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Executive summary (in Greek)

MEPINHWH

H viioog Mubdog Bpioketal 20 vautika il votia tng Kpntng, Slokntika amoteAel
avetdptntn Kowotnta kot avikel otn Nopoapxtakr Autodloiknon Xaviwv. O
TANBUOUOC Tou vnolov eivat HOALG 98 katowkol (Amoypadr 2001). Mall pe tn vrico
ravdomovAa amotelel meploxy tou Siktuou OYIH 2000 pe kwdkd GR4A340013
“Nnoog Fuwdog kat favdomovuAa”, evw to BOPELO Kal VOTLOSUTLKO TUAKO TOU VNGLOU
€xel xapoktnpoBel w¢ Zwvn EWWkAg Mpootaociag pe kwdkdo GR4340023. O
OLKOTOTOG TMPOTEPALOTNTAG 2250* CUVAVTATOL OE TPELG TIEPLOXEC: OTO ZAPAKAVLKO,
otov Aylo lwavvn kat otov Aaupakd. H kaBe meploxry mapouoialel Siaitepa
XOPAKTNPLOTIKA Ocov adopd Tov TPOmo mpocPacng kal tnv emokePuotnta. To
JOopaknVIKO €lval n poévn MpooBaciun TEPLOXn HE autokivnto, o Aylog lwavvng
SEXeTaL TO HeYAAUTEPO HOPTIO EMIOKEMTWV-KATOOKNVWTWY, EVW 0 AQUPOKAG €lval n
TMAéoV amopakpuopévn Teploxn). H Tavdog ouvdéstal aKTOMAOIKA WE TNV
MNaAaoxwpa kKat tTn Xwpa Zdakiwv. H Kivnon Twv eMOKENTWY cUUbWVA HE OTOLKELQ
NG aktomAoikng etatpeiag ANENAYK, aviABe otoug 14.000 emiokemnteg yia to 2008,

TIOU KOTA KUPLO AOyo AauBAveL xwpa Toug UNVEG louALo kat AlyouoTo.

H emutuyla dtadpopwv PETpwWY mpootaciag Kal Slatripnong eldwv 1 OKOTOTIWY OE
Tieplox€g Tou Siktvou Natura 2000, 6A0 KOl IEPLOCOTEPO avayvwpileTal, OTL amaltel
TPWTLOTA TNV EVEPYO CUMMETOXN TWV avOPWIWV TTOU KATOWKOUV UEoa N yUpw amo

TLG TIEPLOXEC AUTEG 1 €€QPTWVTAL ATIO AUTEG.

Mo TNV emtuyio Twv §pAcewV Tou MPOYPAUMATOG “Junicoast” kal tnv pakpoxpovia
npootacia kat dlatipnon tou olkotomou 2250%, ota mAailolwa tng dpacng A6,
uloBetnbnke Kal ePapUOOTNKE Ml OTPATNYLIK OSlaPouleloEwWY HE  TOUG
EUMAEKOUEVOUG POPEIG KAl TNV TOTIKN KOWwwvid, Ta QmoteAéopaTa TNG omoiag

napouotalovral otn napovoa avadopda.

Me tnv €vapén Tou MPOYPAUUATOS, TTOPAAANAA LE TLG TIPOOWTIKEG EMADECG KOL TLG
TNAEPWVIKEG OUVEVTEUEELG HE TOUG apuodloug dopeic, dopyavwdnke oto MAIX
NUEPLSA, He OAOUC TOUG eUTIAEKOMEVOUC dopelg, evw yla tnv Slepelivnon Ttou
ETWMESOU TWV YVWOEWV TNG TOMLKAG KOWWVIOG OXETIKA HUE TO QVIIKE(UEVO TOU
TIPOYPAUHATOG OAAG KOl Twv amoPewv NG, Xpnowlomowidnke n unéBodog twv

epwtnuatoloyiwv.
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MNa tn Ffavdo we kuplotepeg afieg avayvwplodnkav n ¢puoikn opopdPLd, N TOALTLOTIKA
KANPOVOLLA Kal n apxaloAoytkr afia. O olkOTOToG TwV oppoBlvwy Le KESpa elval
€UUEONC OLKOVOULKAG onuaociag ywo to vnol, kabw¢ amoteAel Baolkd otolxeio
TIPOCEANKUONG ETILOKETTWY. Emionuavonke n avaykn Slaxelplong Tou OLKOTOTOoU, ME
TIPWTOPXLIKO OKOTO TNV Slatpnon Kal TNV AmoTeEAECUATIKN Tipootacia tou. Ot
dopeig emwonuavav otL n ¢uoik opopdld kot n EAAewWpn umodopwv Hollkou
TOUPLOMOU OMOTEAOUV TO OUYKPLTIKO TIAEOoVEKTNHA TG Mavdou kot Ba mpémel va
AndBouv umoYn ot SPpACELC TPOCTACLAC TOU MPOYPAUUATOG. TO OTITOTEAEGLLOTO TNG
£€PEUVOC TNE TOTILKAG KOWVWVIOG CUUPWVOUV HE TIC AmMOYELS TTOU EKGPACTNKAV OO
Tou¢ ¢opeic Tou vnolwou. OL KAatolkol alcBdavovtal OTL €xouv duvath OxEon Kot
€€aptnon e TOV OLKOTOTO, KaBw¢ Bewpouv otL Ta kedpodacon Tou vnaolol dev £xouv

HOVOo aloOnTikn agia aAAd Kol EUPEDN 1) AUESN olkovopkn aia yU autoug.

MNa tnv mopoloa KATAOTOON TOU OLKOTOmouU 2250* Kal T TuXOV aAAayEC Tou
OUVEBNOoOV TO TEAeUTAlO 5 XpoOvLa, N TAELOVOTNTA TWV EKTIPOCWNWV TWV GOPEWV
Slatunwoe TNV anodn OTL 0 olKOToToG BplokeTal og KaAn 1} oxedoOv KoAr KATAoTaon
Kol 5EV UTIAPXOUV ONUOVTLKEG OAAAYEC TNV TEAsuTOlO 5€TiaL.

H tomikn Kowwvia Bewpel OTL 0 OLKOTOMOC O0TO ZAPAKNAVLKO BplOKETAL O XELPOTEPN
KOTAOTOON Kol emonuavonke n Enpavon moAAwv KESpwV ToU cUVERN Ta TeAeuTala
xpovia. Xtov Aylo lwadavvn Kol oto AQUPOKA O OLKOTOTOG PBPlOKETOL O KaKA
KATAoToon AOYyW TNG EMEKTAONG TNG TPOXELOG TTEUKNG KOL TOU QVIAYWVIOUOU HE Ta
KESpa. To “mMPOBANUA” aUTO EMIONUAVONKE oTnV NUEPLSA He Touc dopelg, KaBwg Kot

OTNV CUVAVTNON E TOUG KATOIKOUG.

Kata tn dapkela tng nUepidag Pe toug sUMAEKOUEVOUC dopeic, aAld Kal armo Tnv
€pEUVA TNG TOTIKAG KOWwviag, w¢ KUPLOTEPEC OMELWAEG yla TOV owKotomo 2250%*
avadépdnkav: n avefEleyktn SOUNON OTO IAPOKNAVIKO, 0 Kivduvog Tupkaylag, n
EMewpn dopa Staxeiplong ota mAaiota tou diktvou PYIH 2000, n eméktaon TG
Tpayelag mMevKNC OTIC MAPUGDEG TOU OLKOTOTOU, TO KOYILUO KAaSLWVY Twv KESpwWV, N
urntepBooknon mou eumodilel Tn GuOLK avayEvvnon Twv KESPwWV Kuplwg oto

JapaKAVLKO KoL n cuprieon i StaBpwon tou edadouc e€attiag TG KATAOKAVWONC.

Mapd To yEYOVOG OTL O OLKOTOTIOC SEXETAL GNUOVTLKA Tiieon AOYW TNG KATAOKAVWONG,
TIOAU Alyol amod Toug Katolkoug Kal toug evéladepopevoug popeic Bewpouv OtL autod
amoteAel kivbuvo. Toviotnke emiong n uvynAn meplBaArlovtiky svalodnoia tng
mAsloPndiag Twv EMIOKENMTWY. Xta TAaiola ¢ aloAdynong Twv EMUMTTWOEWV TWV

ETILOKEMTWY OTOV OLKOTOTO, Kol Aapfdavovtac umoyn thv amopdvwaon Tou vnolou,
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™V ENeln urmtoSopwv Kot TNV EAAeWPN AAAWV GUOLKWV KAl OLKOVOULKWV TIOpwV, Ba
TipENEeL va e€eTacBel n dSuvatoTNTA AMOTEAECUATIKAG SLAXELPLONG TWV ETILOKEMTWY
Kal avénong tnc meptBaAAoviikng sualcOntomoinong toug, mapd n £dapuoyn

amayopeVoEWV UE AUPpAeYOUEVA VOLOOETIKA LETPA.

IXETIKA LLE TO €AV N HEXPL TwpPA Sloxeiplon Tou olkotomou 2250* otn Mawdo sival
OMOTEAECGUATLKI YLOL TNV TIPOOTACLA TNG, N TOTIKI Kowwvia Kal ol popeic amavtnoav
opvnTka. Ol dnuoaoiol dopeig epwtRONKAV yLa TNV udLloTapevn SuVaTOTNTA TOUG Va
EKITANPWVOUV Ta KABONKOVTA TOUC OE OXEON UE TO vnol. EBVIKEG Kal mepLdpePELAKEC
OpPXEC avédepav OTL avtlpetwrilouv SuokoAieg, avadépoviag wg epmodla TNV
ENMewpn evnuépwong, tn SuokoAio mpooBaong KA. OpPLOPEVEG TOTUKEC OPXEC
Bewpouv OTL elval og BEon va eKMTANPWOOUV Ta KOOAKOVTA Toug, Xwpi¢ wotdoo va
avadEpovtal o SLOXELPLOTIKEC APUOSLOTNTEG OXETIKA HE To Siktuo NATURA 2000.
AMEG TOTUKEC OpxEG avedpepav OTL avtipetwrilouv OSUOKOALEC, oL OToleg
ETKEVTPWVOVTAL 0t Bfpata Sloiknong, omwce acadrc Sloiknon kot dlaxeiplon,
EMeWPn yvwong oxetikd pe to Siktuo NATURA 2000 kat T Stadikaoieg yla tn
Slaxelplon HLOG TIPOOTATEUOUEVNG TIEPLOXNG, KABWC Kol SladlkaoTikd epmodia
OXETIKA PE TNV EAeLP N TPOOWTILKOU Kol TNV QVETIAPKELA TTOPWV. H MAglovoTnTA TNG
TOTUKNAG KOwviag (78%) Bewpel OTL OL TOTKEC apXEC, ot peyalo Babuo, dev
EKITANPWVOUV TIC UTIOXPEWOELC TOUC Ooov adopd TNV MPootacio Tou ¢Gualkou

nieptBairlovtog otn favdo.

IxebOv OMNoL oL epmAekopevol ¢opeic (81%) ocupdpwvouv OTL, n HEXPL Twpa
StaBolAevon kat cuvepyaoia PeTaf Toug, Sev lval EMAPKNC yLa TNV SLoXElpLon Kol
TNV QMOTEAECHOTLKNA TtpooTacia Tou puotkol meptBaliovtog Tng Mavdou. IXETIKA e
TNV EUMAOKA TNG TOTLKAG Kowvwviag otn AnPn amopdcswv yia T Slaxeiplon tou
nieplBairlovtog, povo Tpelg Ppopeic Bswpolv OTL elval AMOTEAECUATIKN, €VW OL
umtoAourot emonpavay tv ENewpn sunelplag otn ouvepyaoia 1 tnv €AAewdn
nopwv. To mpoBAnua auto emiBefalwbdnke Kol amd TV £peuva TNG TOTUKAG
Kowvwviag, Katd tnv omoia To 82% Twv epwinBéviwv SnAwoe OTL ToTtE Sev £xEL
evnuepwOEeL N epwtnOel oxeTIKA UE TNV Mpootacia Tou mepBarlovtog. To yeyovog
0UTO £yLve Ttiong epdaveG Kata thn SLAPKELA TG CUVAVTNONG UE TOUC KOTOLKOUG TOU
vnowou, Omou TEBNKAV EPWTAHOTO OXETIKA HE TOV XAPOKTNPLOHO TOU VNOLWOU WG
niepox) NATURA 2000, TL EMITPEMETAL 1) OMAYOPEVETAL LECA OTLG TIEPLOXEG OQLUTEG

KATT.

IXETIKA UE TN YVWON TIOU UTTAPXEL Yla TO LoXUov kaBeotwg mpootaciag tne fravdou,

OO TLG CUVEVTEVEELG E TOUC EUMAEKOUEVOUC Popelc, mpoékue OTL 0 KABe dopEac
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YVWPLlEL TOV XOPOAKTNPLOUO TIOU UTIAPXEL OVAAOYO HE TO OVTIKELHEVO TOU, TLX. N
Apxaloloylky Ymnpeoio yvwpilel Tmola  TeEpLOX  EXEL  XAPOAKTNPLOOsl WG
OPXALOAOYLIKOC Xwpog KATL. OL 13 amo toug 16 dpopeic mou epwtnBnkav yvwpilouv otL
n TePLOXN €xeL xapaktnplobel wg meploxy NATURA 2000, wotoco moAhol €€’ autwv
e€eédpaoav Ayvola OXETIKA HE TO TL MPAYMOTIKA ONHOIVEL QUTO KOL TL VORLKEG
OUVEMEleG €Xel. Emiong povo €vac Ppopéag yvwplle OXETIKA HE TOV OLKOTOTO
npotepalotntog 2250*. H mAsloPndia Twv Katoikwv yvwpilel otL n Fawdog £xel
xapaktnploBet wg mepox) NATURA 2000, aAlda Sev yvwpllel TNV MPAKTIKA onuaocio
TOU XOpaKTNPLopou autol. Ocov adopd Ti¢ SpaoTnPLlOTNTEG TOU EMITPEMOVIAL N
amayopevovtal, ot anoPelc Twv GopEwv elval AMOOTACHATIKEC, SnAadn o KABe
dopéag yvwplilel tnv avtiotolxn vopoBeola avaloya HE TO QVTIKE(PHEVO Tou. H
TOTUKN KOwwviol €xel emiong eodpaipévn amodn, KaBWE TLOTEVEL OTL KATIOLEC
6paoTnNpLOTNTEG amayopelovTal XWPELE va UTIAPXEL OXETIKN amayopeucn 1 To

avtibeto.

TNV nUEPLSA PE TOUC EUMAEKOUEVOUC POPELG, OTLG OUVEVTEUEELC, OTIC TIPOCWITLKEC
enadEG KoL oTNV €pEuUva TNG TOTIKAG KOoWwviag SLatumwOnkav OpKETEG TIPOTACELG
yla tnVv mpootacia Kal Sloxeiplon tou olkotomou 2250* otn Mawdo. MpwTap)KAG
onuaociag, OmMwG UTOYPAUMLOOV oL eumAekOpevol ¢opeig, eivat n emiluon
YEVLKOTEPWV SLOKNTIKWV TIPOBANUATWY, OTWG: N €KMOvnon xwpotallkol oxediou, o
KOOOPLOUOC TWV XPHOEWV YNG KAl N 0pLloBETNON TWV OKOTOMWYV TpotepatotnTag. Ot
ETMOUEVEG TIPOTAOEL €ilval €lkoU Yopaktnpa Kot adopolV GCUYKEKPLUEVEG
EVEPYELEC-6PAOCELG TTOU Oal TIPETEL VA YIVOUV YLA TNV QTTOTEAECUATIKOTEPN TpooTaaia
Kall SlaTrpnon ToU OLKOTOMOoU:
- OpLoB£TNnoN TOU OLKOTOTOU
- Exmaibevon kat avénon tng svaloBnTOMOINONG OXETIKA HE TNV A£LPOpO
Slaxelplon Ko mpooTacio TwV OLKOTOMWY
- Emotnuovikn avoayvwplon Kol eMKUPWON TwV KATAAANAWY SLOXELPLOTIKWV
HETPWV OXETLKA LE TNV EMEKTAON TNG TPAXELAC TeKNG
- Evnuépwon kat StaBoUAeucn HE TNV TOTIKN KOWWVIO KOL TIC TOTIKEG APXEC
TPV Ao TNV EKTEAECN TWV SPACEWY
- EvawoBntomoinon tou kolvol Kal tapo)r MANPo¢dopLWY OTOUC ETILOKETTEC
- KaBoplopog kot epoappoyn {wvwv mpootaciag, Xprioewv yng kot oxediou
Slaxeiplonc ota mAaiola tou diktuou NATURA 2000
- Edappoyn avakUKAWONG TWV AmopPLUUATWY
- Al&non twv damavwy yla tnv pootacia Tou mepBAAAovtog
- Anuioupyia cuAloyilkol Ttapeiou mpoodopwv N SwpPewv yla TNV emiAuon

amAwV TpoBANUATWY 0To vnot
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- MNpoéoAnyPn dacoduldkwv KATA Toug BeplvolC UAVEC
- [MpOOKANON TWV ETOKENMTWYV YLOL OCUMMETOX Ot €OeAOVIIKEC OpAOELC

TPOOTACLOG

Ao OAoUC TOVIOTNKE N avaykn MANPodOpNoNg TwV EMIOKENMTWV HEOW GUANaSiwy,
EVNUEPWTIKWV TILVOKIOWV KATT, OXETIKA HE TNV aflol TOU OLKOTOTIOU KOl TV OVAYKN
TPOOTOOLOC TOU, KABWC KAl N OVAYKN EVNUEPWONE TOUC TPV amo thv adlen oto
vnol. H Ofomion kwbllka ouumepldopdC TWV EMIOKEMTWY KAl Kuplwg Twv
KATOOKNVWTWY BOa CUUBAAAEL ONUOVTIKA OTN €AQXLOTOMOLNON TWV 0OPVNTIKWV
ETUMTWOEWV OTOV OLKOTOTIO. XNUAVTLKN Elval emiong n mMpoBupio TwV KATOWKWV yLa TN

Snuoupyia opadwyv eBgloviwv.

Bdoel Twv anoteAeopdtwy tng StafoUAsUonG UE TOUG EUMAEKOUEVOUC Popeic Kal

TNV TOTILKNA Kowvwvia:

" H OUOXETLON TWV KATOIKWV HE TOV OLKOTOTO £ival uPnAr], umodelkvUovTag
TNV aVAYKN EVPELOG CULUETOXNG KOL EVNUEPWONG TOUC OXETLKA E T SPACELG
TOU TIPOYPAMHATOC.

= [ilvetal avTiiAnmto otL n umtepBooknaon, o Kivduvog MUPKAyLAG KaL N KOT TwV
KAadLwv Twv kESpwv BETouv oe Kivduvo Tov olkOTOoTTO.

= H kotaoknvwon 6ev yivetal avtlAnmiy w¢ amelli Kal dev Bswpeital wg
TIAPAVOUN OO TOoV TOTUKO TANBUopO. AvtiBeta Oswpolvral amellEg
OUVYKEKPLUEVEC CUUTIEPLPOPEC TWV ETLOKEMTWY, OTIWCE TO KOYLUO KAASLWY, TO
avapa GpwTLac Kot n amoppun amoppLUHATWy.

= HnepBarlovTikn evaloBnoia Twv EMOKENTWY Xopaktnpiletat uPnAn.

= Eival avaykn va mpoodloploBolv ol EMUMTWOEL TWV ETMLOKEMTWY OTOV
olkotomo kalt va edappocbolv katdAnAec Opaocelg Slaxeiplong Ttou
OLKOTOTIOU KOl TWV ETLOKETITWV.

= TO00 N TOTIKN KOowwvia, 000 Kal ol ¢opei¢ Bewpolv OTL N HEXPL TWPA
Slaxelplon tou ¢uaotkol meptBalioviog NG Fawdou elval avemapkng n
OVOTTOTEAECUATIKA.

= H eKkmovnon Kal edoppoyrnl Tou Ywpotaflkol oxedlou, TG ELSIKAG
TiepBaAAOVTIKAC MEAETNG Kol TOU OSlaxelplotikou oxediov Beswpouvtal
TIPWTOPXLKAG onuaotiac.

= Ynapxel nedio yio KaAUTEPN cuvepyaoia HETAEY TWV EUMAEKOUEVWVY POPEWV
KOLL TN CUMHETOXN TNG TOTILKAG KOWVWVLOC.

= EOVIKEC N TepLdEPELOKEC apXEC Tou AapBavouv amodaoelg Ba mpémel va

€xouv apeon avtiAnyn Twv LSLALTEPOTATWY TOU VNOLoU.
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= JUOTNUATIKN TapakoAouBnon Kabwg Kal Se60UEVO OXETIKA |LE TOV OLKOTOTIO
T(POC TO TAPOV ELVOIL TTIEPLOPLOUEVA 1] SEV UTTAPXOUV.

= Ynapxel meplBwplo yla ™ dnuloupyia opadwv eBeAOVIWV PE EUTTAOKI) TOUG
OTLG SPACELS yla T SLOTAPNON TOU OLKOTOTOU KAl TNV UTIAYWYH TOUG OTO
“Metd LIFE” ox€dlo dlatrpnonc.

= ApAOCELC SLOXELPLONC TWV ETLOKEMTWY TMPETEL VoL oulntnBolv amod kowvol pe
Toug evbladepopevoug dopeig, va e€aodaAloTel N OKOTMUOTNTA TOUC KL N
HOKpoxpoOvLia epapuoyr TouC.

" H gvnUEPWON TWV EMIOKEMTWY £lval {WTIKAG onUooiag ylo TNV mpootaoia
TOU OLKOTOTIOU.

= H Sloxelplon Twv amoppLUUATWY lval avayKailo Kal utdpxouv neplbwpla va

SlepeuvnBel n Suvatotnta KabLEPWaONG CUCTNHATWY aVOKUKAWONG 0To vNnot.
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1. Introduction

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

measures will have little chance to achieve their objectives.

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

feasibility and long term sustainability of proposed concrete conservation actions.

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

protection initiatives (Bonaiuto et al 2002). Secondly, to establish levels of
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environmental awareness which in turn would help design, a targeted, and effective

communication strategy and education campaign.

Based on the above, within this report the results of Action 6, consultation with
stakeholders of Gavdos are presented. In Section 2, a brief overview of Gavdos is
presented, which helped formulate the research design, methodology and stakeholder
analysis presented in Section 3. In Sections 4 to 10, the results of the consultations are
summarised with regard to stakeholder and community perceptions of Gavdos:

e values and relationship to protected area (Section 4)

e environmental status and trends (Section 5)

e threats (Section 6)

e cxisting management and protection effectiveness (Section 7)

e Participation and engagement opportunity adequacy (Section 8)

e Existing protection designations, reasons for them and implications regarding

prohibited activities. (Section 9)

e Necessary environmental protection measures (Section 10)

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

conservation actions (A.8) as well as communication strategy (D.1).
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2. Priority Habitat 2250* Sites in Gavdos- contextual
background.

Gavdos island, located 20 n.miles South West of Crete, is home to three 2250*
priority habitats, namely, Agios loannis, Lavrakas, and Sarakiniko (Figure 2.1).
Gavdos although small and sparcely populated, is administratively independent with

its own community, and belongs to the prefecture of Chania.

Figure 2.1 Gavdos island and priority habitats 2250*

CRETE

GAVDOS ISLAND

Lavrakas

Agios loannis

Jp

Sarakiniko

~

KARAVES PORT
XENAKI

VATSIANA

Habitat 2250*
o o5 1 2 3 Kilometers - "Coastal dunes with Juniperus spp."”

Gavdos is a designated Natura2000 site code GR4340013 (name: Nisoi Gavdos kai

Gavdopoula) covering an area of 6290.59ha. Part of Gavdos is also classified as a
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special protection area for birds SPA GR4340023. It is also subject to numerous
national legal designations, aimed at the protection of its natural and cultural features.
Indicatively, the forested areas have been mapped, although there are no land use or
town plans': Archaeological zones have also been designated (PEK 1345/B/6-11-
2000 & ®EK 81/B/30-1-2002. At the time this study was being carried out, the

islands land use plan and protected area environmental study were being finalized.

Based on National Census 2001, Gavdos has a population of 80 residents 50 of which
live permanently on the island, consisting of 24 households (Oikos, 2008). The main
income generators are tourism and agriculture. Access to the island is via a ferry,
which is receiving a growing number of visitors, and as of 2007 allows the transit of
vehicles. Tourism in 2007 was 8000 people during the summer months (Oikos, 2008)
whereas in 2008 it rose to 14000 (ANENDYK personal communication).

The location and approximate size of each of the three 2250* priority habitats in
Gavdos is indicated in Figure 2.1. However, it should be noted that each habitat has
its particularities, different threats and status, which have implications regarding
feasible and appropriate conservation measures (C. Actions). Both Agios loannis and
Lavrakas are not accessible by car, and can be considered remote, and used for
tourism (camping) and grazing. Sarakiniko on the other hand, is accessible by road,
and is located next to a popular beach and area undergoing tourism development, as

well as, being used for grazing.

" A full analysis of the legal framework is presented in Action 9 report.
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3. Research Design & Methodology

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

was conducted.

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

be used to achieve that purpose.

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

decision making process.

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

=*“t0 generate ideas;

=to identify attitudes;

=to disseminate information;

=to resolve some identified conflict;

=t0 measure opinion;

=0 review a proposal;

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

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

participation, to all interested residents of the island.

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

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

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

=*The purpose and objectives of the participation exercise;

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

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

=Resource availability-time, costs;

=The number of participants involved; and

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

Tonn et al (2000 pgl64) state ‘public participation should not be seen as an either or
proposition’ but rather propose the consideration of the decision making questions
and implications when deciding on the extent and methods of public participation.
Considering the purpose of public participation was of investigative nature, rather
than active engagement in decision making, it was decided to conduct a community
survey, using questionnaires (Figure 3.1). However, it was later supplemented by the

local community workshop (See section 3.2 & Figure 3.3)
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Figure 3.1. Levels of participation, techniques and factors influencing
the selection of techniques (Adapted from IEMA, 2002)

Extended
Involvement

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

Citizen juries- advisory
groups

Number of
participants

Stage in the
participation
programme
Involvement and Consultation

Formal or informal dialogue to identify issues of
concern

-workshops- focus groups- open house

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

-surveys- staffed exhibits and displays- staffed telephone lines

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

-leaflets — newsletters-press releases — adverts — television - radio
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Ist Stakeholder Workshop
Mediterranean Agronomic Institute of Chania 25

Figure 3.3. Local community workshop in Gavdos
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3.1 Stakeholder Analysis
The definition of stakeholders given by WWF (2005, pg, 1) is: Any individual, group,

or institution who has a vested interest in the natural resources of the project area
and/or who potentially will be effected by project area activities and have something
to gain or lose if the conditions change or stay. When selecting stakeholders to involve
in each stage of the participatory process, their legitimacy will have to be considered.
If participants are not content with the composition of the group they may doubt the
fairness of the process, and the whole participation process could be disrupted
(Sanoff, 2000; Seargent and Steele, 1998). Therefore, the Environment Councils
(2002, pgb) guidelines were utilized prior to the selection of stakeholders to assess
their legitimacy:

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

=\Who holds positions of responsibility in stakeholding organizations?

=Who is influential in the area, community, organization?

=\Who will be affected by any decisions around the issue?

=Who will promote a decision-provided they will be involved?

=\Who will obstruct a decision- if they are not involved?

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

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

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

Box 3.1.

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

¢ Influential individuals

Land owners

Community representatives

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

Elected representatives

Relevant PA NGOs

Agency (with legal jurisdiction or function in PA)

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

Funding organization representatives

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

PA managers

PA and local community decision makers
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Based on the above, and through a process of co-nomination a list of 75 potential

stakeholders relevant to the project and specific habitat localities were identified and

contacted (Appendix A). The participants which attended the stakeholder workshop

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

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

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

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

Ministry of environment & public works PS

Ministry of Agricultural Development PS X X

Region of Crete- Forest Directorate PS X X

Region of Crete- Environment Division PS X X

Chania Prefecture Antiquities Directorate PSL X X

Paleohora Port Authority PSL X X X

Chania  Prefecture  Political ~ Protection | PSL X X

(emergency planning authority)

Mayor of Gavdos Municipality PSL X X

Chania Prefecture Firebrigade Authority PSL X

Gavdos Cooperative representative NGO- L X

Chania Ecological Association NGO-L X X

Chania Environmental Education | PSL X X

Representative

Regional Forest Directorate Inspectorate PS X X

Forest Directorate of Chania PSL X X

National Greek Tourism Organisation PSL X X

Prefecture of Chania- Environment Division PSL X X X

Cadastre Authority of Chania PSL X

Natural History Museum PSL X X

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

carretta carreta turtle

EMGGa kaBapn NGO-N X X

WWF NGO-N X X

Police officer of Gavdos PSL X X

Local Community workshop participants

22 residents of Gavdos

—~

including mayor

~
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3.2 Methodology

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

samples engaged, the robustness of results is strengthened.

3.2.1 Workshop methodology

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

procedure is outlined below.

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

recorded.

Exercise 1
This exercise utilized a combined carousel metaplan method, whereby participants in

their groups were asked to discuss and write on post it’s
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e the main values (environmental , social, and economic) of the specific sites

e the main threats to the sites

e the recommendations in order to ensure the preservation of these values and
minimizations of the threats

e their expectations and views regarding what they would like to see achieved

from the JUNICOAST project

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

them, important features or problem areas.

Exercise 2- Review of proposed Actions

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

facilitator, detail feedback on each action was obtained.

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

e Relevance / importance of proposed action

e Existence of data

e Potential for collaboration and input/ action

3.2.2. Stakeholder Interviews
Following a stakeholder analysis, (16) stakeholders (Table 3.1) were contacted and

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

interview was not possible, signifying a very robust sample.

Semi-structured interviews including qualitative and quantitative questions were

undertaken. In Appendix B questions asked (interview template) is presented.
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Interviews were recorded and transcribed and content analysis performed for
qualitative responses (Sarantakos, 1993), where as descriptive statistics using excel
were performed for quantitative data (De Vaus, 2007). The analysis and discussion of

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

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

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

carried out (See Table 3.1).

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

threats and required activities for the site as well as levels of environmental

awareness, and relationship to the site, a household community survey was conducted.

Exhaustive sampling was used, and self completion questionnaires were delivered and
collected using door to door survey by MAICh researchers. A total of 19
questionnaires out of the 24 households were obtained (See Appendix C for

questionnaire templates).

Data was analysed using excel, results of which are presented in the following

sections. Content analysis was conducted on open ended questions using codes.

3.2.5. Local Community workshop
From the first visit to Gavdos, it was realised that local community consultation

approaches needed to be tailored to the specific context. Although a first approach of
consultation was carried out using the survey method, it was understood that the
complexities and sensitivities specific to Gavdos could not be captured through the
questionnaire, and that two-way communication methods of consultation were

necessary. The local population of the island feels isolated, is dependent on tourism
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from camping, and as such, greeted the project with suspicion in fear of it imposing
restrictions and bans. It was thus considered appropriate, following the request of
stakeholders during the first workshop as well, an opportunity, to involve the local
community (considering its small size) by organising a local community workshop,
where information regarding the project objectives, proposed activities could be
explained thoroughly, and open dialogue with the locals and exchange of ideas
obtained. It needs to be pointed out that this period, coincided with the proposal of a
protected area management plan for Gavdos, which does indeed stipulate restrictions
and bans which the local community feel opposed to, and thus the need for
clarification of JUNICOAST aims and scope needed to be made clear to avoid
opposition to the project. The local community workshop was attended by 22 local
individuals (See Appendix D for minutes and participant list) where various issues

were discussed, results of which are presented in subsequent sections.
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4. Stakeholder and Community perceptions of
Gavdos 2250* habitat values.

During the stakeholder workshop and interviews (Section 3) stakeholders were asked
to determine the main values of Gavdos. Inherent values such as biodiversity,
scientific value, and microclimate were identified. Other values such as socio-cultural
and archaeological significance were also mentioned. There was recognition of the
indirect economic value of the habitats as the reason for which tourists visit the island.
As stated by the mayor, people come to Gavdos to camp under the juniper trees.
Therefore, there is a need to manage them and ensure their protection. The naturalness
of the island as a whole, pristine natural landscapes and limited evidence of mass
tourism development was recognized as its strength, and a feature which should be
taken into account when proposing concrete actions. From interview responses, only

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

However, from the community survey it was established that there is a strong
relationship and dependency of the local population to the specific habitats. Locals
perceive both a direct and indirect economic value from the habitat (Table 4.1), where
as the main perceived value being the inherit natural heritage, followed by the natural
resources they provide. The community survey results reflect the views presented by
stakeholders at the workshop, which indicates the need to carefully consider the needs
of the local community when proposing and implementing conservation measures for

these.

Table 4.1 Local community perceived values and relationship to Gavdos

Agios

Number of respondents (n=19) Io%nnis Lavrakas | Sarakiniko
| or a family member works on the site 2 1 6
We benefit indirectly from tourism which visits the

island 1 0 3
We own land on the island 4 3 7
It has cultural heritage value for us 6 6 6
It has natural heritage value for us 11 10 13
It has educational value for us 1 1 2
We benefit from the natural resources of the island 9 8 9
It has recreational value for us 4 4 2

Visitation frequency of the local population to all sites was established as high (table

4.2)
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Table 4.2 Local population visitation frequency of 2250* sites in Gavdos
Agios
Have you ever visited : loannis Lavrakas Sarakiniko
Never 1 1 0
Once 2 3 2
Over 10 times 2 1 2
Every year 2 1 1
Many times a year 12 11 11

The different activities the local population engages whilst visiting the different sites

are presented in Table 4.3. As can be viewed locals conduct different activities and

are closely linked to the sites.

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

sites

What activities have you undertaken whilst
visiting the sites?

Agios
loannis

Lavrakas

Sarakiniko

Camping

Swimming

Pic-nic

Fishing

Camp-fire

Shell collection

NN [W[W([o ol

NININW[N |01

Trekking

11

10

Educational trip

w

=

We live there

o

RPROWW(~|d~lO|>

N
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5. Habitat Perceived Status and Trends

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

community surveys.

Worthy of attention, is the lack of knowledge of the sites by decision making
stakeholders interviewed. Out of the 16 stakeholders interviewed, only 3 had ever
visited Lavrakas site, 6 Agios loannis and 5 Sarakiniko. This poses a significant
barrier to long term management of the sites. Those stakeholders who had visited the
sites, perceived them to be in average or good condition, and that no significant
change to the status of the habitats had taken place over the last 5 years. They justified
their opinions by stating that no actions had been carried out, and therefore no change

had taken place.

The responses obtained from the community survey to the same questions are
summarized in Figure 5.1 and illustrate the differences between sites. Sarakiniko site
was considered to be in the worst condition, due to the unexplained drying out of
many juniper trees (Figure 5.2). When questioned regarding change to the habitat
status, 11 respondents stated that condition had worsened and 7 perceived no change.
Declining condition in Lavrakas and Agios loannis were attributed to pine
encroachment and competition with junipers (Figure 5.3), point also raised during the
local community workshop which require further scientific investigation and input
from other A actions, as to date there is no scientific evidence that this is an actual

threat in the area.
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Figure 5.1 Local community perceptions of condition / status of the
habitats in Gavdos

Local community perceived status of each 2250* site in Gavdos

0O Sarakiniko
m Lawakas
@ Ai Giannis

Excellent Good Average Poor/bad | don’t know

Figure 5.2 Dried juniper stands in Sarakiniko, of concern to locals
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Figure 5.3. Phenomenon of pine encroachment perceived as a threat to
habitat by locals.

Dried junipers within pines
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6. Stakeholder and local community views

regarding main threats

to Gavdos Sites.

In this Section the results from the workshop, stakeholder interviews and community

survey regarding the perceived threat to the

Tables 6.1 & 6.2.

Table 6.1 Stakeholder and Gavdos communi

2250* habitats in Gavdos are presented in

ty perceived threats to habitat

Stakeholder workshop identified threats

Local community workshop identified
threats

Uncontrolled development and
construction particularly in Sarakiniko
where there is illegal construction- lack of
local development plans

The lack of infrastructure and a plan for
sustainable development and
programming of development projects
Fire risk- and the presence of pines
encroaching within the habitat and the
perception that this increases fire risk-
coupled with the remoteness of the island
and capacity of the fire service to act
quickly in case of an event.

The lack of a protected area
management authority despite the fact
that the entire island is designated as
NATURAZ2000 site

The invasion of the pines in Lavrakas
site, causing junipers to dry out
Uncontrolled woodcutting

Overgrazing inhibiting natural
regeneration

Pressures from camping — eg trampling
erosion — but not littering as visitors
appear to be sensitive and collect their
rubbish

Uncontrolled hunting

e Competition of Pines with Juniper
trees

Property development in
NATURAZ2000 area

Dying/ drying out of Junipers in
Sarakiniko

Overgrazing in Sarakiniko but also to
a lesser extent in Lavrakas & Agios
loannis

Cutting of Juniper branches to make
souvenirs. Cut juniper wood transfer
in cars to Crete, making regulation
difficult.

Visitors braking dry branches (for fire,
accidental etc)

Fire risk due to lack of prevention
and management measures

Lack of guarding and monitoring
Lack of public awareness
Governance issues and lack of
political willingness towards actions
for environmental protection and
management

Table 6.2. Survey results of local community perceived threats to habitat

Number of households which perceived the Agios

following as threats to the habitat loannis Lavrakas | Sarakiniko
Reduced Natural Regeneration 3 2 3
One day Visitors 2 2 2
Campers 2 2 1
Lack of public awareness 9 8 10
Rubbish 10 9 10
Fire risk 16 15 14
Cutting of Juniper branches and roots 12 11 13
Overgrazing 8 6 13
Pines 3 3 0
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Of importance is to note, the fact that despite Gavdos and the specific habitats being
prime camping areas, very few of the locals and stakeholders perceived them to be
compromising the status of the habitat, despite the numerous years that such activities
have been carried out. An understanding of the actual impact of visitors was
underlined as the braking of branches — the risk from lighting camp fires. However,
the high environmental sensitivity of the majority of visitors to these areas was

highlighted.

This indicates the need for preparatory action A.5 “visitor impact assessment” to
examine whether camping activity can be carried out responsibly without causing
damage to the habitat, rather than being branded as a de facto threat. This is an
important consideration, taking into account, the dependency of this isolated
population on income from tourism and their parallel lack of infrastructure &
resources (water, electricity) which prohibits mass/ or mainstream tourism
development. Moreover, should results of A.5 and ecological investigation studies
indicate that the status of the habitats even though camped are in good condition, this
will indicate the potential feasibility and effectiveness of visitor management and
awareness raising methods, in other habitats (e.g. Chrysi island) rather than legislative

controversial banning measures.
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7. Perceived management and conservation
effectiveness

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

the environmental conservation and protection of 2250* habitats in Gavdos.

Responses from both the community and stakeholders were negative. Only one
community respondent and one decision making stakeholder perceived present
management operations as effective is of concern, and reasons behind this require

further investigation (Action A.9).

Public authority stakeholders (PS and PSL Table 3. 1) were questioned with regard to
the existing capacity of their authority to fulfill its duties in relation to the island.
National and regional level authorities openly stated not to be able to fulfill their
duties, stating barriers such as lack of information, never having visited the areas and
lack of ability to do so. Local public authority stakeholder opinion on the matter was
divided, some tending to be in agreement with regard to being able to fulfill their
duties, however, not referring to NATURA2000 management responsibilities. Others
were in disagreement stating that they were understaffed or isolated due to location of
the island, Stakeholders regarding NATURA2000 site management barriers in
general. Mentioned issues related to governance, such as unclear governance and
management structures, lack of knowledge on NATURA200 and procedures for
protected area management, as well as procedural barriers relating to understaffing
and inadequate resources. The majority of issues being subsequently attributed to the

lack of political willingness for change and commitment to environmental protection.

The majority of local community respondents (78%) perceived local authorities not to
be fulfilling all their duties with regard to Gavdos island environmental protection,
which was also evident from recommendations during local community workshop,

whereby requests for political interest in these matters was mentioned.
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This signifies the importance of Action 9 investigation of governance as well as the
need for simultaneous stakeholder and community engagement during the

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

As mentioned earlier a participatory approach to protected area management is
purported through the Habitats Directive, and subsequently a key component of the
JUNICOAST project. However, there is no information on existing NATURA2000

participatory processes and their effectiveness, and neither for this site.

Thus, stakeholders and the local community were questioned to establish whether
stakeholder and community consultation was being carried with regard to protected
area management decisions, and the extent to which they felt they were effective or
adequate. 81% of stakeholders interviewed claimed that present consultation and
collaboration between stakeholders was inadequate for the effective environmental
management and protection of Gavdos. This result is of concern, considering that at
the time of this research, the consultation period for the adoption of the protected area

management plan for Gavdos was in progress.

With regard to local community consultation for Gavdos environmental management
decision making all only 3 stakeholders interviewed perceived it to be effective, or to
that point sufficient. The remaining interviewees commented on the lack of
community consultation practice, and provision of training or the resources to do so.
This problem was confirmed through the community survey whereby an
overwhelming 82% stated Never to have been informed and consulted. This fact was
also made apparent during the local community workshop, where participant, made a
number of questions regarding the implications of NATURA2000 designation of their

land, and requests of clarification of what is, and what is not prohibited.

The above results indicate the importance of providing opportunities through
JUNICOAST to increase information provision, as well as, the development of a
holistic communication strategy and after life communication plan. These results
should also be given consideration by authorities who are responsible for the
consultation component regarding NATURA2000, and encourage them to increase

involvement and information provision activities.
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9. Levels of awareness and information provision

One of the main objectives of this action was to establish current levels of stakeholder
and local community awareness regarding priority habitat 2250* and localities in
Crete. Therefore, during interviews stakeholders were asked by which designations
was Gavdos characterized and the reasons for designation (i.e. why is it being

protected and as a result what activities are prohibited- what is protected).

What was established from the interviews was that stakeholders know designations
according to capacity, meaning archeologists knew archeological designations, port
authorities knew restrictions according to their domains legislation etc. All excluding
three of the 16 stakeholders interviewed knew Gavdos has been established as
NATURA2000 site. However, many of them stated confusion or lack of
understanding what this meant in practice and what legal implications such a

designation had.

Interestingly regarding environmental protection only one stakeholders interviewed
knew what priority habitat 2250* was. Others had not heard of this classification

before.

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

extent the habitat concept of sand dunes with Juniperus.

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

management and protection of the site.
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Stakeholders and local community were asked to specify which activities were
prohibited on the island. Awareness amongst interviewed stakeholders was in many
cases fragmented and responses reflecting stakeholder professional background. In the
case of the local communities perceptions with regard to what is prohibited or not,
(Table 9.1) it is evident that more work is required regarding clarification of allowed
and forbidden activities. What can be observed is that the majority of respondents
perceive incorrectly many actions as illegal of prohibited even though they are not by
law. Interestingly, even though camping is banned by law, only 1 of respondents
recognized this. This can be explained by the fact that they may not be aware of the
law, yet respond on experiential knowledge, i.e. that they know that camping is an

established activity on the island and a tourism income generator for them.

Table 9.1 Local community perceptions of prohibited activities in Agios loannis,
Lavrakas & Sarakiniko.

What activities are forbidden in the following Agios

areas? N=19 loannis Lavrakas | Sarakiniko
Grazing 6 5 6
Cultivation 2 1 2
Camping 1 1 1
Construction 11 10 8
Fishing 0 0 0
Fire 6 6 6
Cutting juniper branches 11 11 11
Shell collection 2 1 2

Based on the Habitats Directive, NATURA2000 sites management and status should
be subject to regular monitoring. However, based on interview results it was
established that apart from the absence of a formal management and action plan
(currently in the process of being established), there is no monitoring strategy for
Gavdos. Moreover, stakeholders all expressed inability under current conditions to
conduct regular monitoring. Of concern, is the fact that National and Regional
Authorities claimed never to have even visited the site as well as not to obtain any

information on it.

Stakeholders, presented the remoteness of the site as a significant barrier to structured
monitoring, and commented that monitoring for any protected area is an issue to the
lack of specifications, allocated budgets to do so as well as serious staff and funds

shortages. This finding has considerable implications regarding Action A.8
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specification of monitoring protocols, which although originally intended to develop
state of the art indicators to monitor the status and threats to priority habitat 2250%* it
is now clear from results, that if monitoring is to have any chance of continuing
following the end of this project, simplicity and feasibility issues need to be

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

In this section the results of stakeholder workshop, interviews, personal
communications and community survey, regarding their views on what actions should
be carried out to protect the 2250* habitats in Gavdos are presented collectively and
juxtaposed — where relevant to proposed JUNICOAST actions. Information in this
point was obtained using open ended questions to which content analysis using coding

was conducted.

Table 10.1 Recommendations obtained through different stakeholder and community
consultation initiatives.

Recommendations from Recommendations from Recommendations from Local
stakeholder workshop stakeholder interviews and community survey & workshop
personal communications

o Demarcation of the area and o Greater public awareness & ¢ Provision of more government
habitat information provision to visitors funds for environmental

o Raising awareness and (signs leaflets, announcements protection.
education regarding the on boat efc) o Creation of information signs
sustainable management and o Determination and from natural materials (eg
protection of the habitat implementation of zoning, land wooden)

o A scientific identification and use policies and environmental | e Develop leaflets which are
validation of the appropriate management plan. distributed on the boat and in
measures which should be o Guarding and regulation taverns on the island.
carried out (specific reference o Implement recycling in Gavdos e Creation of a collective fund,
was made to the Pine whose donations and incomes
encroachment) will go towards the solving of

¢ Informing and consulting the simple problems on the island.
local community and o Hiring of 2 forest guards during
authorities before carrying out the summer months

measures and actions Invite visitors to participate in
Rigorous regulation of the area. voluntary protection measures
whilst staying on the island (eg
habitat litter removal etc)

In more detail, stakeholders emphasized the need to solve a number of governance
issues, such as the clarification of land uses, determination of zones and allowed

activities, demarcation of priority habitat boundaries.

Other recommendations focused around the need for fire prevention activities, and

scientific information regarding the Pine encroachment, i.e. whether this is actually a
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threat to the juniper population, whether and what actions should be carried out to

deal with them.

Rubbish in terms of littering by visitors was not considered as an issue, as the high
environmental awareness of visitors was recognized. However, the large amount of
waste generated during the summer months, and lack of recycling on the island was
presented as a limitation. Waste collection point improvement, and recruitment of
someone to collect it, was also seen as necessary, for example in Lavrakas. The need
to minimize overgrazing was pointed out- particularly in Sarakiniko. However, means

to do so were not proposed.

Education and information provision recommendations

Stakeholders and local community respondents emphasized the need for improved
information provision and awareness raising using different methods for different
audiences. Regarding visitors, the need to install signs at all ports, to inform them
prior to the arrival on the island was proposed, as well as signs with information on
appropriate codes of conduct and value of the habitat at entrance points to the three

habitats, and one on the boat.

The opportunity of disseminating leaflets with information on designations,
protection, habitat value, and responsible visitor code of conduct on the boat and at
taverns was mentioned. The local cooperative proposed of putting this information on
the back of the map of Gavdos, thus ensuring maximum dissemination of such
information. The opportunity of playing prerecorded announcements on the boat, with
information on the nature conservation value and responsible code of conduct was

also presented.

The scope for education of younger generations, through educational and volunteering
activities was also welcomed. However, Gavdos unfortunately does not have many
children (number of students at school = 5) and thus a wider campaign including
children of Paleochora should be attempted. The willingness to volunteer of the local
population was established as considerable, as all but one of the local community
survey respondents stated interest in volunteering, indicating the potential scope for

community involvement.
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11.

Recommendations and conclusions

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

have been identified and recommendations proposed.

The local populations’ relationship to the habitat is high, indicating the need
for extensive community involvement and information provision regarding
proposed project activities.

A number of threats mainly related to overgrazing, fire risk, pine
encroachment and cutting of juniper branches are perceived to be
compromising the status of the habitats , which overall are still considered by
the majority to be in good condition, apart from Sarakiniko whereby locals
feel that it is in poor condition.

Camping, despite being widespread, is not perceived as a threat per se nor is it
recognized as illegal, by the local population. Specific visitor behaviors,
regardless of whether they are campers or not such as braking of branches, fire
lighting and littering are considered a threat.

Visitor environmental sensitivity is perceived to be high, yet no studies
confirming this have been established, in particular following 2008 increase in
visitor numbers.

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

Existing management of Gavdos environmental assets is considered as
insufficient or ineffective presently by both the community and stakeholders.
Governance issues are proving barrier to the effective management of the
sites. The need for the finalization and implementation of the protected area
management plan and spatial land use plan is considered as an essential first
step forward by stakeholders.

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

Decision making stakeholders need to visit the sites, in particular those in

national and regional authorities, as very few have, limiting their capacity to
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make informed decisions. Considering that according to Greek legislation and
governance decision making protocols, planning approvals require
authorization from regional and national authorities in NATURA2000 areas,
information provision to this target group becomes of paramount importance.

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

e There is scope for forming volunteer groups and engaging also visitors in
awareness raising and conservation actions for the habitat, in particular their
inclusion in the After Life conservation plans

e Visitor management actions need to be discussed collectively with
stakeholders to ensure their feasibility, maintenance and long term feasibility
given current absence of management authority and maintenance funds.

e Provision of visitor information opportunities and necessity of such actions
vital for the environmental protection of the habitat by all consulted.

e Waste management actions following collection, are necessary and there is
scope to investigate the potential of introducing recycling schemes on the
island.

0 Ideas proposed include provision of composting bins, battery recycling
collectors
0 Creation of waste collection shelter in Lavrakas, and provision of

funds for regular collection during the summer months.
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Appendices

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

Annex A: List of all potential stakeholders contacted for involvement

Annex B: Greek Summary of Project

Annex C: Agenda of Stakeholder meeting and invitation letter

Annex D: Participant Booklet provided at workshop

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

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

Annex G: Participant Workshop Evaluation Feedback questionnaire

Appendix B: Stakeholder interview template for Gavdos Island

Appendix C: Community survey questionnaire



