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Introduction

Transboundary in Europe
Future of the TransParcNet

Handrij Hartel

Bohemian Switzerland NP,
Czech Republic
h.hartel@npcs.cz



First transboundary protected area:

1932 Pieniny nature reserve (today a national
park) between Czechoslovakia (today
Slovakia) and Poland



Background

Challenging time: 1990th of the 20th century
Political changes

-end of the iron-curtian

- splitting to smaller countries

(Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia).
-New bilateral PAs: Bilé Karpaty/Biele Karpaty



Challengin time: 19 of th 20th century
Political changes enabled

1) New level of cooperation between existing
transboundary PAs (Karkonosze 1959 /
Krkonose 1963)



Political changes enabled
2) New transboundary PAs

a) Completely new PAs

b) Or up-grade from Protected Landscape to National
Park:

ba) at one side: example:
Bavarian Forest NP / Sumava PLA —~ NP




Political changes enabled

2) New transboundary PAs

a) Completely new PAs

b) Or up-grade from Protected Landscape to National Park:
bb) at both sides: example:
LSG (PLA) Sachsische Schweiz — NP Sachs. Schweiz
CHKO (PLA) Ceské Svycarsko —— NP Ceské Svycarsko




Political changes in 1990t
Mutual support through establishment of new NP:
- 1990 Saxon Switzerland (Sachsische Schweiz) NP




Mutual support through establishment of new NP:
- 1991 Podyji NP (CZ)

-2000 Thayatal NP (A)




Several crucial documents

1994 Parks for Life — transfortier protected
areas: priority project 22

Parks for Life 97
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Several crucial documents
Brunner R. (1999):

Parks for Life: Transboundary Protected
Areas in Europe. IUCN & EUROPARC




Several crucial documents

Cerovsky Jan (ed): Biodiversity conservation in
Transboundary protected areas in Europe.

Chribska , Czech Republlc 1996
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Hentschel W. & Stein J.: Experience from the Bohemian-
Saxonian Switzerland — Suggestions for a transfrontier
cooperation in Europe (1996)

1. Tranfrontier cooperation in nature conservation cannot
be prescribed by decree ,,from above”, but should grow
step by step ,,from below”

2. Transfrontier cooperation in nature conservation has to
be wanted and supported politically.

3. Transfrontier cooperation is feasible only when equal
partners are involved

4. Transfrontier cooperation requires mutual
understanding in one language



Hentschel W. & Stein J.: Experience from the Bohemian-
Saxonian Switzerland — Suggestions for a transfrontier
cooperation in Europe (1996)

5. Transfrontier cooperation should involve the entire scope
of the protected area objectives and has to be oriented
towards constructive results

6. The acceptance of sustainable transfrontier development
of tourism by the nature conservation authorities should not
necessarily lead to the oppening of border-crossings in the
core zone of the protected areas

7. Transfrontier protected areas should unite not only
nature, but also nations



L.S. Hamilton: Transborder Protected Area Cooperation
(1996)

Benefits
Problems

*Language barriers may have to be overcome for effective
communication

* The same level of political commitment may not exists on
both sides of the border, and this will foster a ,weaker
partner-dominant partner” situation

e The structure and degree of professionalism existing in the
different agencies may make for difficulty in achieving a real
twinning of equal partners

 When two countries are at different stages of economic
development there can be some incompatibility of goals
(e.g. Strict nature protection versus sustainable
development)



EUROPARC’s 2nd TransParcNet Meeting
27 to 30 April, 2010 in llimitz, Report by Sigrun Lange

*HOW TO OVERCOME BARRIERS (BARRIERS IN PEOPLE’S
MINDS, LANGUAGE)?




*HOW TO INCREASE PUBLIC ACCEPTANCE?




HOW TO OVERCOME DIFFERENT LEGAL REGULATIONS IN
ORDER TO ACHIEVE A JOINT

MANAGEMENT?




HOW TO ENSURE SUSTAINABLE FINANCING?




What has changed, what is the progress in
transboundary conservation in Europe

since 1994 (launching Parks for Life)?

« External changes: EU enlargement,
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What has changed, what is the progress in
transboundary conservation in Europe

since 1994 (launching Parks for Life)?

« External changes: Schengen area




What has changed, what is the progress in
transboundary conservation in Europe

since 1994 (launching Parks for Life)?
*New transboundary PAs have been established

* Some PAs became higher protection status thanks
to the transboundary cooperation

* Transboundary cooperation became more
sofisticated, formalized, intensive, etc.



*EUROPARC's 'Transboundary Parks - Following Nature's
Design' initiative as a unique evaluation, verification and
certification system that aims to promote and facilitate
transboundary cooperation between European protected
areas
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http://www.europarc.org/what-we-do/transboundary-parks/what-we-do/following-natures-design
http://www.europarc.org/what-we-do/transboundary-parks/what-we-do/following-natures-design
http://www.europarc.org/what-we-do/transboundary-parks/what-we-do/following-natures-design
http://www.europarc.org/what-we-do/transboundary-parks/what-we-do/following-natures-design
http://www.europarc.org/what-we-do/transboundary-parks/what-we-do/following-natures-design

Some challenges persist...

Incompatibility in law, zoning, management plan...

However, as was said already in 1996:

Tranfrontier cooperation has to grow step by step ,from
below”.

Important is to built a ,,joint identity” accepted by general
public, regional municipalities, etc.




Example from Saxon-Bohemian Switzerland :
Joint corporate design

Accepted by:

- Both NPs

- Both PLAs

0' ) :
5 L §
ve - -
\
*
*
.Pirna ‘.

»
i
Sebnitz \es
,l [
*
” o MikulaSovice

*e

/ .,
Kanigstein : ~..

Stadt Wehlen\,

Bad Schandau

W
Os%q )

WEIZ Hrenskof L_

Grosser Zschinsiein o

580
cumm s

»
.
o &
+ ns 1 .
- ./ ‘L ) ‘OH ®
* . CHRANENA KRAJINNA 0BLA = ’

K
13 p{?"fo
Décinsky Snéznik "C‘e
722

o By
e
wa* -,

® Sluknov

Wigi hora

Kréasna Lipa

.
! Ceska Kamenice

2 .
A = SJilove Dégin




Example from Saxon-Bohemian Switzerland :
Joint corporate design
Accepted by:

- by tourist associations:
- Tourismusverband Sachsische Schweiz, Klub ¢eskych turistU




Example from Saxon-Bohemian Switzerland :
Joint corporate design
Accepted by:

- by both NP Centres | =53
- Bad Schandau (DE) oy
- Krasna Lipa (CZ) :-' ¥ @

1. Bilingual
Exhibition

2. Bilingual Events

3. Bilingual Staff



Example from Saxon-Bohemian Switzerland :

Joint corporate design

Sigrun “s report:

- Cooperate with the educational sector (schools,
Non-Profit-Organisations)

- Work together with local and regional authorities (even in
projects);

- Participate in projects which are not only related to nature
conservation but also to cultural values;

- Make local businesses your partners (wine makers,
restaurant, hotel owners);



Example from Saxon-Bohemian Switzerland :

Joint corporate design

Joint logo:




Example from Saxon-Bohemian Switzerland :

Joint corporate design

Naroand park Cesie Svycarsko

. Nationalparkregion Sichsisch-Bohmische Sctweiz
- 3

Heft 4 Q) Schriftenreihe des Nationalparks Sachsische Schweiz

Nationalpark-Programm
»Sdchsische Schweiz«

Akce pro verejnost 3. LT

:::ZZ:E;:;E??:::?SE @ @ [Sichsische TN
www.nationalpark-saechsische-schweiz de © BT Svycarsko
[ JRYTTI Svycarsko
[ J Sachsische ST




Example from =
Saxon-Bohemian Switzerland :

Joint corporate design

Wletni jizdni rady Ndrodnich parki .

Wander - Fahrpline Nationalparke
Ceské a Saske Svycarsko
Sdchsische und Bohmische Schweiz
£ Schweiz

[l Svicarsko |




Example from
Saxon-Bohemian Switzerland :

Joint corporate design

2010:
20 years of Sachsische Schweiz NP

& 10 years of Ceské Svycarsko NP
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Narodni park

Joint corporate design ' ey Q) i
2010: 20+ 10

Sprava Narodniho parku Ceské Svycarsko / Nationalparkverwaltung Bohmische Schweiz
a Spréva Narodniho parku Saské Svycarsko / und Nationalparkverwaltung Séchsische Schweiz

ve spoluprddi se / in Zusammenarbeit mit
Spravou CHKO Labské piskovce / LSG-Verwaltung Elbsandsteingebirge
a Ceskeé Svycarsko o.pss./ und Gemeinniitzige Gesellschaft Béhmische Schweiz

Vas srde&né zvou na / laden herzlich ein zur

MEZINARODNI KONFERENCI , |
INTERNATIONALEN FACHVERANSTALTUNG - 1

. CESKOSASKE SVYCARSKO:
CTYRI CHRANENA UZEMi - JEDNA KRAJINA

SACHSISCH-BOHMISCHE SCHWEIZ:
VIER SCHUTZGEBIETE - EINE LANDSCHAFT

18.a 19.bfezna 2010 / am 8. und |9. Mdrz 2010

v prostordch Déinského zamku / in den Raumlichkeiten des Schlosses Décin

ot b,

g P B . o S " |- Akce pro vefejnost
feditel Spravy NP Ceské Svycarsko teditel Spravy NP Saské Svjcarsko ". -
Direktor der Notionalparkverwattung Béhmische Schweiz Leiter der Nationaiparverwattung Sachsische Schweiz . > - & S s b W
‘ Rl et sam C 2010
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Management plans

- When one joint management plan is not real option, two
compatible (harmonised) management plans could be
solution

- or a,,higher level” of joint management rules for both (or
part of) NPs:

-Wild Heart of Europe: Bavarian / Bohemian Forest NPs

® Cesky  Deutsch &% English

Divoké srdce Evropy




Research / Monitoring

Therefore, the transboundary cooperation should be integrated into
the annual work plan of both parks. Funding should be secured not
only for short term projects, but also for long term activities. (Sigrun
Lange report 2010)

-Very important for transboundary approach
- However, long-term issue, difficult for applying for grants

- Sometimes an agreement in methodology in order to achieve
compatibility is sufficient



Example: Flora of Saxon-Bohemian Switzerland 1991-2011
300 000 records
more than 1000 joint species distribution maps
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Future of the transboundary iniciative in Europe

VISION
Transboundary protected area (TBPA) cooperation in Europe
is an effective and widely recognized means to tackle
common conservation and other TBPA challenges. The
quality of the cooperation is based on EUROPARC'’s criteria
and indicators on well managed TBPAs. The network of
certified TBPAs, TransParcNet, forms an innovative platform
for further development of European TBPA management
cooperation, for safequarding cross border biodiversity
ecosystem services, culture landscape and its heritage and
also for inspiring and encouraging people for better
understanding of the importance of the TB cooperation



Further considerations / chalenges

For further development of transboundary cooperation in
Europe

* Geographic expansion of certified parks network

Neusiedler See National Park (AT) and Ferto-
Hansag National Park (HU) were the first two parks
to be awarded by EUROPARC Federation in 2003
Meanwhile eight further trans-boundary protected

areas have been characterised as best p
are the founding members of the TransParcN
members meet annually in different trans-bou

areas to exchange best practice and look to the future
development of trans-boundary cooperation.

v

»

1) Neusedler See National Park (AT) and
Fertd-Hansag National Park (HU)

2] Krkonode National Park (CZ) and
Karkonosze National Park (PL)

© Oulanka National Park (FI) and
Paanajind National Park (RU)

O Maas-Schwalm-Nette Nature Park (DE/NL)
© Thayatal National Park (AT) and Podyji National Park (C2)

0o Inan-Vatsin Wildemess Area (FT), Ovre-Pasvik
National Park {(NO) and Pasvik Zapovednik (RU)

@ Preaipi Giube Natural Park (IT) and Triglav National )
Park / Julian Alps Biosphere Reserve (SL)

(s Bavarian Forest National Park (DE) and
Sumava National Park (CZ)



Further considerations / chalenges

For further development of transboundary cooperation in

Europe

* To encouradge not only NPs, but also further IUCN

categories (II‘I partlcular V) to applv for certificate
Neusiedler See National Park (AT) and Ferto-
Hansag National Park (HU) were the first two parks
to be awarded by EUROPARC Federation in 2003.
Meanwhile eight further trans-boundary protected
areas have been characterised as best practi
are the founding members of the TransParch
members meet annually in different trans-bou
areas to exchange best practice and look to the future
development of trans-boundary cooperation.

1) Neusedler See National Park (AT) and
Fertd-Hansag National Park (HU)

2] Krkonode National Park (CZ) and
Karvonosze National Park (PL)

L
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© Oulanka National Park (FT) and

»
Paanajirvi National Park (RU)

O Maas-Schwalm-Nette Nature Park (DE/NL) A
© Thayatal National Park (AT) and Podyji National Park (C2) ' ‘

Q Inan-Vatsin Wildemess Area (FT), Ovre-Pasvik ¢

National Park (NO) and Pasvik Zapovednik (RU) , ‘ _
@ Presipi Giube Natural Park (IT) and Triglav National 2 1 ,

Park / Julian Alps Biosphere Reserve (SL) : ‘
(s Bavarian Forest National Park (DE) and

Sumava National Park (CZ)



Further considerations / chalenges

For further development of transboundary cooperation in
Europe

* To encourage not only NPs, but also PAs of further IUCN
categories (in particular V) to apply for certificate
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Further considerations / chalenges

*Some transboundary areas will probably never reach the
standards for Transboundary parks — following nature’s
design certificate,

*However they are important for European biodiversity
*\/arious reason, e.g. :

*both areas managend by very different agencies

* both parts vary significantly in area:

*Should be such transboundary areas at least somehow
registered internationaly in order to support the
transboundary coopreation, even at lower standards than
for TBP ?
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Further considerations / chalenges

Possible funding sources (R. Blackmann 2010):

* Current format of TransParcNet can be maintained
without additional funding;

* For activities between annual meeting and for
greater dynamism, need for additional funding;

* Possible sources include: Interreg, Instrument for
Pre-Accession Assistance (IPA), global funds (e.qg.
UNEP), foundations, national governments;

* Experience exchange on financing cross-border
projects



Further considerations / chalenges

Institutional framework

Hamilton (1995):
e cooperation with NGOs from both sides

* agreement at the national level between the
competent governments or authorities in support of
transboundary cooperation

 the appointment of a body for the handling of all
issues of common interest

 the long-term appoitment of a full-time
coordinator



Summary for discussions

Further expansion of
TransParcNet:

Several dimensions

* institutional (more TBP,
various IUCN cat.)

 geographic (review?,
regional coverage)

* financial (projects...)

* legal / formal

* internal



For profitable collaboration a formal agreement is
necessary, but it alone is not sufficient. Enthusiastic,
friendly relationships between the respective park

directors, and at all levels, must exist or
nsboundary cooperation will g




