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The Human Dimensions Experience: "good practiceshare decisions,
responsibilities and achievements in environmesdakervation

1. Introduction: From conflict to consensus

In the project areas, the first stakeholder analysition (A5) of conflict and attitudes, drew
attention on the presence of tensions and situatimeating complex conflicts, while showing a
degree of consensus and positive attitudes towhedsrge carnivores issue.

The analysis was conducted with different methogiel® in the various partner countries, due to
their different nature (Institutions, NGO), withfférent levels, ability to act and decision-making
power.

The Italian Parks are public bodies, with finan@akonomy, planning ability and a very strong
decision-making power; these characteristics altbteeapply an innovative methodology in order
to manage the conflicts observed during cooperapaorcedures, negotiation procedures and
mitigation of conflicts, through ad-hoc meetingdvieen institutional and non-institutional actors,
mediated by facilitators; these meetings came taceded solutions, which took into account
investments and direct interventions on the groumahlving Park technicians.

In the case of the other partners we could obs#reelimits of their decision-making power;
nevertheless, they skillfully provided to decisimaking bodies (ministries, national professional
organizations, public bodies etc.) the essenti@vwiadge of attitudes and conflicts in the buffer
zones, with respect to the presence of the largavoaies, gained through survey methodologies
and local meetings between communities and tecdmsciin order to raise awareness and mitigate
the evident conflicts.

In spite of different methodologies, the key eleimainthe HD project actions, common to all our
partners, is the creation of new communication obln between institutions and local
communities; these communication channels wereldeed during the whole project towards a
common objective: to mitigate conflicts, to assasd to manage the experienced tensions without
interrupting the interaction process. So, even hdytbe project, all the partners, at different Isye
will not stop this process that now seems irre\obesi



2. Italy

Each Italian partner has a well-defined institusibhistory, as well as peculiar features concerning
its nature, its settlement and the socioeconompedas. Thus, as regards specifically the large
carnivores, especially wolves, we can observe te@@éneral ambivalence in the stakeholders: on
the one hand, openness and willingness, on the btral, reservations and even open hostility.
However, we can understand from other monitoregeisghat both consensus and conflicts lead to
a remarkable variety of situations. An importansule was obtained influencing with "best
practices" this framework, characterized at therbegg by conflict, unmet expectations and poor
or unclear information, along with more clearly ntiéable interests. These good practices were
based in large part on the sharing of informatiod an the stakeholder engagement in decision-
making processes. This reflects a dual objectivaitmalization of the stadial model, as regards
nature, intensity and dynamics of disputes anceaging consensus around the involved Parks: not
only and not so much with regard to their individaetions, but also as stable institutions serving
environmental protection and stimulating regionatieptial.

We have to keep in mind that a stadial model offlmirentails a three-level system: tensions,
conflict, networking. In its upward dynamic, thedial model prefigures an initial disagreement,
due to very different motivations, degenerating iat permanent tension. If its causes, effects,
procedures and time frame are not properly idedtjfand if it is not appropriately managed within
the relationship between stakeholders, it can @vahto a real conflict. The conflict, in turn,
requires an accurate diagnosis in order to putaoepproper mitigation and management strategies.

Otherwise, the arising dispute could spread, oneonto other previously existing disputes, of any
kind, so creating too many conflicts. This event eaacerbate the feelings, creating a generalized
climate of suspicion, if not preconceived hostility

The identification of the different positions arftetconflict diagnosis did not exclude, but rather
clearly indicated the opportunity to go a step Hartin the analysis of the general framework.
Under these conditions, our priority was to neigeathe upward dynamic of the stadial model, by
channeling it towards a virtuous circle: to managaflict and tensions, stopping any potential
networking.

The following figure summarize the main resultdted analysis (see also "GRANDI CARNIVORI
TRA CONSENSO E CONFLITTO NEI PARCHI APPENNINICI-Hwan dimensions-analysis
Stakeholders Report" Oct 2010)
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Figure 1. Sakeholders interviewed in the three Parks, distinguished on the base of different groups
and typologies
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Figure 2. Tensions related to the wolf presence according to the typology of stakeholders
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Figure 4. Information based on the different conflicts (Percentage of total tensions recorded in each
Park)



2.1 Feedback meetings

Before publication, the analysis results were comicated to the stakeholders who were
interviewed during local meetings, in order to e them. These feedback meetings, managed
through participatory techniques as an introductaraction C2, were the following:

-  PNGSL 16 November 2010 Valle Castellana - 50 ppdits
- PNGSL 17 November 2010 Isola GS - 13 participants

- PNGSL 18 November 2010 Assergi - 20 participants

- PNMS 23 November 2010 Visso - 60 participants

- PNATE 25 March 2011 Cervarezza T. - 20 participants

Below are the main issues that emerged from theblesk meetings, discussed in the following
participatory workshops:

- Wildlife management

- Regional tourism development

- Vacancy of institutional bodies: the Board of Diggs - Community Park

- Support services in the territory

- Listening to citizens' concerns (the proper stnategachieve some of these major goals)

So the Park decides to perceive itself as one efirtkerlocutors of the participatory action, a

stakeholder like the others. In that capacity,epresents its interests without imposing them -
maybe by legislative provision, but through dialegdiscussion, negotiation, always ready to hear
stakeholders' requests. This effort leads to tlseiltieg action, which is negotiated with other

stakeholders.

2.2 Consensus wor kshop

Following this first step the following target wasad to increase the consensus around the Parks
actions, by changing the traditional way of stakdboengagement in the Park individual initiatives
or policies and by introducing, according to thgecbves of the Project, "good practices" in order
to strengthen the large carnivores conservatiopeaslly as regards wolf and bear. The core of
these practices has been consensually identifigdthé Scientific Research and by the Parks
operators, with the launch of participatory strasgncluding:

- joint identification of actions to be encouragedetation to the needs of the territory and, in
particular, of the stakeholders, based on the ledhat, given the limited standards of
human, material and financial resources "we coolddo everything";

- joint identification of the methods and time framesachieve the identified objectives,
based on a fundamental principle of reflexivityve"try to understand what we do when we
do it, and not later, when it may be too late gintithe mistakes ";

- verification of partnership functionality, througkgular and finalized meetings, based on
the principle that "the agreements have to be msggif something did not work we have
to try to understand why it didn't";

- implementation of agreements to boost the partioigapractice at the end of the project
and let it continue in the future, also through arensecure communicative transparency,
based on the principle of promotion and dissemamatif good practice, which is one of the
objectives of the Project.

The above mentioned goals were achieved througlitd#ieers partecipativi (PW - Participatory
Workshops), organized in two steps (see aRapporto linee guida per lo svolgimento degli
Ateliers partecipativi" - April 2011):



PW — step 1: creation of the first two goals, bgntifying the range of "things that we can and that
we want to do together,” some very interesting yent issues and, within them, some concrete
priority actions;

PW — step 2: achievement of subsequent goals, wetification of the results of previous
agreements and stipulation of new agreements.

The first and the second PW are therefore weregeoteric "meetings”, but two "consensus
workshops" for the development of inclusive degisi@nd participatory actions. These consensus
workshops did not work independently of each otlwer;the contrary, they were closely and
explicitly related, and this was shown by the Parkserience. PNMS, PNGSL and PNATE recalled
in the second PW the issues emerged in the firstd?M/they publicly explained which goals have
been achieved, those which have been partiallyeseli those subject to further assessments and
finally those that were not achieved.

These consensus workshops could rely on an empa@merwhich was developed in three steps
over the course of the Action C2:

- Ex ante, through the development of guidelines iipalty tailored for the conduct and
evaluation of the PW;

- Ongoing, through analytical reports in order tovide the first synthetic elements for the
PW evaluation and to use these assessments toizgptihe next PW and the practices
related to it; in addition, between the first ahd second PW, an Intermediate Seminar took
place to compare the three actions.

- Ex post, through citizen satisfaction (Action E3high will be discussed below, which
provides a very important assessment in relationhtat has been done; at the same time, it
offers some elements to optimize meetings, acteorts future "best practices”, even after
the Project.

First set of PW.

PNATE May 10th, 2011 Bagnone - 15 Participants
PNMS Visso 13 May 2011 - 27 Participants
PNGSL 17 May 2011 Assergi - 100 Participants
PNATE Cervarezza 29 June 2011 - 12 Participants

Results of the first set of PW.

After the first set of participatory meetings thdtial hatred and distrust have given way to
cordiality and mutual respect, because the stakeh®lunderstood that they were engaged on the
same grounds and with very similar goals. During three experiences, in particular, we could
observe that: the Park must become a significaporpnity for all those who live and work there;
thus it has not to be perceived as an "enemy" ithpbses restrictions and constraints, but as a
subject that defines the framework within whichefiént stakeholders can build feasible possibility
of existence. It is interesting to underline how,some cases, the Park has been seen as the
guarantor of the participatory process. In fastrile is simple: it has to ensure the opportutaty
various stakeholders to meet.

Between the first and the second set of AP, thenma¢ietings were held, aimed at strengthening and
preparing the second event, in particular with memve stakeholder groups, which presented an
higher conflict level



Inter mediate thematic meetings:
- PNGSL Assergi May 30, 2011 - 20 farmers
- PNGSLAssergi June 9, 2011 - 10 farmers
- PNGSL July 2011 to direct discussions with farmer24 holdings
- PNGSL July 28, 2011 Assergi farmers and Author#i&8 Participants
- PNMS November 11, 2011 meeting with breeders Cugse/
- PNATE nor Castelnuovo Monti (RE) 13 October 2011

Second set of PW
PNMS Visso December 5th, 2011 - 16 Participants

PNGSL: December 13, 2011 morning - 40 livestockeas
PNGSL: December 13, 2011 afternoon -30 stakeholwfesther sectors

PNATE: May 08, 2012 Bagnone - 40 Participants

Results of the second set of PW':

For each experience, it is evident that at the regg of this journey (November 2010) the
participants questioned on this surprising attitatfithe Park (propensity to "listening"), expresgsin
strong doubts about the true good intentions orpéneof the institution and on the concrete apilit
to carry out such a major commitment. It is nowacléo all those who took part into the
participatory process, the commitment that the ek maintained over time and the transparency
of its proposal. While the Park has been able &pladive the logic of participation and discussion
along the way, it is even true that stakeholdersiooed, with their active presence, their will to
put into play their skills and find the best sabuis through the instrument of dialogue.

Concretely, the actions they proposed retraceg again, the participatory practices supported by
LIFE project: "round tables", connection betwees tbmparison among the different stakeholders /
interests and the opportunity to co-build responsesituations of tension / conflict, everyday
occurrences in the project areas.

For stakeholders, the Park is not only a privilegeerlocutor, but also a facilitator for partictpay
processes, simple guarantor of the encounter arstakgholders, or between them and the actors
who create some difficulty in the Project area.

2.3 Main resultsin thethree parks

PNGSL

With regard to the initiatives put in place by PNG&ter the Atelier, several actions have been
developed, many of which resulted from the dis@rssin the second PW of December" 13he
following are the main ones:

1) Between March and May 2012: low-impact pestisideere delivered to about 30 livestock
breeders who were interested in the anti-paras#&tment, as announced in the announcement
presented during the Atelier.

2) July-August 2012: distribution of materials taild permanent collective fences for about fifteen
farmers in order to protect calves born in the yrastto prevent damage from wolves, as announced
in the further announcement presented during teéekt

Moreover, as the head of the PNGSML appropriateipleasized, beyond the distribution of what
was agreed in the last AP, opportunities to medividual breeders have achieved something even
more important as regards "best practices", suchihas of building trust between the Park
technicians and the farmers. In fact they commuedcand fulfilled all the expectations.

3) May and July 2012: PNGSML launched a participafwactice even with farmers. In fact, three
meetings were held in Amatrice for the problemsseduby wild boars; after previous meetings,
farmers expressed the will to manage the supplindicapture, transport, slaughtering, processing
and marketing) of the wild boar with a collectivaoperative legal entity, being set up on the
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territory.

4) Meeting in July with the Coordinamento Territdei Ambientale (CFS - Regional Coordination
for Environmental) for the correct implementatiordgossible amendment of the Park Regulations
for wildlife damage control. The current inconsigténplementation by CTA / CFS has led to an
increase in tensions among some breeders. In c@aiom, a meeting with farmers, technicians and
CTA/ CFS for the amendment of the Regulationsafitdlife damage control is set for 2012

5) Also by 2012 there will be meetings between mémhns and farmers in the presence of a
facilitator, in order to face other objectives ded from the participatory process put in place. In
order to integrate more and more inclusive decisnaking processes in the normal operating
conditions of PNGSML, some selected technicians lvégltrained on participatory methodologies,
in order to create new facilitators.

6) Synergy between LIFE projects. Finally, a "gopihctice” has already called for in the
Guidelines. In fact, EU should approve the LIFE HERIE Project, announced during the Il
Participatory workshop. This project provides faidd#ional interventions in support of good
husbandry practices and of harmonization of grazegylations of municipalities and ASBUC -
Amministrazione Separata Beni di Uso Civico.

PNMS

Following the 1l PW discussions on last 5 Decembery activities were launched, including:

1) Co-funding opportunity announcement for elecfience. 16 electric fencing systems were
financed through an announcement published on (ZJ22. 19 companies applied. The available
resources, € 13.000, allowed to co-finance the fisfarmers in the ranking. The Parks did not
receive any comments or criticisms on the critadapted.

2) Approval of RECANDO program and announcementlipation. On 08/03/12 the RECANDO
program was approved (this is a network of intange of shepherd dogs) which will improve the
quality of breeders' shepherd dogs. The programagil three years and will consist of:

i. information/training activities and awarenessirgg among farmers (but also among tourists);

il. motivated selection of companies, interestethie improvement of the packs of shepherd dogs.
The selected companies will become a reference faiqualified dogs;

iii. sale of purebred puppy of Maremma Sheepdog;

iv. business consulting in order to evaluate thgsdend improve their defensive attitude.

On 08/08/2012 the Park issued a public notice to tae engaged companies to endorse the
program. Fixed deadline for 09/20/2012. The ficttvaty will start in October.

3) Carnaio of Gualdo (Castelsantangelo sul Ner&).M

The approval process of the "Carnaio" project fuhdg Regione Marche has ended and now the
execution phase started. It involves the buildihthe structure by the autumn of 2012. Some local
livestock breeders were already contacted to orgahie butchery management.

4) Synergies between LIFE projects. This partictitayod practice” was identified and launched
also from PNMS, which promoted a meeting with farsnavolved in the Life Coornata project on
05/11/2012. It is a group of 18 farmers who leaglrtocks towards potential habitats of Apennine
chamois; with these farmers, a fruitful collabavatifor prophylactic treatment of domestic
livestock was launched. Many of them were alreamplved in the LIFE + EX-TRA project and
applied for the co-funding announcement for thetelefencing system.



PNATE
After the workshop was set up, PNATE launched diffé actions, some of which derived from the
PW concerted action. Below are the main:

After the first PW concertation of Castelnuovo'Menti of 13 October 2011:

1) On 12/121/2011, the Resolution of the Board ak&ors nr. 34 approved the "Regolamento
stralcio per la gestione della popolazione del Gialg (Sus scrofa) nel Parco Nazionale
dell’Appennino tosco-emiliano tramite catture, gira abbattimenti selettivi’

2) On 01/24/2012, the Resolution of the Board afeBtors nr. 34 approved the "Programma di
gestione del cinghiale nel Pafto

3) On 10/12/2012 Castelnuovo ne 'Monti (RE) hostespecific meeting with the leaders of the
wild boar hunting in ATC RE4 Montagna, in order define operating and shared procedures
regarding wildlife management and to arrange caapmer procedures between ATC RE4 Montagna
and the National Park.

4) On 10/23/2012 the executive decision nr. 308@md the "Procedure operative per la gestione
della popolazione di Cinghiale (Sus Scrofa) nelcBamazionale dell’Appennino tosco-emiliano
tramite girata®

5) On 12/09/2012 the first wild boar control mea&stook place in the National Park. Hunters of
ATC RE4 Montagna directly participated, using thgirdta” technique, they were expressly
authorized by the Park and worked under the disegiervision of the Forestry Service. These
actions continued throughout the month of Decerabdrif necessary will continue in 2013.

6) Between the months of October and December 20Tdrrals” were installed in the protected
area of Castelnuovo ne'Monti (RE) in order to cointwild boar population. This action was
concerted with ATC RE4 Montagna.

7) As specifically shown during the second PW eotation in Bagnone - June 8, 2012:

On 12/17/2012 a negotiated procedure for the impfeation of winter monitoring of the wolf in
the national park during 2013 was launched.

8) On 01/02/2013 the executive decision nr.5 assighe charge for the implementation of winter
monitoring of the wolf in the national park durig@13.

Finally, since during the workshops the participaforocedures were identified as "good practice"
and positive behavioral pattern of the Park, pulmeetings were implemented in order to illustrate
the specific objectives of the National Park andlisten to the opinion of stakeholders. In
particular: 1 - on 12/05/2012 there was a publiecting with Tuscan stakeholders in the town
council of Villa Collemandina; 2 - on 12/13/2012pablic meeting with park stakeholders was
organized in the multipurpose room of Cervarezzan®(RE) 3 - on 12/17/2012 a meeting with
Park stakeholders took place at the headquarteéhedomunita Montana di Langhirano (PR).

2.4 How to continuethe participatory process

1) Make the participatory process with all stakeleot permanent;

2) Promote regular meetings on the two strategiads for relations with stakeholders, that's to say
- Possible conflicts with breeders and farmerspublicly face the tension, in order to make a
correct conflict diagnosis and find common solusiofor example, a common draft for a wildlife
damage compensation program, negotiation procedamdsmethods to improve the quality of
human activities management, damage evaluatiomughroeciprocal agreements that obligate the
parties to protect their respective interests;

1 “Regulation excerpt for Wild Boar (sus scrofa)magement in the Parco Nazionale dell’Appenninodi@suiliano
through trapping, “girata” and culling techniques”

2 Wild boar management Program

3 “Operation procedures for wild boar managemethéParco Nazionale dell'’Appennino tosco-emilitnirough the
“girata” technique
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- Economic and social development of the territot'g:important to understand that conservation
and development are two sides of the same coin.

3) Give prompt and public notice of the progresshefundertaken actions and, where necessary, of
their accomplishment, systematically enhancingdif€& spirit which led to those actions.

4) Take advantage of EU projects to promote syesrgimong the partners: setting up shared
experiences and learning from each other woulddpg valuable "good practices".

The whole phase C2 in Italy, ultimately, can besidered as a reflective process, a coordinated set
of best practices that, in a context of free flotvirdormation and transparent communication,
improves itself through the implementation of agraetions, their verification and evaluation.



3. Romania

3.1 Introduction

Romania is a country with large carnivore populaibut also with old traditions in terms of
agriculture, cattle grazing and hunting. The laayested landscapes provide good habitat for wild
animals as well as for human activities and settleisn Conflicts and damages are common.
Besides damages to agricultural crops and domlestgtock, some deadly accidents happened
along the time (more often in the last years, tlstmecent in October 2012). Since 1989, the
social, economic and natural environment has umaergramatic changes. Ownership restitution,
infrastructure development, competition on an imdéional market but also joining the EU and
enforcing the EU regulations are only few of theamfactors which have influenced the life of
humans and also of wildlife. The relationship betwéumans and wild carnivores has changed and
is likely to continue to change in the future. Téfere, there is an important need to manage
efficiently the relationship between the two, itrsthew economic, social and political framework,
if maintenance of rich populations of carnivoresvented. The so-called human dimensions of the
natural resources become a very important fieloetexplored in the country.

In terms of attitudes of people from local commigsitinside bear habitat, the study explored four
directions:
- Interactions with large carnivores (If they expaged or not; the kind of conflict; if they
received compensation)
- Solutions for conflicts (What should happen to @h@nal which produced a damage?)
- Perception of the large carnivores (suffering dr needed for natural equilibrium; valuable
as a species; threat to humans or vice-versa;fusthal methods for defense)
- Feelings about carnivores (how would they feehéytwould meet them in the wild — fear,
freezing horror, curiosity, hate, indifferent, syatipy).

3.2 Details of meetingsin Romania

Date | Place Number of | Description of topics Results
participants | discussed

Discussions on the issues of Main topics to be covered

damage (prevention, by interviews under
compensation), conflicts, actions A5 and A6 were
management (hunting vs. identified. Subjects for
culling), conservation, trainings on shepherd dog
8 meetings with farmers, hunters | problem bears, use for prevention and
etc. complementary feeding etc. | damage identification

were also selected. Key
issues for an efficient
BET protocol were
revealed during
discussions.

1) 15 | Batani 6 Presentation of the project | Inform the stakeholders
Sept activities related to damages about the next project
2009 prevention and donation of | steps. Start the selection
LGD. Discussion with procedure for selection of
livestock breeders regarding| the livestock breeders
donation of LGD and involved in the donation
livestock damages in the areaf LGD.
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Date | Place Number of | Description of topics Results
participants | discussed
2) 27 | Baraolt 8 Presentation of next project| Preliminary agreement o
Oct activities and discuss the the activities to be
2009 implementation of the actionsimplemented together in
in the area of Natura 2000 sit2010. Selection of
Herculian. livestock breeders to be
involved in the LGD
donation program.
3) 03 | Dalnic 5 Information about project | Selection of the livestock
Nov activities in Dalnic area and | breeders to be involved i
2009 discussion regarding damaggethe LGD donation
on livestock. program and exchange Q
information regarding
livestock damages in the
area of Dalnic.
4) 09 | Bucharest 3 Discussion with Planning of the activities
Feb representatives of Ministry of related to BET in 2010.
2010 Environment about BET
implementation in Romania.
5) 10 | Ciucas 6 Discussion with livestock | Keep contact and relatiof
Feb breeders regarding donation| with the local livestock
2010 of LGD and livestock breeders. Discuss the
damages in the area cooperation during year
2010 in Ciucas area.
6) 12 | Sacele 4 Present the project activitiesExchange of information
Feb for 2010 and highlight the | with the forest and
2010 cooperation possibilities with wildlife stakeholders fron
the forest and wildlife Ciucas area.
managers from Ciucas area.
Discussions regarding
wildlife management,
problem bears and
complementary feeding.
7) & Baraolt 20 Discussions within the Close cooperation with
8) July consultation process the Natura 2000 site
- regarding the elaboration of | custodian (Forest Office
August the Management Plan of the| Baraolt) and WWF
2010 Natura 2000 Romania.

site Herculian (one of the
three project areas). This

management plan is focused

on large
carnivore conservation.
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Date

Place

Number of
participants

Description of topics
discussed

Results

+ 5 meetings to prese

nt and discuss result of stdter analysis and
coexistence with large carnivores

of analysis of attitudes ab

put

9) 27 | Brasov 11

jul.

2011

10) 8 | Bodoc 12

sept.

2011

11) 30 | Bucharest/ | 130

sept. | Anual Forum

2011 | of Local
administration

12) 11 | Baraolt 17

oct.

2011

13) 6 | Bran, Brasov | 13

mar.

2012

The most important
conclusions of studies from
actions A5 and A6 were
presented to the main
stakeholders.

In terms of attitudes of peopl
from local communities
inside bear habitat (A6),
conclusions were framed in ¢
directions: Interactiomvith
large carnivores; Solutiorfer
conflicts; Perceptioof the
large carnivores and Feeling
about carnivores. In terms of
institutions dealing with large
carnivore issues (A5), the
study looked at
responsibilities of the
institution on large carnivore
conservation/management,
overlapping responsibilities,
expectations, partnerships o
conflicts, legislation aspects,
threats, opportunities, best

Owners are aware
prevention is better and
compensation is still harg
to get and does not solve
the situation.
elnstitutions are aware of
overlaps and conflicting
opinions. Their
1representatives
acknowledge the need fq
legislation adjustment,
scientific evidence for
sreaching a common
opinion on most
» important issues
(population level at
national level,
management or
sconservation, solution for
problem bears etc.), fasté
reaction in case of
r conflict and damage.

practices for carnivores

=

3.3 Results and discussion
The first 8 meetings had the role of investigatimg environment in the project area in terms of
people attitudes, feelings and institutional frarogklinked to large carnivore issues. They were
very useful in building the questionnaires for mtews to be used in actions A5 and A6 and also
for preparing trainings on shepherd dog use antbélae emergency protocol.

The next round of meetings aimed to bring togeklegrplayers (environmental protection agency,
hunting associations, land owners, forest admatisin units, game management control agency,
NGOs, local administration) to discuss the resatd conclusions of the surveys on public attitudes
(A6) and institutional framework (A5) and to unded potential solutions for improving
conservation status of large carnivores in theréutu

The results show that although most of the pepeteeive the bear as an intrinsic value and
important for nature equilibrium, a quite large g@rtage of people (21%) consider the bear must
be killed if it attacks humans, almost 47% sayhdwdd be removed far from the area and 12% say it
should be put in a zoo or sanctuary for the restisdife. Those who had encountered the bear have
a less positive attitude towards the animal. Thetrpeevalent feelings when meeting the animal in
the wild are fear (45%) and horror (20%). Therefdfrtolerance towards carnivores is important to
maintain, damages and conflicts must be carefulipaged (prevention rather than compensation).
In terms of institutions dealing with large carnmigassues (environmental protection agency,
hunting associations, forest administration uridegst research institute, game management control
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agency, local administration), the study explotealfollowing directions: responsibilities of the
institution on large carnivores conservation/manag@, identification of other institutions
addressing the issue of large carnivores (oventmppasponsibilities, expectations, partnerships or
conflicts), legislation aspects (efficiency, ov@dagaps), threats for carnivores, opportunitiest b
practices. The results revealed conflicting opisiamong institutions (conservation vs. hunting;
current population level; density above vs. bel@tiroum; lethal — non-lethal methods for problem
bears; complementary feeding; threats for carnsjoaed overlapping responsibilities among them.
Beside these, the legislation is unclear and icieffit (hard to apply, small effects) and the
institutions have an intricate structure and lorsgashce from top to bottom of the hierarchy. On top
of everything the institutional framework is highipstable (political influence, changing too often
leaders and strategies). All these problems makeeidch of a consensus, tolerance maintenance
and an efficient conservation of the species haatguire.

The political instability makes reaching a commooumnd among all key players a goal hard to
reach. Institutional framework but also legislatronst change in order to become efficient and
flexible and thus to be able to deal with sensitdaeies like conflict mitigation, damage prevention
and compensation, conservation of powerful and harocarnivores.

The actions within the LIFE project brought intght for the first time in Romania the new
emerging domain of Human Dimensions of Natural Reses. The presentations at local level but
also the one at the Large Carnivore Working Gnowgeting, revealed the importance of people
attitudes and beliefs and also of institutionalctionality, as key players besides the ordinarysone
(habitat requirements, hunting, agriculture, poaghiThe interest is high for continuing the
exploration of these relationships in order to ed\ke problems and find solutions for the dynamic
economic and social situation in a country with eashthe largest carnivore populations in Europe.
Transilvania University of Brasov (through both faeulty of Silviculture and the Faculty of
Sociology) intends to develop further projectshis tarea continuing the tradition of education and
research in the field of wildlife biology and maeagent.
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4. Bulgaria

4.1 Introduction

In Bulgaria the main problem faced by this actibattthe presence of bears causing damage on
human activities, and even attacking humans, hagega serious problem during the years of the
project. Especially the case of a person killeclipear in May 2010 caused an extreme conflict and
strong negative feelings and fear of the local camitres.

The objective of the meetings made in the framéhefaction was to calm these acute negative
attitudes, by replying to basic questions of peapld by showing them that they were not left
alone.

4.2 Details of meetings carried out in Bulgaria

Date Place Number of [ Description of topics discussed
participants

Gabrovo, Central Meeting with National Park rangers, farmers, faestand
24-lug-| Balkan local municipality representatives to discuss manaant
2009 Directorate 60and use of resources in National Parks.
22-set- Kalofer-Central Monitoring of bears, why and how, cooperation beme
2009| Balkan 22 Forestry and Ministry of Environment
30-set- Apriltsi Central Meeting with foresters and livestock breeders, abmmar
2009| Balkan 11 population size and dammage management
Meeting with Foresters and Park rangers aboutetibility
22-0tt-09| Kalofer 16| of bear monitoring and discussing how to improve
Meeting with Foresters and Park rangers aboutetibility
24-0tt-09| Gabrovo 271 of bear monitoring and discussing how to improve

Meeting with local people after bear caused dealduofian
and injured another person. Discussions about ptiee
measures, proper behaviour, BET interventions aual|l
23-ott-10| Plovdiv 46| management of populations.

Meeting with local people after bear caused dealduofian
and injured another person. Discussions about ptiee
measures, proper behaviour, BET interventions aual|l
24-ott-10| Sofia 27, management of populations.

Meeting with local people after bear caused dealduofian
and injured another person. Discussions about pteee
measures, proper behaviour, BET interventions aual|l
19-lug-10| Kutela 25 management of populations.

Meeting with local people after bear killed man anidired
another person. Discussions about preventive messur
proper behaviour, BET interventions and local mamnagnt
20-lug-10| Petkovo 16 of populations.

Meeting with local people after bear killed man anidired
another person. Discussions about preventive messur
proper behaviour, BET interventions and local managnt
20-lug-10| Vievo 21| of populations.

Meeting with local people after bear killed man amidired
another person. Discussions about preventive mesgsur
proper behaviour, BET interventions and local managnt
20-lug-10| Slaveyno 32 of populations.
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Date

Place

Number of
participants

Description of topics discussed

20-lug-10

Malka Arda

12

Meeting with local people after bear killed man amidred

proper behaviour, BET interventions and local managnt
of populations.

22-lug-10

Ryaka

Meeting with local people after bear killed man amdred

proper behaviour, BET interventions and local managnt
of populations.

22-lug-10

Selishte

1

[y

Meeting with local people after bear killed man amdred

proper behaviour, BET interventions and local managnt
L of populations.

22-lug-10

Taran

36

Meeting with local people after bear killed man amdred

proper behaviour, BET interventions and local managnt
of populations.

26-lug-10

Turyan

30

Meeting with local people after bear killed man amdred

proper behaviour, BET interventions and local managnt
of populations.

27-lug-10

Stoykite

34

Meeting with local people after bear killed man amdred

proper behaviour, BET interventions and local managnt
of populations.

27-lug-10

Shiroka Laka

24

9of populations.

Meeting with local people after bear killed man anidired

proper behaviour, BET interventions and local managnt

28-lug-10

Mugla

22

Meeting with local people after bear killed man amidired

proper behaviour, BET interventions and local managnt
of populations.

29-lug-10

Smolian

Meeting with local people after bear killed man anidired

proper behaviour, BET interventions and local managnt
of populations.

03-ago-1C

Starnitsa

fan

Meeting with local people after bear killed man amidired

proper behaviour, BET interventions and local managnt
of populations.

03-ago-10

Zagrajden

2(

Meeting with local people after bear killed man anidired

proper behaviour, BET interventions and local managnt
)of populations.

03-ago-1C

Davidkovo

\‘

Meeting with local people after bear killed man amdred

proper behaviour, BET interventions and local managnt
of populations.

04-ago-1C

Malevo

Meeting with local people after bear killed man amdred

proper behaviour, BET interventions and local managnt

15

of populations.

15

another person. Discussions about preventive mesgsur

another person. Discussions about preventive mesgsur

another person. Discussions about preventive mesgsur

another person. Discussions about preventive messur

another person. Discussions about preventive messur

another person. Discussions about preventive messur

another person. Discussions about preventive messur

another person. Discussions about preventive messur

another person. Discussions about preventive mesgsur

another person. Discussions about preventive mesgsur

another person. Discussions about preventive mesgsur

another person. Discussions about preventive mesgsur

another person. Discussions about preventive mesgsur



Date

Place

Number of
participants

Description of topics discussed

04-ago-1C

Pavelsko

Meeting with local people after bear killed man amdred
another person. Discussions about preventive mes,

proper behaviour, BET interventions and local managnt
Tof populations.

04-ago-10

Hvoyna

Meeting with local people after bear killed man amdred
another person. Discussions about preventive mes,

of populations.

proper behaviour, BET interventions and local mamnagnt

02-ago-1C

Trigrad

12

Meeting with local people after bear killed man anidired
another person. Discussions about preventive mes,

of populations.

proper behaviour, BET interventions and local mamnagnt

02-ago-1C

Yagodina

14

Meeting with local people after bear killed man anidired
another person. Discussions about preventive mes,

of populations.

proper behaviour, BET interventions and local managnt

13-mag-10

Plovdiv

45

Meeting with National Forestry board, Local Forgainits,

about Large Carnivore management on national |
Damage compensation and management, use of pney
measures and stimulating farmers to use them.

Ministry of Environment and local structures. Dissiong

pvel.
enti

30-giu-10

Vlahi

17

meeting with hunters and livestock breeders, ptaten
about best practices.

14-apr-11

Vlahi

Presentations on alternative tourism as way of fiterge
wildlife with local hunters and livestock breeders

06-mag-11

Oreshaka

labout use of preventive measures.

Meeting with livestock breeders and huntres, disicums

07-mag-11

Troyan

15

about use of preventive measures.

Meeting with livestock breeders and huntres, disicus

09-gen-12

Bankia

53

Meeting with National Forestry board, Local Forgsinits,

about Large Carnivore management on national |

control of populations.

Ministry of Environment and local structures. Dissiong

pvel,

4.3 Results and discussions

Initially during the meetings people were veryicst towards the presence of NGOs and MOEW.
But during time, as the meetings continued, thectfivas positive because most of the local and
national media and local people were citing theisgb/concerning appropriate behavior with bears.
The conflicts also decreased because the peopléh&lthey were listened to and they started to
follow the advises of BWS and MOEW about adequateabiors in the forest.

Furthermore, the local communities have shown dehigl of satisfaction due to the fact that they
now know whom they can to address to when they leaw®ubt or when a conflict situation
appears.

As can be read in the report of action E5 for Bulgthe conflicts between different institutions (a
reported in action A5) still exists but due to fkegal changes made in 2010 the management of
bears is now equally distributed between the Mipisf Environment and the Executive Forestry
Agency.

As a result of the stakeholder consultation protiesdVinistry of Environment also speeded up the
procedures for compensation payments (from 6 mdotabout 20 days). This very important
improvement has led to a decrease of the negaelafs of the local communities towards the
Ministry.
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5. Greece

5.1 Background information

Stakeholders engaged in bear conservation, suerrasers, beekeepers, hunters, foresters, NGO’S
etc, determine to a considerable extent the outadmaldlife conservation efforts. Public
involvement diminishes negative attitudes towarelsrs, while in the same time; this process
increases stakeholder groups’ level of awareneasserning the targeted species and the ways of
coexistence.

Negative attitudes towards bears and lack of kndgdeconcerning the targeted species and the
ways of coexistence (preventive measures and cosapien measures) consisted one of the main
existing problems provoking conflicts in the prdjacea, a problem that has been also enhanced by
the lack of communication and trust between breadsociations, local authorities, Forestry
District Departments and environmental NGOs.

Forestry District Departments were not dealing propwith wildlife management issues although
this was mainly their responsibility and this caliagriculture professionals’ and local people’s
disappointment, feeling abandoned by the statdl@duthorities, while they were also usually
blaming environmental NGO'’s for their problems witidlife.

The extensive but illegal use of poison baits leenbalso a major problem. The lack of
communication and the reluctance of both stockdeeeand hunters to discuss and find ways to
solve this problem was one of the issues that rexlbe addressed through the stakeholder
involvement meetings.

5.2 Details of the meetings

Date Place Number of Description of topics | Results
participants discussed
1/12/2009 | Cultural Approximately 40| Dr. Tasos Hovardas, | Discussion on the
Centre of participants PhD Biology presented topic. At the end of the
Kalampaka | including the the actions of the meeting questionnaires

Majors of local
Municipalities,
representatives o
local Agricultural
Cooperatives and
of the Kalampaka

project LIFE EX-TRA
while Alistair Bath,
Professor of
Environmental
Sociology in New
Foundland University,

related to the surveys
on «Stakeholder
analysis» & «Analysis
of attitudes about
coexistence with large
carnivores» were

Forestry District
Department, the
President of the
Hunters
Association of
Kalampaka, as
well as farmers,
livestock
breeders, and
members of local
NGOs

Canada gave a lecture
on the minimization of
conflicts between large
carnivores and humang
worldwide. The
wildlife-reintroduction
myth was also
discussed.

handed to the audienc
This was made in orde
to intensify the project
y efforts on these survey

D

=
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Date Place Number of Description of topics | Results
participants discussed
10 May Trikala and | 10 livestock Presentation of the Improved relations
2010 Kalampaka | breeders project actions and with animal breeders
(including discussion on several | and the Forestry
representatives of bear conservation issueservice in the project
their local including the wildlife- | area
association) plus | reintroduction myth, the
the Heads of the | compensation system,
Local Forestry etc.
District
Departments (2
more persons)
29/11/2010 Greek 5 Compensation paid by| Thessaly ELGA offices
Organisation ELGA for bear suggested a positive
of damages at livestock | improvement at the
Agriculture and agriculture /The ret evaluation procedure qf
Insurance evaluation of compensation system.
(ELGA) compensation measures
Regional due to the economic
Office in recession in Greece
Thessaly, at
Larissa
30/5/2011 | Kalampaka, | 11 The use of poison baits The stakeholder groups
Trikala and their impact on the| targeted at this meeting
Municipality ecosystem/ Targeted | had the chance to

stakeholder groups:
livestock raisers,
hunters, foresters,
representatives of othe
environmental NGO’s,
representatives of loca
authorities, Forestry
Service staff.

discuss the major
problems that derive
from the use of poison
r baits. While they all
seemed to condemn
poison baits, the
discussion which
followed the
presentations revealed
their different views
concerning this issue,
while they all agreed
that it is a problem that
can be solved only if
they work
cooperatively and if
they take certain
initiatives by
committing their
members on a series g
issues concerning

poison baits.
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Date Place Number of Description of topics | Results
participants discussed
2/12/2011 | Hunting 15 Repercussions of the | As mentioned above.
Association use of poison baits in
of the project area/
Kalampaka, livestock breeders'
Trikala attitude concerning this
Municipality issue (based on a
research conducted in
the frame of another
LIFE project, LIFE
Pindos/Grevena (LIFE
07NAT/GR/00291)/
Targeted stakeholder
group: Hunters
22/5/2012 | Trikala 60 Bear and Human. Many teachers of the

Struggle for co-
existence. The role of
environmental
education/ The
educational CD which
has been produced by
the PNGSL through the
LIFE EXTRA project,

has been presented andknowledge concerning

disseminated to the
teachers of the Greek
project area/ Targeted
stakeholder group:
Teachers

project area have beer
informed concerning
the project’s actions.
The meeting’s purpose
is for primary and
secondary school
teachers to act as
multipliers of

bear conservation
actions which have
been carried out
through the project.
Furthermore, this
thematic meeting was
also designed in order
for the educational CD
which has been
produced by the
PNGSL through the
LIFE EXTRA project,
to be presented and
disseminated to the
teachers of the Greek
project area. Teachers
were very enthusiastic
concerning the materig
included at the
educational CD and
they will definitely use

it with their students.
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Date

Place

Number of
participants

Description of
topics discussed

Results

31/7/2012

Kalampaka
Forestry
Service
offices

7

Bear Emergency
Team interventions
and the role of
Forestry Services
staff/ BET protocol
use/ Targeted
stakeholder group:
Forestry Services
staff

Forestry Services staff
learned about the BET
protocol and what actions
they should undertake in
order to deal with unusual
bear situations. They hav
agreed on contributing
with their staff in every
case that a BET
intervention is necessary
in order to get familiar
with the appropriate
technigues used from the
project’s Bear Emergency
Team. The final reason fq
that is for the Forestry
Service to be able on the
long term to deal with
every unusual case that
bears are involved.

After this meeting a bear
incident in the project
area, activated this
process., because of a bear
that repeatedly caused
damages. Project's BET
and forestry service staff
stayed for 3 days and
nights in the area
cooperating in dealing
with this situation.

[¢2)

=

28/9/2012

Pyli, Trikala
Municipality

Human-Bear conflict
management/ The
effectiveness of
preventive measures
regarding bear
damages/
Management of
bears approaching
human settlements/
Targeted stakeholde
group:
Representatives of
local authorities

The meeting’s purpose
was informative
concerning the preventive
5 measures available and at
the same time local
authorities’ representatives
agreed on putting pressure
on the State concerning
subsidies for electric
rfences purchase, while
they have also agreed on
distributing informative
brochures that were
produced through the

project.
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5.3 Main Results
* Improvements in the quantity and quality of infotioa stock breeders get for
compensation systems and damage prevention methods.

* Relations between CALLISTO, KENAKAP, the local Fsiry District Departments,
farmers, stock-breeders and hunters have beerasitiadlyy improved in the project area.
Forestry District Departments are willing to enadonsanagement techniques concerning
wildlife (e.g. during the project there was clos®geration between CALLISTO’s project
team and Forestry District Departments in two cagea bear trapped in a wire loop at
Oxyneia (Trikala Municipality) and b) a bear thapeatedly caused damages at Prodromos
(Trikala Municipality)). The National Competent Siees (Ministry of Environment,
Forestry Service, etc.) understood the need to geapeoperly human/large carnivore
conflicts. The adoption of the BET protocol is aywenportant step forward.

* The Greek Organisation for Farmers Insurance (EL@#A)erstood the need of prevention
methods and has started to plan application — ¢ia&support to such measures (LGDs,
electric fences).

* Improvement of trust and cooperation between stalkleh groups (stock breeders
associations and hunter clubs in the area)

5.4 Difficulties encountered and lessons lear ned

Although local authorities and Forestry Districtdaetments understood the need for a more
effective wildlife management, they don’t alwayvéahe resources in order to respond in every
problematic case that a bear is involved.

Although people do appreciate the process of theolvement in decision making and they want
to take part at the solution of their problemss ikia very long and time consuming method. All
stakeholder groups are sceptical in the beginnmaoaly when meetings and interest for their
problems lasts, they begin to cooperate. Stakeholthie/e to commit to participate in order from
this method to be successful and this is the désethe end of this project at least in two cases
because of the BET Protocol that is under ado@mhbecause of ELGA commitment to support
financially preventive measures.

5.4 How the action will beimplemented after the end of the project

The action will be continued by CALLISTO and KENAWAas well as the Forestry
Service/Ministry of Environment. The latter has eemmitted to undertake specific consultation
activities in the framework of implementing the B&mergency Protocol during the meeting held
in Athens, 4 December 2012.
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6. General conclusions

6.1 Discussion of methods

One of the first lessons was that whereas in tharphg phase of the action the plan had been to
use a common method in all the project areas, $t napidly seen that this was not feasible. In fact,

the socio-economic, legal, naturalistic and gedugjigd conditions were so different between the

four project countries that it became immediatédacthat in each country a common approach had
to be adapted to local needs. Once this was umdeksthe help of specialists in each country has
helped to adequately point out specific problemisetidaced in the consultation process.

Another important lesson was that the concrete ptaaning of a stakeholder consultation process
is almost impossible. This is due to the fact thefore the beginning of the process the real extent
of different problems experienced by the stakehotgteups is not known. It is likely that during
the consultation process new problems appear, wdaohot be ignored. The same is to be said for
the participation. It cannot be estimated in adeamow many people will want to get involved in
the process, representing how many stakeholdempgretc. And since the timing of consultation
meetings is strongly influenced by the willingne$she stakeholders to participate, also this canno
be planned ahead.

Finally, one more thing that cannot be foreseetménoutcome of the process. In past experiences it
has happened repeatedly that meetings with statkefsolvere planned in order to agree on damage
prevention strategies, but then in the discussioteme out that the real, more urgent problems for
the local groups were other ones, such as lackradfing infrastructures. Therefore, in order to
mitigate conflicts the final solutions were diffatehan was initially planned.

All these uncertainties suggest that a stakehotagrsultation process should be faced with
sufficient flexibility in order to allow the adeqieaparticipation and solutions to develop.

In Italy, an analytical and operational method, doh®n qualitative factors, allowed to move

towards the institutionalization of the participgtoprocess and the formal engagement of
stakeholder groups. Through a methodology basegduiic debate at an informal level, it was

possible to implement concerted and institutioraliagreements. Thus, all involved parties could
acquire more skills aimed at a coexistence betweermuman activity, carried out in the protected
areas, and conservation needs, in particular asdeghe wolf.

In Romania, the partner has chosen more traditipagicipatory practices for the economic and
institutional stakeholders, in order to create nesmmunication, information and discussion
channels. Here too, this methodology has led tasaethination of good practice as regards
agriculture and breeding management and preventdngch promote coexistence with large
carnivores such as bears. It is very important datioue to research and to implement new
scientific methods regarding a participatory wilellmanagement.

In Bulgaria, the partner played a fundamental etimcal and inclusive role - mainly to local
communities, involving the main stakeholders inlllear management (formalizing working groups
in BET) and creating new communication channel& wite Ministry of Environment, in relation to
such issues as compensation measures and prevergasures.

In Greece, a complex scientific method, based mainlthe analysis of quantitative data, allowed a
more concrete involvement of national and localitaons, as well as of local stakeholder groups,
ensuring a permanent negotiating table in ordéade the most complex and conflicting issues, by
opening new communication channels, facilitated pioehoted by Greek partners.

These different methodologies were applied by subjeith different legal status that led to very
similar overall results. The non-standardizatiorthaf scientific method in the Human Dimension
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stems from the social, legal, legislative and eooicaccomplexity of those who promote it and of
the communities that implement it. The assessmesthod goes in the same direction. The
common factor remains the inclusiveness, the listgrthe high ability to interact and to aim at
environmental governance strategies.

6.2 Added value of the partnership in the Human Dimension

Despite the diversity of the methods applied astetein the project activities related to the Human
Dimension, the partners reached one sole objectiweflict analysis and difference of opinions
among the different stakeholder groups (econonucia§ institutional, etc. ) and the consequent
opening of inclusive and effective communicatioramhels related to the participatory wildlife
management, as well as the promotion of a new @vebmmunication and relationship among the
different stakeholders.

In all the countries, the most satisfactory reaas the launch of a process which is unlikely tib, ha
because of its strategic importance in the largeizares conservation.

The added value of the partnership is thereforeitense dialogue for the verification of the
different methodologies and of the results.

The stakeholder analyses were very useful and arevelty in project areas. The possibility to
extend such studies also at regional or natioval ivould be strongly desirable, not only to know
the attitudes of people across the entire counityalso to assess the maximum accepted carnivore
population level by the human population. But itlisar that modern sociological research methods
should be used in terms to assess the potentialofdtict on different management strategies and
policies in the field of large carnivore consergati
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Annex — sample lists of participants
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NATURA 2000

Progetto Comunitario LIFE 07/NAT/IT/000502 “Improving the conditions for large
carnivore conservation — a transfer of best practices” — EX-TRA

I PARCO NAZIONALE DEL GRAN SASSO E MONTI DELLA LAGA

Gran Sasso
onti‘dulla Laga

Nell'ambito del percorso partecipativo avviato
organizza

il terzo incontro
de

IL PARCO IN ASCOLTO

il giorno

13 Dicembre 2011, dalle ore 15.00 alle ore 18.00

Presso la sede dell'Ente in via del Convento ad Assergi

Per la promozione di momenti di dialogo e partecipazione attiva a
favore della valorizzazione del territorio

Facilitatore: Davide Tamagnini

Interverranno il Presidente del Parco Dott. Arturo Diaconale, il direttore
dott. Marcello Maranella ed i funzionari dell’Ente

- 2 Y '1«~ ) \‘}
s = e / X7 '
. R J &= =Z (@AGlito
i APPEN’HINO ! -




	C2 Annex.pdf
	22_5_2012.pdf
	22_5_2012
	22_5
	22_5_b





