTIKY EKGpop
0 e [N

0 Weoepa

3. Mo givar n oxéon oag pe to Kebpébaoog EAapovnoiou;

(MTOpEITE va ONEIGTETE TIEPIGTSTEPES GTT6 IG GITEVTGES |

) Epvadoncn (1 pehos s omoyeveias pou) skel | ) Exel exmanbeutinn akia yia pas

|0 FrwpehodpaoTs amovouks tupéows Ayw | [ EmwpehoupaaTe puaikods mépaus ams Ty
Toupiapad Trepio (my Ydpia, kaANEpyeies, Boaunan)

|0 Exoupe doxmaia yis omy mepiox O Exer alic s pepos avopuxis yia spds

|0 Amorehal TohmiaTikn e Khnpovopis Dave
|0 Amorerel quani} o Khnpovepc

4. nNéoo xald yvwpiZere To Kebpdbaoos EXaqovnoiov;

Tmors NeBor | Lev Zipm
Ta Kebpabamos Ehapovaion ehval EBvikes Aoupos; [%] [w] [¥]
Ta Kegpsbamos Ehapavieiou eivar Nepiay] NATURAZ000; a D [§]
e e o|oe|@o
ﬁ:: ::zg‘f:uucﬂu;pqulﬂu Exouv opiofel Zives G o o o

To Kebpsbaoa EXapovnaiow mpoararsierar Aéyw s mapousias
o) 5 yeMivas caretta caretta [5] D [=]
B) 7oov Gevrpwr (\eyspeve: nebpan) [=] [=] [=]
Y1 Ta koguhy [5] [w] [§]
5) Tev apymoTToN [5] D [=]
£ Tou CIKETUATNLATES GUANGREY HE KEGpoUT [=] [=] [=]
0) Gev mpasTaTeveTal [§] [w] [§]

) 6Xa?

5. Moieg and 11§ napakdrw Spaompidmres anayopedovral oro Kebpdbaoog
EAQpovI0ioU; (Bahre X pove oTig paoTrpisTTEG oV MOTEGETE TIw aTIGyopesovTal)

10 + poownon O Topapepa [0 # romm £

1D Orweduzpyeies 0 To dvopun gunds ‘ 1D H ouMay koyehiay
10 H reraowdvacn 0 A

|0 H Geynen

6.

7a.

10.

Junicoast = s
"'ﬂ_/'

warian

TCR 000286

ZFIZ 1A THY FPOITAZIA TON FAPAKTION AMMOBINDN ME FIAH
JUINIFERLYS IYHN KPHTH KAl ZTO NOTIO AITAIO (EAMVAAA!

EPOTHMATOAOIIO

Apson A€ Anfeileson p o

H dmoyn TG TomkiS Kovwviag yia Ty mepiBaMlovTiki TpooTacia Tou
# Kedpobdaooug Ehagovnaiov ”
H yvaun oag petpde!

Tra maiola Tou tupwmaikod detous LIFE+ TpoypdupaTos JUNICOAST Tou
Exkivoz Tov lavoudpio 2009, xai UACTIOIEi TN Tré To METOYEIOKS AYPOVOUIKG
IvoTITosTO Xaviwy (MAIX), To EBviké KamobioTpiaks MavemoTipio ABNvdy kot
TI5 AiguBhvorig Acotwy Xaviwv ker Acoi@iov, mpoPAémovrar Gpdosis yia Ty
TpooTaoia Tou Kebpobdoous Fapovnaiou o cUVELGOPG e TNV OUPHETOXN
g TomK; Kowwviag kel Tov apusbiov gopfwv. It auTé To Aéyo pog
evBiagépel n dToyn oat yia Tig aTTEés, Kol Ta PETPG TOU TOTEGETE 6T Ba
mpérer va Aoty yia Tnv amorehzopomic mepipailovTing TpooTasia g
mepioyris.

To epwmpaTOASYIo efvan OVGEVUED Kol EHTETEUTIKS. O GTAVTAOTIG 00G 8a
avauBOGY a6 TV £pELVITIKG OpdGe Tou MAIX yio va TpoobioploTel n &mroym
NG TomKis Kowwvias OYETIKG pE B€poTa Tow apopely TNV TIPaTTaSlx Tou
Kebpobéoous ENapovnaiou

Aot oupihnpaoeTe To epwTnpaToddyie, TapakaleioTe
Vet To EMOTPAPETE OTo opia/dTopo Tov oag To EBwae.
Mo TepioodTepeg TANpopopis yia To mpoypappa LIFE+  JUNICOAST

emeuBUVBETE OTMV 10TE0EABE o, www junicoastgr, fj oTelete email oTo
info@junicoast.gr.

MEZOIFIAKO ATPONOMIKO INETITOYTO XANICN, Tprua Aiayeiprans NepiBailovrog
Trk.: 28210-35000, hitp://www.maich g5/

Ti and ra noapaxdrw morevere mwg amoredel onpovrikg mepifallovrikg
aneil yio yra ro Kebpdbaocog Ehapovnoiou;

(onpexSoTE X oTig TREIS o OnpaVTIKES aTreMeq)

|0 Nepropiopévn qpuaiks avaryévwnan [m e

[0 Hyeprionon emonerrres (0 ke sabiv-Lokoy
0] Keraaxnvarés ) ¥repBeornan

[0 EMenpn evanatnromainans makmuy Oae

[0 Exeuria xan 1 Sianyaipion Tous

Kard mv dwoyn oag of m kardoraon Sianjpnons ppiokera o Quoikd
wepifdMiov rov Kebpobdoous Eaqovnoion;

10 Feamperi 10 e O Merpa (=i [0 dev gow
KaTGoTa0 KkaTGoTao Tepiopiapéin keTgoToon
kaTdeTaon

Maoredere dni i kardoraor rov Kebpobdooug EAagovioiov ra redevraia
5 xpovia £xer:

[0 Bedmeei (0 Nopopeive: fuce Oxeporspepe D oo

T éxe oMates;

Zag £xe worE JmBel ) yvupn oog yia Sphaosig mou agopodv tv
mpooracia mv npooracia rou Kebpoddooug Ehagpovioiou;

Onore Dzreva 1O Mepxes popes | [0 Zuyva Dnevrere

Eiore pévor pe Tig pits I evpépwon Kol ouppeToxr Tov oag
€xouv bolzi yia Bpdoeig mov agopotv Ty npooTacia Tou Kebpobdooug
Elagovnoiov;

‘DKuBMBu ‘gnnmq-u O nempa Do D nepa oo

¥& 1 faBpd cuppuveite ps Tig axéAovs.

. wpenn | 2rEmmn | 2
i R B

] o a a

T
Ao

To Do mzpiBaMor Tou Kebpataaous
Eapovnoiou B TpoaTaTEdETal STapRG

Of popeic cRmANpaoUY SIS TIg apHOLIeTITE
Tous gz ayéan ps To KebpsGaces Elagavnaiou

H Giayelpion Tou Kebpabagou Fharovnaiou eivar
amoTelesparied yio T TpocTagiE Tou

Tz opiapéves mepioyes Tou Kebpabdoous
ovnoiou Ba TRETE! va aTTaYopEUBoGY Of
emoKeTITES ET01 hoTE va MPooTATELBET N QUoT

a o|olo
ol o |00
o o |00
gl o|olo
0 o0 |00Do

Mpéres va arapaoE 1 *areariveen oo Kebpstades

Elapovnaiow yia va mpedTareul n mepoxd

54
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Community survey questionnaire for Falasarna

11. Napakaie nporeivere Bpdoeig mov Ba mpEmer va yivouy yia v Kahvrepn
: fp

Biayzipion ki ip Tou

P

D
ora pva;

12. 0a evhiapepdoaoray va ouppeTéyere
Tou kebpobdoous ora Maldoapva;

oz eBEMOVTIKES Bpaiosig wpooTasiug

I e [

oAk ERTES TOUDIGTINAS TIEPISBOU | Oox

13. Anpoypagikd Eroiysia:

B0 o Bieukahuve yia Ty avaluon Tuv EpTIHETONSYIOV E6Y SUUTAREVETE TG TapaKETE
oTonEd. Edv Gev EMBUUEITE GrOTE T KEVE KEI EMOTPEPETE TO EDWTIUATOMGYID,

‘ Arjpog/Xwpio

‘ wido

‘ O ruvaixa

Hhikia

3544

RIS [J65-xa e

‘ ApiBpos pehiav ommoyEveiag ‘

ApBpGS Tabicay oiKoYEvEIas
(ke Twv 16 eTdw)

Emimeba snmaibeuons

[0 NewroPatpia exmalevan

[ Meon AcurepoPaBia exmaibevon (Tupvaoio)

[0 Avibrepn Azutzpofad exmaievan (Adkeio)

[0 Avéram Aeurepoaspra exmaibeuan pn

TprroBabuia IEK)

[ TprroBaeyia exmaieuan LAEL TE, MSc, PhD)

Emayyep

Kipia aikovopikt SpacpiéTa
vaiKoKupIoU;

1. “Exeve emokeqrei more ra doaldoapva;

‘D Noré ‘D i popd || Meévas e 10 gopés | () Kase ypsva ||:| Mlad\eg papés To xptva
2. Kard my eniokegn oag moisg and 1§ mapaxdrw SpaompiomTeg fyete

KAVEI; (MTIOpEITE Wt ONUEKSTETE TIEPICOGTEPES QTG pia QTGVTATES |

[ O Avamps gonds [0 nepimars omy gien

1D Kodvunan O oMoy oy [ O ssmoieomut skpopn

0 nvic [RE]

10 wapepa

3. Mow eivan 1 oxgon oag pe Ta Daddoapva;

(MTTOpEITE Vo NpEIGIETE TIEPIGOSTEPES GTTG pick o

mravTBES )

| Epyalopan (1) péhos T omoyéveias pou) sxel

“Fyer exianbieumi afia yia spée
1 abia yia ep

FTapelodpacTe oiKovouked eppéows Moyw
pelos K g ¥
Toupiauod

O EnwgelaspacTs quamads mopous amia T
‘mepioyr (my eipia, kaXuépyeizs, Biarnon)

10 Expupe bioxTnoia yrs oy mepioxy

) Fxe1 b s pépos avaiuyns yia spas

D) Amorehel Tohmiamin pas Khnpovopic

DA

D) Amoreket quan pac shypovopia

4. Ndoo kald yvwpiGere Ta Gakdoapva;

Tward

§
2

e

Ta Malaoopya elvor EBvkGs Apupos;

Ta Malgoopya eivar Mepioy] NATURA2000;

evbiapépovror (5CI)
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