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Final report

1. Introduction and general background

The study is part of the Buna Delta Protection Projecisggoal is to ensure the lorigrm
conservation of species and habitats in the Buna River Velipoje Protected Landscape
(BRVPL) with particular enphasis on halting or significantly reducing unsustainable
development and water abstractidhis research aims tmk local economic activities with
preserved coastal and wetland habitats in BRUBIhg the livelihood approach to assess the
sociaecononic condition in Bunavelipoje in relation to natural resources dependency.

This is a qualitative and social approach, allowing understanding the community and
household development strategies, with drivers and dynamic of changes. This approach is in
line with the project objectives (protection of the area while ensuring enhanced livelihood),
TESSA method (qualitative method) and Albanian decentralized planning process (Local
development planning of Shkoder Municipalitly).order to address Soelconomicissues

and human welbeing, sustainable tourism and land use practices will be introduced and
promoted.

The diagnosis will aim at better understand, within the Buelgoje context, Albania
policy, and governance systems and-segional influence, theommunity and households
sociaeconomic situation, trends and preferences. The analysis will focus on which groups,
and how groups depend (advantage, benefits or constraints) on all types of capitals with a
focus to natural capital and resources, includisgsystem services (synergy with TESSA
approach). This approach plays an important role in the poor category, and because of the
weak understanding of the links between ecosystems services and their impact on the
environment is one of the reasons why trsupis marginalized (Agarwala et al., 2014).

To specify which groups depend on which resources and the level of use/management of
resources by the group, the Household approach will require the desegregation of the survey
by poverty/Wealth group and Kkey livelihood profiles. Poverty/wealth situation will give

the nature and capacity of the household to use/manage natural capital in relation to their
househol dbés assets (human, financi al |, physi
indicate he key, preferred or alternative economic patterns and relationships with natural
resources. In fine, this approach will allow the project to better design and target its actions.

The objectives of the study are to understand the Smdmomic situationtrends and
dynamic, with a focus on the importance of livelihood nature dependency. It should focus on
the identification of the targets groups and their relation with habitats and natural resources.
(local population, local authorities, decentralizedt@es; universities, civil society, the



private sector, visitor) and also to identify beneficiaries of thieames and users of the
results (knowledge, awareness, influence, decisimaking like Municipality,
RAPA/NAPA, project, village representativescgtand evaluating their effect on local
people welbeing.

2. Sustainable Livelihood framework

A livelihood comprises the capabilities, assets (including both material and social resources)
and activities required for a means of living. A livelihood is amstble when it can cope

with and recover from stresses and shocks maintain or enhance its capabilities and assets,
while not undermining the natural resource h@gambers and Conway, 1992).

The Sustainable Livelihood Approach (SLAJrovides an understding of the lives of poor

and marginalized people by offering a means of poverty redactidgarwala et al.,
2014).The framework consists of context (shocks, treratsl seasonalitgand livelihood

assets), livelihood strategies and livelihoods outcorff&soones, 2009)ivelihood is
sustainable if it can access assets, cope with and recover from stress and shocks, maintain and
enhance its capabilities and assets, and provide sustainable livelihood to future generations
(Chambers and Conway, 1992).

0
l g » more income
H ) :>
Vulnerability E  wincreased
N @A ... : POLICIES, R well-being
S N Influence T
& Shocks eaiin : INSTITUTIONS o lndicad
BTends WY """ AND o Vvulnenability
¥ Seasonability PEF <3 PROCESSES g 8 improved food
\ | security
5 v mor;f su;talnable
Yoy use of NR base
H = Human Capatal .
N = Natueal Capital I
F = Financial Capital
§ = Social Capital
P = Physical Capital

Figurel: Sustainable Livelihood Framework (Source www.fao.org)

The assets in the framework include natural, social, physical, human and financial capital and
are called factors of production (Theresa and Cramm, 2BBR)ral capitali the natural
resource stocks (soil, water, air, genetic resources, etc.) and environmental services



(hydrological cycle, pollution sinks, etc.) from which resource flows and services useful for
livelihoods are derived, economic or finanatapital i the capital base (cash, credit/debit,
savings, and other economic assetgluding basic infrastructure and production equipment
and technologies) which are essential for the pursuit of any livelihood strategy, human capital
T the skills, knovedge, ability to labor and good health and physical capability important for
the successful pursuit of different livelihood strategies, social capisdcial resources
(networks, social claims, social relations, affiliations, associations) upon wlogthepdraw

when pursuing different livelihood strategies requiring coordinated actions, savings, bank
credit, remittances or pensions (Ellis and Allison, 2004).

The importance of policies, institutions, and processes cannot be overemphasized, because
they @erate at all levels, from the household to the international arena, and in all spheres,
from the most private to the most public. They effectively deteradicesgto various types

of capital, to livelihood strategies and to decismaking bodies and seoce of

influence) terms of exchangeetween different types of capitals, aetlirnsto any given

livelihood strategy (DFID, 2000). Policies, institutions, and processes have a direct impact on
whether people are able to achieve a feeling of inclusidrnwaeil-being. Because culture is
included in this area they also count for ot
doned in different societies (DFID, 2000). F
access to assets and influedegision making processes

The vulnerability context frames the external environment in which people exist. Critical
trends as well as shocks and seasonality, over which people have limited or no control, have a
great influence o0n ntghewigel agaiabilityl of agsets. iN¢t alloftlee a n d
trends and seasonality must be considered as negative. Vulnerability emerges when human
beings have to face harmful threat or shock with inadequate capacity to respond effectively.
The difference betweatisk andvulnerabilityis of crucial relevance for assessing causes of
poverty. A risk is defined as the likelihood of occurrence of (external) shocks and stresses
plus their potential severity, whereas vulnerability is the degree of exposure to riskl(hazar
shock) and uncertainty, and the capacity of households or individuals to prevent, mitigate or
cope with risk.

Livelihood strategies comprise the range and combination of activities and choices that
people make/undertake in order to achieve their ligelihgoals. It should be understood as a
dynamic process in which people combine activities to meet their various needs at different
times. Different members of a household might live and work at different places, temporarily
or permanently. (DFID, 2000) &lihood strategies are directly dependent on asset status and
policies, institutions and processes. Hence that poor people compete and that the livelihood
strategy of one household might have an impact (positive or negative) on the livelihood
strategy ofanother household.

Livelihood outcomes are the achievements or outputs of livelihood strategies, such as more
income, increased welleing, reduce vulnerability, improved food security and more
sustainable use of natural resources. When thinking abelihbed outcomes, the aims of a
particular group, as well as the extent to which these are already being achieved, has to be
understood.



3. Methodology

3.1 BRVPL Study area

Buna River Velipoja Protected Landscape (BVRPL) is a protected area that covers 23,027
hectares, which is 5% of the total Protected Areas in Albania. The park is located in the
northwest of Albania and is in the border with Montendgwahe west), Lake Shkodra (to

the north) and the Adriatic Sea (to the south).
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Figure2: Location of BRVPL

BRVPL was declared a protected area in November of 2005 and is known for its high

bi odiversity. The | andscape contains a wvar.i
species and some of the most important animal speci&siriope. Here we can mention
Sturgeon (Acipensesturio), Phalacrocoragygmeus, jackal (Canis aureus) and the globally
endangered species European otter Lutra Lutra. The area is covered by Mediterranean
vegetation, where the endangered species Englisttadecus robur) can be found there.

The management of the area is done by the combination of local and governmental
institutions. Keystakeholders involved in BRVPL are PA communities and landowtigils,
society mostly represented by environmental NG@searchersand academics, business



operdors | ocal government and municipalities

together with statAgencies (Ministry of Tourism and Environment (MTE); National
Agency of Protected Areas (NAPAYinistry of Finance and Economy (MFBYinistry of
Urban Development (MUD); Ministry of Infrastructure and Energy (MMnistry of
Agriculture and Rural Development (MARD) and Management PAs uiiit&€).combination
and collaboration of all these stakeholders angcial for sustainable development of
livelihoods based on natural resources and the conserdtmodiversity in the area.
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Figure3: Map of BRVPL
3.2 Data collection

Data collection was realized through primary and secondary atatysis. Primary data
analysis was gathered through face to face interviews, using ssgeantured questionnaire.

The questionnaire used both open and close question and three categories were included in

u



the interviews:) Local Peopldhat leave or wie involved in socieeconomic activities in the

BRPL (rural communities, private sector, etc.),Lical institutionsnvolved in the BRPL

(local authorities, municipality, NGO, universities), BRPL Visitors and tourist8ased on

these categories fotypes of interviews were conducted; Household questionnaires with 144
numbers of respondents; 2 community questionnaires (focus group) one inland and the other
coastal; 14 institutional questionnaires and 40 visitor questionnaires.

Focus group was therfis t step we implemented in the f
representants from local communities were realized; one in the coastal area and one inland.
The data from the communitiesdé questionnair
BRVPL, main charactestics, issues, assets of the area, different activities that households

use to support their livelihoods, difficulties, and problems they face in their everyday life.

The number of the participants in the FGs were 6 participants in coastal area 6 @ anale
female), and 10 participants in land area (9 men and 1 female). In both of them, female
representation was low compared to the male one. The representants had a different economic
profile, like farmers, salary, business, livestock, tourism, baatnemtts, hotel, students,
retired, jobless, seasonal worker, gatiployment. This makes the interview even more
interesting and with a large variety of answers and information for our study.

Visitor questionnaires were the second one to be realized leetta@idourism season was
ending, but due to our surprise, the visitors were still coming in the area, especially in the
coastal part. The duration of the interview was 20 minutes on averageatmosphere of the
collaboration was quite good and the st were very happy to share their opinion with us.
The main objective of the questionnaires was to get general information of visitors perception
on BRVLP or the visited part of BRVLP, pointing out the key criteria and elements of their
decision to visithe site and being satisfied after the visit, and identifying in this way what
has been perceived as positive and less positive during their visit.

Household questionnaires took the majority time of the fieldwork. Its main objective was to
understand the iMelihood components, functioning, and strategy of each specific
socioeconomic group, assessing the nature and the level of use of natural resources,
weighting them directly or indirectly in their overall production or income. The duration of
one householduestionnaire was on average of 1 hour and 15 minutes.

Institutional questionnaires were realized the last since we have to communicate the persons
in advance and leave a meeting with them. The objective of this questionnaire was to get a
general view othe institutional role and in BRLP and their perception about protection and
development issues, also to identify key institutional stakeholders that may participate in the
project implementation, or be consulted during participatory activities. The tinagiah of

the questionnaire was 30 minutes at least.

Survey data were collected in October 2018. The fieldwork was realized by eight
enumerators, which were trained for one week and after that tested and observed on site.
They worked on pairs, one girl @one boy; one asked the questions and the other takes notes
and observed the living condition and household situation, so we could get as much



information as possible. Secondary date collected through the review of different kinds

of literature like legal documents, academic and research papers, internet, journals and
publications of national and international
research and the study area.

3.3 Criteria

Three main types of criteria were taken into accouninduhe selection of the respondents

for the questionnaires, in orderpeesent the high diversity of the so@oonomic situation

and its relation to natural resources, the benefice and the interest on the ecosystem
servicesGeographic localization, SaxEconomic conditions (or poverty/ wellbeing) and

the Livelihood profile.

Geographic localizatiowriteria were used for communities, households and visitor
interviews, while forinstitutional interviewghe location was determined by the respondents,
usually in their working office or environment. The total number of interviews realized with
local institutions were 14, where 2 were realized with representatives of Shkodér
municipality, 1 with a representative of RAPA, 5 with representatives of vill@&gesastal, 3
inland), 3 with representatives of NGO and 3 with representatives of universities.

Community interviewsere realizedne in the coastal areawith representatives from
tourism value chain (agencies, restaurant, hotel, guesthouse, boatithresport fishing,
fishermen, tourists, etc.) awme inland with their representatives (subsistence and
commercial farmers, livestock herders, inland fishermen, business, salary employee, seasonal
employee, artisans, secondary residence owners, hodsehelying on pensions and
remittance, visitors, etc.).

Household interviewsere realized in 24 villages inside the BRVPL which cover the
majority part of the area so we could have a better view of the situation and the main activity
based on natural resces, their usages, and benefits. In total 144 interviews were conducted
which correspond to a number of 6 interviews per villages. A total number ity
interviewswere realized; 10 interviews inland in BRVPL with visitor/tourist (forest, marsh,
bicycle trails, bird observatories); 15interviews with beach tourist and 15 interviews with the
educational visitor. Since there were no educational visitors at the tourist center, we realized
the interviews with thechool that had visited the site recgrahd conduct the interviews at
schools area with teachers and scholars.

The second main criteria used were SueiecEconomiePoverty/weHlbeingcriteria,which

was used only for local people household survey. So, 25% or 36 of the interviews were
conductd with poor SocieEconomic condition households, which can be defined
ashouseholds that are not in the position to save money and can only cope with food
sufficiency and basic needs in a normal year, and in a bad year, households active members
need to fnd an economic alternative. 50% or 72 of the interviews were conducted
with medium SocieEconomic households which can be defined@sseholds that are in the
position to progressively save some money, ensure food and basic needs every year but have
diffi culty to invest in the significant marketiented economy (tourism, trade, commercial
agriculture, and fishing, etc.)

While the other remaining 25% or 36 of the interviews were realizedweillhoff families,

which can be defined dmuseholds that havaready acquired several assets (food security,

7



good quality houses, vehicles, etc.) and get enough income to maintain and develop assets as
well as to invest in other assets.

The third criteria that were implemented as the main selection criteria fdr geoale
household survey was thévelihood profile We have estimated about 15 possible key
Livelihood groups covered by a minimum of three interviews; Pension and Remittance based
economic livelihood); Salarpased economic livelihood (private or publicSelf
employed/small business/trader/Transport/Taxi etc.; economic livelihood; Seasonal and
temporary workers (agriculture, construction, etc.); small job opportunities based economic
livelihood; Medium/big entrepreneur, business, company; Tourism deased livelihood
(restaurant, bar, house, and car renting, tourist operator/agency, etc.); Artisans; Permanent
commercial and intensive crop business Liveliho®&rmanent commercial and intensive
Livestock (Cattle. Goats/sheep, poultry, pigs); Permafaenily agriculture and/or livestock,
Permanent commercial fishing (Sea, River, Laguna,-fésms); Tree, orchard, flower
nurseries; Agregprocessing; Mix Livelihoodigriculture-Non agriculture Livelihood; others)

Figure4: Villages were the householdsagtionnaires were conducted






























































































































































































































