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1. INTRODUCTION

The INVALIS project aims to improve policies to protect biodiversity from the threat posed by
Invasive Alien Species (IAS). One of its main goals is to identify the dimensions and the factors that
RSGSNXAYS GKS yI {dzNT f S O 2he &stabliShvhan® of @vsivg Aleh 0 A f
Species.

The Managing Authority aims to improve the policy instrument, importing effective ways derived
from the interregional cooperation to implement new projects relevant to the protection of
biodiversity.

Under invesiment priority, interventions for the protection of environmentally sensitive (touristic)
areas (e.g. protected areas and NATURA 2000 sites) will be supported in terms of a) increasing their
resilience to IAS introduction, b) establishing an early war@aing information system, and c)
performing response actions for high priority species.

CdzNI KSNXY2NBZ YIFyF3aSYSyld &adzLlll2NI aSNIAOSAE oAt
the development of a common IAS management protocol that will outlire grocedures that
relevant staff should follow to administer all actions related to IAS management.

The region expects management of the alien species to be improved based on the INVALIS lessons
learnt in the following ways:

- Select funding priorites fdtIN2 2 S OG &4 o6 aSR 2y (KS ylFGdaNYf Syo
includes allocating more funds to interventions contrasting biological invasions in fragile areas.

- Establish collaboration schemes between research institutes, public authorities tfand
management bodies of protected areas to support the reskilling of their workforce on IAS
management.

- Develop indicators for monitoring the effectiveness/efficiency of the IAS related projects that have
been implemented.

Four main factors that canfaict the ecosystem vulnerability have been identified and reported in

Figure 1.
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Figurel. Main factors that can affect the environmental vulnerability of an ecosystem

In this context, the role of the Lombardyoundation for the Environment (FLA) was to prepare a
methodology (common questionnaire) in order to enable partners to collect information from their
stakeholders and to identify the factors that determine regional natural ecosystem vulnerability to
the introduction and establishment of IAS.

The questionnaire follows the conceptual scheme presented in Figure 1, where the 4 main factors
affecting ecosystem vulnerability are considered in the first 3 sections, followed by an additional

section regarding thepecific experience of the respondents (APPENDIX 1).
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In total, 106 filled in questionnaires were collected from the seven partners, as reported in table 1.

FLA (Italy) contributed with the highest numbere$ponses (24) followed by ERDF (Spain (21), and

Greece (17). As in the Application Form reported on page 67, all partners must provide the results

of a minimum of 8 territories. Thus, when this value was not reached, data were not included in the

analysidecause they are not representative of the region.

Table 1: Questionnaire responses by INVALIS partner project. *minimum number of questionnaires not reached

Number of questionnaire

Partner Acronym | Country %
responses
National Center foEnvironment and Sustainable NCEDS | Greece 17 16
Development
Lombardy Foundation for the Environment FLA Italy 24 23
Reg|onal Mlnls_try for the enywonment and rural, ERDE Spain 21 20
agricultural policies and territory
Corsican Agency @&nvironment OEC Corsica 15 14
Bucharestllfov Regional Development Agency ADRBI Romania 1* 1*
Institute of Science, Technologies and
Agroenvironment of the University of Porto ICETA | Portugal 16 15
Zemgale Planning Region ZPR Latvia 12 11
Total EU 106 10C

2.1 Section & General information

The first section of the questionnaire aimed to collect general information on the respondent and

which his/her role in the Assessment area (Aa) was. Most of the answers to the questionnaire were

provided by managers, technical operators or researchers.
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Authorities; NRA: National/Regional Agency; PK: Parks/Protected Areas; NGOs: Environmental NGOs; Pc: Private
companies; Af: Armed forces; Rc: Resle@entres/Universities; Ot: Other. For the acronyms of the partners, see Table

1.

2.2 Section Z Environment and environmental change

The aim of the second section of the questionnaire was to describe the Assessment area on the
basis of its ecologicaharacteristics.

Question #3 was related to the level of biodiversity in the. Baadiversity is often used as a proxy

that defines the health status of a given ecosystem. For example, in a pristine environment,
biodiversity is generally high and native species occupy all the available ecological niches.

57% of the respondents consial the biodiversity of their Aas at a high level, 35% at a medium

level, whereas and only 7% judged the biodiversity at a low level (Figure 3).
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underlined theimportance of the presence of endemic/endangered species for their natural value.

On the other hand, the presence of endangered species could also increase the vulnerability of an
ecosystem because usually these species very often require specific habmalitions that have

to be preserved.

The answers indicate that in almost all the Assessment Areas at least one endemic or
protected/threatened species is present which is an extra value for the area, thus requiring priority

in conservation efforts (Figar4).
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There are many other causes that can lead to a decredsediversity level such as environmental

pollution, habitat fragmentation and the presence of anthropogenic impacts that cause diminished
resistance of native populations to other disturbing factors. Questions #5 and #6 take these
conditions into considett#on: in all the Assessment areas, the level of anthropogenic disturbance is

medium (Figure 5), as is habitat degradation (Figure 6).
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partners, see Table 1
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acronyms of the partners, see Table 1

Habitat degradation, presence of anthropogenic irapand proximity to human activities cause
simplification of the habitat, leading to vacant niches and impoverishment of biodiversity. These
factors favour the establishment of more opportunistic species. The landscape in which the Aa is
included is cruciafor maintaining its biodiversity. If the Aa is isolated and surrounded by a heavily
anthropized territory (e.g. urban or rural), the level of vulnerability is higher compared to other
areas surrounded by a more natural context.

Most of the Aas are surrauled by urban/rural areas and this might increase their vulnerability (Q7,

figure 7).
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Mixed urban/rural Areas; PRristine Areas; Ot: Others. For the acronyms of thinpes, see Table 1

Moreover, some of the anthropogenic activities that take place around the Assessment Areas (e.qg.
commercial) are more likely to favour the introduction of IAS and alter the envirahrfeg.
industrial) thus enhancing IAS establishment. Most of the Assessment Areas analysed are

surrounded by agriculture, livestock and industries (Q8, Figure 8).
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Agriculture; Ag: Aquaculture; LF: Livestock / Farm; Cm: Commercial; In: Industries; Tr: Tourism / recreational; OtorQtiesrs. F

acronyms of the paners, see Table 1

Another important factormassociated to invasion vulnerability refers to the difficulty of access to the

Aas (e.g. lack of roads or presence of physical barriers). The more difficult the access is, the more

the Aa should be less vulnerable to alien species introduction. Moreosesr@ing to the propagule

pressure theory, if an Aa is close to inhabited centres the risk of IAS entry is considered higher.

Almost all the answers indicated that more than 90% of the Assessment Areas are easily accessible

(Q9, Figure 9) and they are alscated very close to inhabited centres (Q10, Figure 10).
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y i NB a

Climate change is another factor that affects the vulnerability of an ecosystem; it causes an increase
in temperature and, as consequence, an inceeesthe number of extreme meteorological events,
determining a major instability of the environment which in turn favours the shift of biomes and the
successful introduction of invasive of alien species.

Most of the respondents indicated that the risk &S entry related to climate change into the

Assessment Areas is considered high or medium (Q11, Figure 11).
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Presence/new introduction of Invasive Alien Species have strong direct/indirect impacts on native
species, competing with them for habitat, or food resources and predating natives or asting a
disease vectors. To contrast the introduction/reintroduction of IAS it is important to understand
what the possible pathways and vectors of introduction in the Assessment areas are. Usually, if an

area has more than one pathway of introduction, this aieeore vulnerable to future IAS entry.

10
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From our analysis three main pathways emerge, almost 43% of the respondents considered the
G! YyFARSR AYUNRRdzOGA2Y ¢ o &aSO2yRIFNEX yI (dzNT f
pathways across polititaborders) as the most relevant pathway of introduction; about 30%
AYRAOIGSR GKS aLyGSyUuAzylf NBESlIasS¢eé 2F tAg@S 2
SYGANRYYSYyld |yR GKS alFy$S LISNOSydar3aS 2F NBalLx
(intentional introduction of organisms as commodity in containment facilities and unintentionally

escape in nature) (Q12, Figure 12).
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Another source of IAS introduction can be the occurrence of occasional events such as hunting /

fishing competitions, local fairs, sport events. As an example, the introduction in Italy of the bivalve

molluscDresseina polymorghwas due to an international boat exhibition in a lake of Northern

Italy. 46% of the respondents indicated that the occurrence of a such type of events is very likely,

instead 33% indicated NO as the answer, whereas the remaining ones are not awaréabiye

of event (Q13, Figure 13).

11
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2.3 Section g Policy framework, strategic planning and management awareness

The presence of a specific legislation against the introduction of IAS and an active IAS management
can reduce the environmental vulnerability of an ecdsys Furthermore, the presence of a
strategic planning management of the Assessment Area might increase its resistancé\tsttAig
monitoring activity with efficient surveillance of the main pathways and vectors of introduction and

an early monitoringsystem are the best practices to control the invasion of IAS. These tools,
associated with a synergic policy strategy shared among public organisations, Regions and Countries
represent the perfect combination for IAS management. Moreover, the creatipnotécted areas
favours an increase in ecosystem health reducing the vulnerability of protected areas, as described
above.

Question #14 had the aim of investigating which management actions were performed in the
Assessment Areas. The most comnaation performed by the respondents was awareness raising

(49% of the total), followed by experience in control actions (29%) (Q14, figure 14).
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Early alert system; Er: Experience in eradication actio ns Ct Experience in prevention / eradamatiool Actions; Hr: Habitat
NBEG2NI GA2YT 1 gY 1 g1 NBySa NI A&AYy3IT 5YY R2y Qi 1y26T ¢$ay¥Y y2
Table 1

12
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Question #15 was strictly related to the activity of awareness raising, because khef la@areness
on the Invasive Alien Species is one of the main problems in their management. School projects of
environmental education (40% of the total) and the organisation of public events for the citizens

(23% of the total) were the main activity afvareness raising (Q15, figure 15).
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Ot: Other. For the acronyms of the partners, see Table 1

2.4 Section £ Territorial context and observed problems

The aim of this section was to highlight all seetmnomical aspects reladeto the vulnerability of

an environment to IAS that can be relevant for vulnerability assessment, from a possible conflict of
interests between environmental protection and economic interests, to awareness of the value of
the environmental and technologievelopment.Conflicts of interest (e.g. when an IAS has a socio
economic value) can influence the vulnerability of an ecosystem, because in these cases, the
implementation of control actions is more difficult.

As a general comment, it is possibleday that none of the three kinds of conflicts (economic,
cultural and social proposed in Question #16), prevails over the others. Moreover, most of the
respondents indicated that conflicts of interests did not represent a main problem in the
management ofAS. For example, only ERDF considered the level of economic conflict of interests
to be high, while cultural conflict was considered to be at a medium level only by FLA and partially
by ERDF. Social conflicts were almost always at a low level or nohprese

On the contrary, about Question #17, 34% of the respondents indicated the lack of economics
resources as the main problem faced, followed by the lack of specific policies (29% of the total), of
awareness (26% of the total) and of dedicated staff (28%gure 17).

13
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2.5 Section &, Type of projects/actions against IAS and exchange of experience

The first question of this section (Question #18) is related to the level of presence of IAS in the
Assessment Areas. If an arealieady colonised by IAS, it is more vulnerable to further invasions
due to the direct/indirect effects of IAS on native sfes.

Most of the Assessment areas present a medium / low level of IAS (77 %) and only a small

percentage (15%) a high level of IAS (Figure 18).
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the partners, see Table 1

The most common type of IAS in the Assessment areas are plants (considered as the sum of sub

areal and aquatic plants), followed by fishes and birds (Q19, Figure 19).
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Am: Amphibians; Ti: Terrestrial invertebrates; Ai: Aquatic invertebrates; Ws: Woody species; Hs: Herbaceous speciesif:u: Fung

Aquaic plants; Al: Algae; No: None. For the acronyms of the partners, see Table 1

To the question about the type of project/ actions done in Aas, respondents indicated field research

projects and risk assessment evaluation as the most common actions perf¢@2€d figure 20).

Moreover, they were requested to say whether they were informed about the budget and the scale

of the projects. These two characteristics are important for project effectiveness because they can

give some information about project sizedarelevance and thus about the possible positive results.

Half of the respondents declared that they were not informed about the budget of the projects

(Q21, figure 21), had local or regional scale (Q22, figure 22), they did not achieve a particltarly hig

level of success and that results are still under evaluation (Q23, figure 23).

mfrp mRa mAd

s

No =DK m Ot EmFrp @Ra mAd

AE I
80%

60%
40%
20%

0%

NCEDS FLA ERDF

100%

CAIdzNB Hno wSadzZ & 2F vdzSadAizy I unY a2 KAOK
project; Ra: Risk assessmé&n@ | £ dzt A2y T ' RY ! RYAYAAGNY GA DS
acronyms of the partners, see Table 1

No mDK mOt

OEC ADR-BI ICETA ZPR

ieLlS 27 acNep 28§
kKt SIratl GADS

15

Ol a
- O

LINBaSy i

A :



ﬂ l:ltl European Union
INVALIS y . European Regional
Interreg Europe :zrrnt‘ll,a‘\zrl:‘):;;:ernbardua Developrment Fund

® <50,000€ = 50-100,000€ = >100,000€ = DK W <50,000€ m50-100,000€ m>100,000€ mDK
100%

80%
60%
40%
20%

0%

NCEDS FLA ERDF OEC ADR-Bl ICETA ZPR

CAIdzNBE wmd wSadzZ & 2F vdzSadAzy | HmY a2 Kpddtkersisée Tabled | & G KS LINR 2

mEU =mNaS wReS wloS mDK BEU mNaS mReS mloS mDK

100%
80
60
40
20

0%

NCEDS FLA ERDF OEC ADR-8Bl ICETA ZPR

S

*®

&R

&

CA3IdzNBE HHd wSadzZ G& 2F vdzSaidAzy I HHY a2KAOK A& k 6| Region®S & 0!I £
{OFtST [2{Y [20Fft {OFtST 5YY R2yQl 1y2é6d C2NJ GKS | ONRyevya 27
m HIGH = MEDIUM = LOW = Under Evaluation EmHIGH mMEDIUM mLOW m Under Evaluation

100%
80%
60%
40%
20%

0%

NCEDS FLA ERDF OEC ADR-BI ICETA ZPR

CA3dzNBE Hod wSadzZ G& 2F vdzSaiAz2y 1 uoY a2KAOK fS@St 2Mmmastz00S4a a
all IAS specimens eradicated; Medium: 1As specimens still present; Low: no effect on IAS; Under evaluation: thegpfojéstt is
yet. For the acronyms of the partners, see Table 1

The last two questions of the questionnaire concerned practical information on the project, such as
the type of control methods (Question #24) and the type of techniques (Question uth).

Respondents indicated that the control method most commonly used was of a physical type (Figure
24); as the most common IAS in the assessment areas were plants, the most suitable control

technique was hand removal; in many cases (38%) the technisgek was unknown (Figure 25).
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3.1 National Center for Environment and Sustainable Development (NCEG&ece

The National Center for Environment and Sustainable Development (NG&le&ed a total of 17
responses (Table 1): most of the questionnaires (47.1%) were filled in by technical operators of Parks
or Protected Areas (Question #1) which represent 64.7% of the Assessment Areas investigated
(Question #2) (Figure 2k

Accordirg to the respondents, the level of biodiversity of the Aas was high (Question #3) and they
also reported the presence of endemic or protected species (Question #4), despite the fact that the
level of anthropogenic disturbance and habitat alteration werensidered as medium level
(Questions #5, #6).

The anthropogenic pressure on the Greek Aas was mainly due to the uses of the surrounding
territory, mainly characterised by mixed urban/rural areas (Question #7) where the main activities
are agriculture andvestock (Question #8). Considering the fact that Aas are very close to inhabited
centres and that they are also easily accessible (Questions #9, #10), the general anthropogenic
disturbance is considerably high (Figure:b.

Moreover, the respondents undkined that the Aas could be easily interested in new processes of
colonisation of IAS due to climate change (Question #11) and they also pointed out the presence of
several possible pathways of introduction of IAS, such as corridors or unintentionaserelea
(Question #12).

Related to the presence of different pathways of introduction, the respondents also reported the
possibility of the occurrence of occasional events in the Aas or in nearby areas: this could represent
another way of IAS introduction ilé Aas (Question #13) (Figureb26

After a general characterisation of the Aas, the Greek respondents were asked to describe the policy
framework and the strategic planning present in their region, how they managed the awareness on
the problem caused byAS and which kind of problems they have faced during their management
actions against IAS.

At the first question of this section, most of the respondents highlighted a general lack of
management actions against IAS (Question #14) and the main good praatioemed against IAS
ga NBEFGSR (G2 AyONBFaSR OAGAT SyaQ gl NBySaa

environmental education (Question #15) (FigurdR6
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The answers to Question #16 on the conflict of interests were not particularly reldéga our
analyses because out of 17 respondents, only two reported the presence of a medium level of
SO2y2YAO O2yFtAO00 2F AyiSNBadGs SAIKG 2F GKSY
OK2asS (GKS FyasSN aR2y Qiansiyeythedgéiestion/aRal.T A S 2 F (K
The absence of management actions in Greece was mainly due to the lack of economic resources
but also due to the lack of specific policies against IAS (Question #17) (Figure 26

The last section of thquestionnaire was related to the projects developed against IAS in the Aas.
The respondents evaluated the level of presence of IAS as medium (Question #18), which were
mainly represented by birds (Question #19). Against the existing IAS, they mainlyrpstfask
assessment evaluation projects (Question #20) with a variable budget (but most replies to this

j dzZSaidA2y 6SNBE GR2YyQl 1y26£60 6vdzSaiAzy | Hm0OI 2
still under evaluation (Question #23). Unfortunatetiye majority of the respondents declared that

they did not know which control method was used (Questions # 24, 25) (Figdre 26
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Q2 =PA sN-RA wPk wNGOS wPC mAF mRC mOt Q3 s HIGH = MEDIUM = LOW = DK

Q4 = YES m NO = DK Q5 m HIGH = MEDIUM = LOW wDK

o

Q6 ® HIGH = MEDIUM = LOW = DK Q7 mUA sRA s MA wPA uOt

Q9 mYES m NO = DK

as mAg mAq 8lF =Cm =sin =Tr =m0t

Figure 2@. Graphical answert the questions from 2 (Q2)to #9 (Q9)collected by NCEDSor label
acronyms, see appendix 1.

20



ﬂ rlA European Union
INVALIS y i o European Regional
Interreg Europe :zrrnt:,a‘\zr:::;;:ernbardua Developrment Fund

Q10 ®YES wNO = DK Qi1 sHIGH = MEDIUM =LOW = DK

- R

Q12 mir mUr mTc =»Ts sCo mUn mDK mOt Q13 mYES mNO wDK

Q14 n i ® Ss ® EA W Er mCt Qis 5S¢ mGy s Ws aS5n mPe u(z mOt
s Hr m Aw m DK m NoM = Ot

o

mEr wPo sSt s Aw =i = DK mNo mOt Qig ® HIGH = MEDIUM = LOW = DK

9

Figure 2®. Graphical answer® the questions from #10Q10)to #18 (Q18)ollected by NCEDSor label
acronyms, see appendix 1.
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Figure 26. Graphical answerérom the
question #19Q19)to #25 (Q25)collected
by NCEDB C2NJ GKS | yag
the appendix 1.
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3.2 Lombardy Foundation for the Environment (FicAjaly ¢

In total FLA collected responses from 24 Lombardy areas. The answers were mainly provided by
researchers (26%), technical operators (26%) and managers (22%) (Question #1).

Most of the Aas are managed by Public Authorities (43%) and Parks (30%) (Question #2) and they
have a medium/high level of biodiversity (Question #3), with the presence of eicff@motected

species in almost all the Aas (Question fFyure 28a)

In general, the level of anthropogenic disturbance was considered medium/low (Question #5) as
well as habitat modification (Question #6). The Aas are surrounded by rural and andas) but

also by pristine areas (Question #7); the main anthropogenic activities surrounding the Aas are
agriculture, industry and commerce (Question #&pure 28h)

Moreover, due to the closeness to inhabit centres, the easy accessibility, the effetimate
change, the presence of various pathways of introduction of IAS and the possibility of occurrence of
occasional events, all the Aas showed a relative vulnerability to new invasions (Questions #9, #10,
#11, #12 and #13Figure 28h)

The most important management actions performed in recent years have been related to
awareness raising, attempts of eradications and habitat restoration activities (Question #14). In
particular, awareness raising was conducted through school projects of environnegitedtion,

site visits with a specialised guide and social networks (QuestionFitfiye 28c)

Often, the management actions of IAS were in conflict with economic, cultural or social interests. In
Lombardy, the respondents pointed out a low level of m@mmic conflict but, on the contrary, they

highlighted a certain presence of cultural and social conflicts (Question #16, figure 27).

| HIGH g MEDIUM LOW B NOCONFLICT mm | DON'T KNOW

o

[~}

Economic Cultural Social Other
CA3dz2NB HT® C[! FtY&6SNER (2 vdzSadAaz2y ImcY daLy GKS | aabiegnaySyi
FAYAy3 G2 O2yGNBE L! {KE
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In general, the main problems that occurred during the projects performed against IAS were related
to the lack of economic resources (Question #17) that determined a mebhwntevel presence of

IAS in the Aas (Question #X&igure 28c)

According to the respondents, the main animal IAS present in Lombardy belong to the classes of
mammals and fishes, whereas for plants, there is a substantial equilibrium between woody and
herbaceous IAS (Question #19).

In order to contrasthese IAS, several different types of actions were performed, mainly based on
risk assessment analysis or field research projects (Question #20).

However, all of the projects had a relatively small budget (Question #21), on a regional or local scale
(Queston #22) and thus reached a medium level of success, meaning that IAS are still present in the
Aas, despite the actions proposed (Question #23).

The methodologies used for the control action were mainly physical (Question #24) like shooting,

trapping or haad removal (Question #2%Figure 28d)

Q2 w=PA sN-RA =Pk = NGOS mPC wAF wRC wOt Q3 ® HIGH =MEDIUM = LOW = DK

Q4 mYES m NO wmDK Q5 ® HIGH = MEDIUM = LOW DK

Figure Ba. Graphical answelt® the questions from 2 (Q2)to #5 (Q5)collected byFLA. For label acronyms,
see appendix 1
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Figure B8b. Graphical answert the questions from #§Q2)to #13 (Q13)collected byFLA. For label
acronyms, see appendix 1
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Figure Bc. Graphical answer® the questions from #14Q14)to #22 (Q22)collected byFLA. For label
acronyms, see appendix 1
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Q23 wHIGH s MEDIUM = LOW w Under Evaluation (24 uPh wCh =Bio =int = DK

Q25 aSh mTr mHr »PH mPo s DK mOt

\ll Figure 3d. Graphical answergo the

guestions from 23 (Q23)to #25 (Q25)
collected byFLA. For label acronyms, st
appendix 1.

3.3 The Regional Ministry for the environment and rural, agricultural policies and territqry
Regional Government dExtremadura (ERDF$pain

ERDF contributed to this report with 21 questionnaires, mainly filled in by technical operators
(28.6%), director (19%) and researchers (14.3%) of Assessment Areas managed by Public Authorities
or National/Regional Agency (Questions #1, #2).

In the Aas othis Region, the level of biodiversity is considered medium/high and in almost all of
them there are endemic/threatened species (Questions #3, #4). Despite those answers, which
theoretically indicate that anthropogenic disturbance should be moderate,ttinee options of
Question #5 (high, medium and low) were equally considered (Question #5). Instead, the answer to
question #6 is in line with the medium/high level of biodiversity: the results indicate a medium/low
level of habitat modification (Questior6§(Figure 30a)

According to the respondents, the Aas of the Extremadura Region are surrounded by mixed
urban/rural areas (Question #7) and the most important anthropogenic activities are agriculture
and livestock (Question #8). Moreover, these Aas asflyeaccessible and close to inhabited centres
(Questions #9, #10).
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Considering all the possible characteristics that could influence the colonisation of IAS (e.g. climate
change, presence of pathways of introduction and occurrenceo@fasional events), the
respondents evaluated the risk of IAS entry into the Aas due to climate change as medium/high
(Question #11) and they underlined the presence of more than one pathway of introduction
(Question #12). They also pointed out the occane of occasional events in the Aas or in nearby
areas as highly possible (Question #13).

In the last 5 years many activities have been performed in Extremadura, among which the
experience of eradication and the increase of awareness were considered thbdst practices
(Question #14). In order to raise awareness, school environmental activities, the use of social
networks and guided visits with expert staff were proposed (Question @Figlire 30h)

Taking into account the possible presence of conflicinterests, the respondents indicated the
presence of a high level of economic conflicts and medium/low level of cultural and social conflicts

(Question #16, Figure 29).

g B High I Medium Low (M Mo conflict (MM | don't know
i
4
2
0
Economic Cultural Social Other

CA 3 dzNB Hp® 9w5C | yas SNE (2 vdz§Said A2 ycorflist ofVteredt iyf theinfaBagemand #&tiom Y Sy
FAYAy3 G2 O2ydNBE L!{KE

¢tKS fF01 2F SO2y2YAO NBaz2dz2NOSasx 2F Of SFNJ LRE A
#17) were the main problems that were faced.

The actions against IAS were perfoaneven though the level of presence of IAS was considered

low (Question #18) and the most relevant type of IAS present in the Aas belonged to the group of
aquatic plants, birds and fishes (Question #19). Against these IAS, the most common actions were
field research projects (Question #20), even though most of the respondents did not know the
budget of the projects (Question #21) or their scale (Question #22). These projects aregiih@n

so the results are not definitive yet (Question #23) and, casig the type of IAS in the Aas, they
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mainly used physical methods (Question #24), such as hand removal for plants and trapping for
animals (Question #2%Figure 30c)

Q2 ®PA sN-RA =Pk » NGOS mPC wAF mRC mOt Q3 » HIGH ®MEDIUM =LOW = DK

)

Q4 n YES = NO = DK Qs m HIGH = MEDIUM = LOW = DK

Q6 ® HIGH = MEDIUM = LOW = DK Q7 mUA wmRA mMA wPA = Ot

Q8 mAg wmAq mLF »Cm min mTr mOt Q9 mYES s NO m DK

o> o

Figure30a Graphical answer® the questions from 2 (Q2)to #9 (Q9)collected byERDF. For the label
acronyms, see appendix 1.

29



ﬂ rlA European Union
INVALIS y i o European Regional
Interreg Europe :zrrnt:,a‘\zr:::;;:ernbardua Developrment Fund

Q10 mYES s NO = DK Qi1 ®HIGH = MEDIUM = LOW = DK

WP

Q12 mir mUr mTc «Ts mCo mUn mDK mOt Qi3 = YES = NO = DK

o o

Q14 m (i = Sg = EA = Er =t Qis mSe mGy m\Ws =Sn mPe m(z mOt

PO
@ WV

Q17 wEr mPo a5t wAw =(j = DK mNo =Ot Qils8 w HIGH = MEDIUM = LOW = DK

Y

v

Figure30b. Graphical answeit® the questions from #10Q10)to #18 (Q18kollected byERDF. For the label
acronyms, see appendix 1.
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Figure 30c Graphical answerso the
guestions from #19Q19)to #25 (Q25)
collected by ERDF. For the labe
acronyms, see appendix 1.
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