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EDITORIAL

The Alps are well-known for their beautiful and dramatic landscapes, their rich biodiversity, and their long
history of human settlement and development. The diverse flora and fauna are often unique to this part of
the world and help make the Alps such an attractive place to visit and live. The iconic mountain ranges have
also been shaped by their inhabitants, creating a patchwork of traditional landscapes that define the region.

However, the ecosystems and cultural landscapes of the Alps are increasingly coming under pressure from
many sides, including the climate crisis and unrelenting land consumption, which is causing habitats to
shrink and become more fragmented. Our common goal must be to protect the special natural and cultural
Alpine environments, and to actively work for their sustainable development.

To address these and other cross-border topics, the Alpine countries and the European Union came
together in the 1990s to create the Alpine Convention. The aim was to strengthen cooperation on shared
challenges and to facilitate an Alpine-wide approach to problem-solving. One of the Convention’s first
Protocols — the Nature Protection and Landscape Conservation Protocol — commits the signatories to
protect and conserve Alpine nature and ecosystems across borders and sectors. Biodiversity and
ecosystems are logically one of the priorities, together with climate change and quality of life, addressed in
the Alpine Convention’s current Multi-Annual Work Programme until 2030. The two objectives in the area
of biodiversity are: contributing to the achievement of the European and international objectives to protect,
preserve, and restore biodiversity and ecosystems in the Alps; and strengthening the Alpine Convention’s
own biodiversity and ecosystem-related activities and integrating the topic into the work of all its bodies.

The recent decisions and results of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) in December
2022 reflect the growing global awareness of the urgency of addressing the biodiversity crisis. The Kunming-
Montreal post-2020 global framework adopted by the CBD will form the background of our work in the
Alpine Convention in the coming decade. Achieving the global goals and reaching the targets, such as the
conservation of at least 30% of terrestrial areas by 2030, is something that no single country or organisation
can do by itself. This is a task that requires action at all levels, from global, transnational, national, and
down to the local stakeholders. Cooperating within the Alpine Convention can help the Contracting Parties
translate these goals into an Alpine context. Transnational cooperation can also facilitate the monitoring of
the state of biodiversity in the Alps and support the development of protected areas.

Protected areas play a vital role in the Alps and in particular in nature conservation. Their mission is to
preserve the natural heritage of the Alps. The protected areas, mostly managed by public bodies, are
implementing the Alpine Convention on the ground. To achieve efficient protection, they need to work as
an Alpine-wide network, as required by Article 12 of the Nature Protection Protocol and concretely fostered
by ALPARC, a strong partner within the Alpine Convention ever since 1995.

The Alps may indeed seem like a continual natural space when seen from afar. In reality, however, they
are characterised by varying degrees of fragmentation. As this publication shows, biodiversity protection
remains quite heterogenous in the Alps, with protected areas varying in size, strength, and connectivity,
and not all ecosystems being covered equally. “Alpine Parks 2030” is a comprehensive assessment of the
state of Alpine protected areas. It offers data and scenarios as well as food for thought on how to address
the challenges of consolidating the network of nature protection in the Alpine region. It therefore serves as
a timely Alpine contribution to the international discussions and developments in the field of biodiversity
and | am thankful to ALPARC for this, as well as to the German Federal Ministry for the Environment, Nature
Conservation, Nuclear Safety and Consumer Protection which financially supported this work.
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Secretary General of the Alpine Convention
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PREFACE

Collaborating to enhance biodiversity in the Alps has been ALPARC’s goal since the network was
created in 1995.

The Alps and especially the Alpine parks provide the framework for international cooperation to achieve
this goal. Alpine parks encompass landscapes rich in biodiversity, and they have been tackling the manifold
problems of today (biodiversity loss, climate change, land-use conflicts) for decades in their daily work —
well before these topics appeared on the political agenda.

Assessment of the efficacy of management measures, such as approaches to habitat management,
species protection, and park management, immediately demonstrates that Alpine protected areas in the
Alps differ notably from one another even if they have the same denomination.

Different legal frameworks in the Alpine states and regions, differing missions and goals based on protected
area categories, and different means (resources, staff, etc.) account for much of this disparity.

Nevertheless, the ultimate goal is always to contribute to the conservation of biodiversity and intact habitats
either as the overall objective or as a result of sustainable practices of land-use implemented by the different
protected areas.

The Alpine Convention, as an international treaty, provides an overarching legal framework of biodiversity
protection policies and promotes international cooperation between the Alpine countries. As part of this
Convention, ALPARC focuses particularly on contributing to the implementation of the Convention’s Nature
Protection Protocol.

The following technical report on the current situation in the Alpine protected area system, including gaps
and perspectives, shows that there is a high but often under-utilised potential for more efficient biodiversity
protection. Strategic implementation of ecological connectivity, more coherent and better coordinated
spatial planning within the intensively used Alpine spaces, and increased cooperation between Alpine
protected areas — both on the thematic and the territorial level — can all make significant contributions.

This report highlights strengths and weaknesses and illustrates the potential and the perspectives available
to achieve the goal of the COP 15 — Biodiversity Convention announced in Montreal in December 2022: to
efficiently protect 30% of the land.

Ecological connectivity plays a key role that can be enhanced by other factors to meet the COP 15s
Biodiversity aspirations.

Leveraging the strength of an international convention for the Alps could achieve this goal at a transnational
and Alpine level by affirming the ALPARC slogan — “The Alpine protected areas — together for the Alps”.

Dr. Peter Oggier Dr. Guido Plassmann
President ALPARC Director ALPARC
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SUMMARY

The decision of the COP 15 (Biodiversity), in December
2022, coincided with the completion of work on this report.
While, as of July 2022, the IPBES (Intergovernmental
Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services)
generally expressed pessimism about the evolution of
global biodiversity, the decision of COP 15 to protect 30%
of the earth’s marine and terrestrial biodiversity by 2030
is a clear call for change and more effective protection
of biodiversity by protected areas. For the Alps, with a
large number of very heterogeneous protected areas, this
decision demands more coordinated strategies between
the Alpine countries in favour of protected areas within the
framework of the Alpine Convention.

The Alpine protected areas currently represent a very large
mosaic of different situations and types even within the
same categories and denominations. Harmonisation of
management standards has not yet been achieved and
does not always enjoy strong political support. Of the
28.5% of protected areas within the Alpine Convention,
only a third are effectively protected, or around 10% of
the entire surface area. The path to achieving the COP 15
goal is still long and complex as not all protected areas
have an IUCN category that would facilitate the strategy.
Furthermore, there are important land-use conflicts that
are exacerbated by a deteriorating climate situation.

In general, the Alps are still lacking in large strong protected
areas, and, according to the analysis we completed within
this work, it seems difficult to establish such large surfaces
with a strong protection status due to the historic and
often intensive land use practices of the Alpine territory.
The solution can only come from targeted strategies
and measures, such as stronger protection at lower
altitudes, better connection between protected areas
through adapted measures, and effective defragmentation
(ecological connectivity). In the best-case scenario, these
solutions would be negotiated with stakeholders and the
local population to improve the area’s protection status
wherever possible through more consistent rules for
Alpine land use that include the needs for intact habitats.

Expression of the “ecological significance” of existing
and future protected areas was one of the most difficult
features to define for the Alpine territories as Alps-wide
data for biodiversity and species distribution are often not
available. The integration of Key Biodiversity Areas (KBA)
and Nature 2000 sites, both of which reflect ecological
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importance of the concerned territory, helped to fill this
gap. More than two-thirds of the strong protected areas
of the Alps overlap with those KBA's.

Our most important conclusions are: Alpine protected
areas are too small, too high, and, especially in the
case of the strong protected areas, not well enough
interconnected; they also lack sufficient common
management approaches beyond regions and national
borders. All of these factors contribute to inadequate
ecological process protection in the Alps, and Wilderness
remains an exception in the Alpine space occupying only
a very low percentage of the surface area (0.4% of the
Alpine Convention perimeter, IUCN | a+b).

The most promising approach to maintaining biodiversity
in the long run is to promote more ecological connectivity
within a global planning framework of connectivity
combined with local actions that include stakeholders and
the local population.

To achieve the 30% goal, three essential strategies are
needed: a) to identify all potentially ecologically interesting
areas with potential to be protected and integrate
those areas into spatial planning procedures; b) to be
creative and innovative concerning the forms and types
of protected areas to be adapted for local or regional
situations with the clear condition that they must contribute
to effective biodiversity protection, and last but not least
c) to incorporate the local population in the planning and
management questions. We will not sustainably achieve
the 30% goal in the Alpine region without our populations!

The final section of the report tried to develop suggestions
for a future protected areas scenario in the Alps. It seems
very difficult to achieve the 30% goal of effective protected
areas within the existing network. Success would require
a significant increase (by at least 25%) in the most
ecologically valuable spaces that combine important
extension, a high protection status, a well-balanced
altitudinal distribution,and ahigh degree of connectivity
criteria with a very low presence of infrastructure or
settlements (open space). Furthermore, addressing the
criterion of “efficient protection” requires us to provide a
real protection status to all so-called “weak protected
areas”, to guarantee that all KBA's are also covered by
the same (strong) protection status, and, finally, to ensure
a high degree of ecological connectivity.

As the probabilty of the implementation of these
important measures within the existing framework is
low and unrealistic in the near future, we enhanced our
approach with a final spatial planning simulation to identify
areas that are potentially interesting for the 30x30 goal
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beyond the existing protected area network. The results
of important projects of the last years (mainly INTERREG
Alpine Space) informed our proposal for a spatial planning
system to reach the 30x30 goal of COP 15. Based on
the combination of areas identified as ecologically
favourable by this report with areas having a low degree of
fragmentation and spatial development, new areas were
identified with potential for integration into the protected
areas network. Those with ecological significance yet
lacking a strong protection status could be considered
in a spatial planning strategy integrating the 30% goal
of effective protected areas in the Alps.
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We are aware that this goal of 30% is based on national
boundaries. Nevertheless, it makes perfect sense to apply
it to the Alps as a common biogeographical region unified
by an international treaty, the Alpine Convention.

This report illustrates the state of the protected areas with
their most important, primarily quantitative characteristics,
delivers data for future expertise and studies, and, finally,
proposes strategic intervention measures to reach
the 30x30 goal of better protection of biodiversity for
generations to come.
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GLOSSARY

We provide you with a glossary defining basic terms and
concepts and our understanding of them. This will help
avoid misunderstanding and ensure that we have common
ground for the technical terms being used.

Blue Infrastructure: Blue infrastructure describes a
“water network that supports native species, maintains
natural ecological processes, prevents flooding, sustains
air and water resources and contributes to the health and
quality of life of local communities”. (Eionet)

Climate Change Resilience: “Climate resilience is a
component of the broader concept of resilience. It refers to
the capacity of human and natural systems to learn, adapt
and transform in response to risks induced or exacerbated
by climate variability and change. Climate risks are
a function of the interaction between: |) environmental
hazards triggered by climate variability and change; ii)
exposure of human, natural and infrastructure systems to
those hazards; and iii) the systems’ vulnerabilities (e.g., its
sensitivity or susceptibility to hazards, and the constraints
on capacity to adapt and cope.)” (IPCC 2018)

Governance: The term describes the structures of
decision making in terms of distribution of power,
authority and responsibility. It illustrates who is involved
in the decision-making process and how this process is
regulated; accountability is also included. There are several
governance types for protected areas, and it must be
decided for each site which setup is the most appropriate.
The main objective must always be to deliver effective
conservation measures while respecting the rights of
relevant stakeholders and their livelihoods (according to
Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2014).

“The IUCN definition takes a dynamic perspective: it’s the
“interactions among structures, processes and traditions
that determine how power and responsibilities are
exercised, how decisions are taken and how citizens and
other stakeholders have their say”. Simply put this means
it is about who makes decisions, how the decisions are
made and how appropriate, adaptive and fair those
decisions are. Governance is commonly discussed in two
dimensions: governance diversity (or governance type)
and governance quality”. (IUCN)

Green Infrastructure: Green Infrastructure is “a stra-
tegically planned network of natural and semi-natural
areas with other environmental features designed and
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managed to deliver a wide range of ecosystem services. It
incorporates green spaces (or blue if aquatic ecosystems
are concerned) and other physical features in terrestrial
(including coastal) and marine areas. On land, Gl is present
in rural and urban settings”. (European Commission 2013)

Natura 2000: “Natura 2000 is an ecological network
composed of sites designated under the Birds Directive
(Special Protection Areas, SPAs) and the Habitats Directive
(Sites of Community Importance, SCIs, and Special Areas
of Conservation, SACs)”. (European Commission)

“Natura 2000 is not a system of strict nature reserves
from which all human activities would be excluded.
While it includes strictly protected nature reserves, most
of the land remains privately owned. The approach to
conservation and sustainable use of the Natura 2000
areas is much wider, largely centred on people working
with nature rather than against it”. (European Commission)

Other effective area-based conservation measures:
“Other effective area-based conservation measure” means “a
geographically defined area other than a Protected Area, which
is governed and managed in ways that achieve positive and
sustained long-term outcomes for the in-situ conservation of
biodiversity with associated ecosystem functions and services
and, where applicable, cultural, spiritual, socioeconomic, and
other locally relevant values”. (CBD 2018)

Strong Protection: There is no general definition of
the terms strong or strict protection status of protected
areas. In order to provide a working definition that is both
applicable and meaningful, we propose the following:
Strictly protected areas in the Alps are considered
wilderness zones, core zones of National Parks, nature
reserves, and some ltalian nature parks. This corresponds
to IUCN categories |, II, llI' and IV. This is in line with the
definition taken from the French strategy for protected
areas 2020-2030. The definition reads as follows:

“A protected area under strong protection is defined as
a natural space in which the main pressures generated
by human activities on the ecological environment are
significantly reduced, in a sustainable manner, thanks
to the implementation of appropriate regulations and/
or management, combined with effective control of the
activities concerned”. (Translated by the author)

Wilderness Area: “A wilderness is an area governed
by natural processes. It is composed of native habitats
and species and large enough for the effective ecological
functioning of natural processes. It is unmodified or only
slightly modified and without intrusive or extractive human
activity, settlements, infrastructure or visual disturbance”.
(Wild Europe)

1 Category lll Protected Areas are usually quite small in surface, even though the conservation measures are similar to those in category Il protected
areas. Due to the small size these areas are not considered in the GIS analysis, which takes into account sites larger than 100 ha.
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INTRODUCTION &

The Alpine protected area policy is a hundred years old.
However, in addition to the classic protected area concepts
in the form of National Parks and nature reserves, new
entities have been added without checking for consistency
in their management. Today, the Alps represent a mosaic
of various forms of protected areas, the objectives of
which are not necessarily comparable between all Alpine
states, even with the same designations.

Ala

Since 1995, ALPARC has been the platform for
cooperation between Alpine protected area managers
within the framework of the Alpine Convention and, since
2015, also within the framework of the EUSALP. It is
therefore natural for ALPARC to address the question of
the further development of protected area forms, to seek
opportunities for strengthening cooperation between the
Alpine states on this issue, and to promote this process
by directly involving the protected area managers and their
higher authorities.

Initial work on protected area concepts has been carried
out by ALPARC since 1997 based on a comparative
approach. Further work, events and publications on this
topic have been realised by ALPARC during its more
than 25 years of collaboration with experts in this field.
Particularly noteworthy in this context are the two current
publications:

e Plassmann G., Kohler Y., Badura M., Walzer C.
(2016): Alpine Nature 2030. Creating [ecological]
connectivity for generations to come. Federal Ministry
for the Environment, Nature Conservation, Building
and Nuclear Safety. Berlin 251 p.

e Broggi M., Jungmeier M., Plassmann G. et al. (2017):
Die Schutzgebiete im Alpenbogen und ihre Licken. In
»=Natur und Landschaft”, Jhrg. 92, Heft 9/10, Seiten
pp. 432 etc.

The management of protected areas in the Alps are
constantly under consideration, also within the framework
of international associations such as the IUCN or the WWF
— but these are usually not very “Alps-specific”. ALPARC
has focussed on this topic for many years, especially
within the framework of the Alpine Convention. ALPARC

is an accomplished and internationally recognised partner
with the largest network of protected areas and experts on
this concrete and forward-looking issue for Alpine nature
conservation within the framework of a European nature
conservation strategy.

The Alpine Convention refers to the importance of
this issue as an instrument of international law in several
articles of the Protocol “Nature Conservation and
Landscape Management”. It played a central role in the
present project.

The motivation and urgency of this project is well described
in the summary of the recently published and above article
in the journal “Natur und Landschaft”:

“Protected areas are central elements of nature
conservation. Large protected areas should make their
contribution to the conservation of biodiversity, but this
does not always succeed. The stronger the protection,
the more likely it is to be limited to a few high elevation
sites shaped by anthropogenic activity. Deficits exist in the
forest, in near-natural rivers and in general in the lowlands,
especially in peri-urban areas. In terms of geographical
representation, there are deficits in large-scale protected
areas on the eastern edge of the Alps, in Liguria and on
the edge of the Western Alps. Protected areas are also
heavily isolated in the transition area between the Alps and
their foreland, especially due to intensively used valleys.
After all, a variety of terms and different objectives make a
cross-border comparison difficult. Parks of new character
should act as a model of extensive nature conservation,
and large-scale wilderness areas would also be desired.
Parks of the future must also develop into a living
instrument for activating the local population and into
model areas for benefit and burden balancing between
urban and rural areas”.

(Broggi M., Plassmann G., Jungmeier M., Scherfose V.,
Solar M., 2017)

That is the summary of the current situation. The aim of
this project is, on the basis of this knowledge, to propose
solutions on how to counter the gaps in the network of
protected areas in the Alps. Furthermore, it strives to
promote greater cooperation between the Alpine protected
areas towards a coherent network of protected areas with
largely harmonised and thus more efficient management
measures, considering local and regional specifics.
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LONG-TERM GOAL (VISION):

Establishment of a coherent transnational spatial
network of protected areas with harmonised
objectives and management that meets the
specific ecological, economic, social, and cultural
requirements of the Alps.

PROJECT RESULTS,
PRODUCTS AND IMPACTS

The decisive and desired result of the project is to map a
path toward a more efficient and coordinated protected
area policy throughout the Alps. The results of the individual
chapters are intended to provide technical support for this
process and to highlight particular perspectives.

Specifically, the project is intended to contribute to:

a) harmonising the management and measures of the
existing protected areas more internationally in the sense
of an Alpine-wide protection of biodiversity and

b) to define new forms of protected area where necessary
and meaningful. The involvement of the local population in
a new protected area policy with horizon 2030 is essential.

Long-term effects are the implementation of an Alpine-wide
coordinated protected area policy and an increasingly
up-to-date adaptation of protected area management and
the types of protected areas as well as their protection
status with regard to informed and responsible nature
conservation.

The recent decision from the COP 15 Biodiversity by
December 22 has an impact on the results and simulations
of possible future protected areas within this report.
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EINLEITUNG

Die alpine Schutzgebietspolitik ist hundert Jahre alt. Zu
den klassischen Schutzgebietskonzepten in Form von
Nationalparken und Naturschutzgebieten kamen neue
dazu, ohne jedoch die Kohérenz ihres Managements
untereinander zu prifen. Heute stellen die Alpen ein
Mosaik verschiedenster Schutzgebietsformen dar, deren
Zielsetzungen selbst bei gleichen Bezeichnungen nicht
unbedingt zwischen allen Alpenstaaten vergleichbar sind.

. 4

ALPARC ist seit 1995 die Plattform zur Zusammenarbeit
der alpinen Schutzgebietsverwalter im Rahmen der
Alpenkonvention und seit 2015 auch im Rahmen der
EUSALP. Es ist daher natlrlich, dass ALPARC sich der
Frage der weiteren Entwicklung der Schutzgebietsformen
widmet, Moglichkeiten einer stérken Zusammenarbeit
der Alpenstaaten zu diesem Thema anstrebt und
diesen Prozess mittels eines direkten Einbezugs der
Schutzgebietsverwalter und ihrer vorgesetzten Behdrden
fordert.

Erste Arbeiten zum Thema Schutzgebietskonzepte wurden
auf der Basis eines vergleichenden Ansatzes bereits seit
1997 von ALPARC erstellt. Weiterfihrende Arbeiten,
Veranstaltungen und Verdffentlichungen zu diesem Thema
wurden von ALPARC im Laufe seiner Uber 25-jahrigen
Tatigkeit immer wieder gemeinsam mit Experten dieses
Themas realisiert. Besonders zu erwdhnen sind in diesem
Zusammenhang die beiden aktuellen Verdffentlichungen:

e Plassmann G., Kohler Y., Badura M., Walzer C. (2016):
Alpine Nature 2030. Creating [ecological] connectivity
for generations to come. Bundesministerium fur
Umwelt, Naturschutz, Bau und Reaktorsicherheit.
Berlin 251 S.

e Broggi M., Jungmeier M., Plassmann G. et al. (2017):
Die Schutzgebiete im Alpenbogen und ihre Licken. In
»Natur und Landschaft”, Jhrg. 92, Heft 9/10, Seiten
432-439.

Uberlegungen zum  Schutzgebietsmanagement  der
Alpen werden immer wieder geflhrt, auch im Rahmen
internationaler Verbande wie der IUCN oder dem WWF
— allerdings sind diese meist nicht sehr ,alpenspezifisch®.
Auch ALPARC arbeitet seit vielen Jahren zum Thema,
besonders im Rahmen der Alpenkonvention.

ALPARC ist hierflr sicher ein kompetenter und sehr
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internationaler Partner mit dem groBten Netzwerk von
Schutzgebieten und Experten zu dieser konkreten und flir
den alpinen Naturschutz zukunftsweisenden Fragestellung
im Rahmen einer européischen Naturschutzstrategie.

Die Alpenkonvention weist auf diese Thematik in
ihrer Bedeutung als volkerrechtliches Instrument in
mehreren Artikeln des Protokolls ,Naturschutz und
Landschaftspflege® hin. Sie spielte eine zentrale Rolle
bei dem vorliegenden Projekt.

Die Motivation und Notwendigkeit dieses Projektes ist
in der Zusammenfassung des kurzlich erschienen und
oben genannten Artikels in der Zeitschrift ,Natur und
Landschaft* gut beschrieben:

~Schutzgebiete sind zentrale Elemente des Naturschutzes.
GroBschutzgebiete sollten ihren Beitrag zur Erhaltung
der Biodiversitét leisten, was aber nicht immer gelingt.
Je stédrker der Schutz, desto eher ist dieser auf wenige
anthropogen  Uberformte  Hochlagen  beschrénkt.
Defizite bestehen im Wald, bei naturnahen Flissen und
ganz allgemein in den Tieflagen, insbesondere in peri-
urbanen Rdumen. In der geographischen Reprdsentanz
bestehen Defizite von groBfldchigen Schutzgebieten am
Ostalpenrand, in Préligurien sowie am Rand der Westalpen.
Schutzgebiete sind zudem im  Ubergangsbereich
zwischen den Alpen und ihrem Vorland v. a. durch intensiv
genutzte Téler stark verinselt. Eine Begriffsvielfalt und
unterschiedliche Zielstellungen machen schiieB3lich einen
ldnderdbergreifenden Vergleich schwierig. Parks neuer
Prégung sollen als Modell eines Extensiv-Naturschutzes
wirken, —auch groBfidchige  Wildnisgebiete — wdren
erwdnscht. Parks der Zukunft mussen sich zudem zu
einem lebendigen Instrument der Aktivierung der lokalen
Bevélkerung und zu Modellgebieten des Nutzen- und
Lastenausgleichs zwischen Stadt und Land entwickeln.

(Broggi M., Plassmann G., Jungmeier M., Scherfose V.,
Solar M., 2017)

Das ist die Feststellung der aktuellen Situation. Ziel dieses
Projektes war es, auf der Basis dieser Erkenntnis, L&6sungen
vorzuschlagen wie den Liicken im Schutzgebietsnetzwerk
der Alpen begegnet werden kann. Im Weiteren, wie eine
starkere Zusammenarbeit der alpinen Schutzgebiete
hin zu einem koharenten Netzwerk von Schutzgebieten
mit weitgehend harmonisierten und somit effizienteren
ManagementmaBnahmen geférdert werden kann unter
der grundsétzlichen Berlcksichtigung lokaler und
regionaler Spezifika.



LANGFRISTIGES ZIEL (VISION):

Aufbau eines koharenten staatenubergreifenden
raumlichen Schutzgebietsnetzwerks mit harmoni-
sierten Zielen und Management das den speziellen
Okologischen, 6konomischen, sozialen und
kulturellen Anforderungen der Alpen gerecht wird.

PROJEKTERGEBNISSE,
PRODUKTE UND
AUSWIRKUNGEN

Das entscheidende Projektergebnis besteht darin,
einen Prozess zu einer effizienteren und alpenweit
abgestimmten Schutzgebietspolitik zu lancieren. Die
Ergebnisse der einzelnen Kapitel sollen diesen Prozess
fachlich unterstitzen und Perspektiven aufzeigen.

Konkret soll das Projekt dazu beitragen um:

a) das Management und die MaBnahmen der
bestehenden Schutzgebietsformen stérker international
zu harmonisieren im Sinne eines alpenweiten Schutzes
der Biodiversitat und

b) dort wo nétig und sinnvoll neue Schutzgebietsformen
zu definieren. Die Einbindung der lokalen Bevolkerung in
eine neue Schutzgebietspolitik mit dem Horizont 2030 ist
dabei wesentlich.

Langfristige Auswirkungen sind die Umsetzung einer
alpenweit abgestimmten Schutzgebietspolitik und eine,
den Anforderungen des Naturschutzes zunehmend
zeitgemale Anpassung des Schutzgebietsmanagements
und der Schutzgebietstypen sowie ihres Schutzstatus.

Die jungste Entscheidung der COP 15 Biodiversitat wird ein
wesentlicher Impuls flr die Ergebnisse und Simulationen
mdglicher zukUnftiger Schutzgebiete innerhalb dieser
Studie sein.
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INTRODUCTION O

La politique des espaces protégés dans l'arc alpin a
100 ans. Les types d’aires protégées classiques tels
que les parcs nationaux et les réserves naturelles ont
été complétés par de nouvelles formes, sans que I'on
cherche a s’assurer de la cohérence entre les modes
de gestion de ces différentes entités. Aujourd’hui, les
Alpes sont couvertes d’'une mosaique d’aires protégées
de types tres différents, dont les objectifs ne sont pas
nécessairement comparables d’un Etat alpin a I'autre, y
compris lorsgu’elles portent le méme nom.

ALPARC est depuis 1995 la plate-forme de coopération
des gestionnaires d’espaces protégés alpins dans le
cadre de la Convention alpine, et depuis 2015 également
dans le cadre de la SUERA. Il est donc naturel qu’ALPARC
se penche sur la question du développement de nouvelles
formes d’aires protégées. ALPARC vise dans ce contexte
a renforcer la coopération entre les Etats alpins et a
favoriser ce processus par le biais d'une implication
directe des gestionnaires d’espaces protégés et de leurs
autorités de tutelle.

ALPARC mene depuis 1997 des études sur les différents
types d’aires protégées sur la base d’une approche
comparative, et a réalisé régulierement pendant plus de
25 ans des travaux complémentaires, des événements et
des publications sur ce theme, en collaboration avec des
experts. On évoquera notamment les deux publications
les plus récentes :

e Plassmann G., Kohler Y., Badura M., Waltz C. (2016) :
Alpine Nature 2030. Creating [ecological] connectivity
for generations to come. Ministere fédéral de
I’environnement, de la protection de la nature, de la
construction et de la sQreté nucléaire. Berlin, 251 p.

e Broggi M., Jungmeier M., Plassmann G. et al (2017) :
Die Schutzgebiete im Alpenbogen und ihre Licken.
In « Natur und Landschaft », 92eme année, vol. 9/10,
pp. 432-439.

De nombreuses réflexions ont déja été engagées sur la
gestion des espaces protégés dans les Alpes, y compris
dans le cadre d’organisations internationales telles
que 'UICN ou le WWF, mais ces réflexions ne sont en
général pas particulierement « spécifiques aux Alpes ».
ALPARC travaille depuis de nombreuses années sur cette
thématique, en particulier dans le cadre de la Convention
alpine. ALPARC regroupe le plus grand réseau d’espaces
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protégés et d’experts sur cette question concréte,
essentielle pour I'avenir de la protection alpine dans le
cadre d’'une stratégie européenne de protection de la
nature, et est donc a ce titre un partenaire compétent et
tres international.

En tant qu’instrument de droit international, la
Convention alpine fait référence a cette thématique
dans plusieurs articles du Protocole « Protection de la
nature et entretien des paysages ». Elle jouera un rble
central dans le présent projet.

La motivation et la nécessité de ce projet sont bien décrites
dans le résumé de I'article récent évoqué ci-dessus, publié
dans la revue « Natur und Landschaft » :

« Les espaces protégés sont un élément fondamental de la
protection de la nature. Les grands espaces protégés ont
vocation a contribuer au maintien de la biodiversité, mais
n’y parviennent pas toujours. Plus le statut de protection
est élevé, plus les aires protégees sont limitées a des
sites anthropisés de haute montagne. Des déficits sont
relevés dans les zones forestieres, aux abords des cours
d’eau proches de I'état naturel, et plus genéralement dans
les plaines, notamment dans les zones périurbaines. Au
niveau géographique, on observe un déficit de grands
espaces protéges dans les contreforts orientaux des
Alpes, dans le secteur de I'avant pays de la Ligurie et a
la lisiére des Alpes occidentales. Par ailleurs, les espaces
protégés situés dans la zone de transition entre les Alpes
et les Préalpes sont fortement isolés les uns aux autres
par la présence de vallées dominées par des pratiques
agricoles intensives. Enfin, la diversité des concepts et des
objectifs rend la comparaison difficile entre les différents
pays alpins. De nouveaux types de parcs pourraient faire
office de modeles pour une protection extensive de la
nature. Il serait aussi souhaitable de créer de grandes
zones de nature sauvage. Les parcs du futur doivent
également devenir un instrument vital pour I'implication
de la population locale, ainsi que des modeles pour une
répartition équitable des charges et des bénéfices entre la
ville et la campagne. »

(Broggi M., Plassmann G., Jungmeier M., Scherfose V.,
Solar M., 2017)

Ceci reflete la situation actuelle. L objectif de ce projet était
de proposer, sur la base de ce constat, des solutions pour
combler les lacunes du réseau des espaces protégés
dans les Alpes. Il visait également a poser les jalons d’une
coopération renforcée entre les espaces protégés alpins,
afin de créer un réseau cohérent d’espaces protégés dotés
d’instruments de gestion largement harmonisés, et donc
plus efficaces tout en prenant en compte les spécificités
régionales et locales.



OBJECTIF A LONG TERME
(VISION) :

Mise en place d'un réseau d’espaces protégés
transnational et cohérent, avec des objectifs et des
modeles de gestion harmonisés répondant aux
exigences écologiques, économiques, sociales et
culturelles spécifiques a la région.

RESULTATS DU PROJET,
PRODUITS ET EFFETS

Le principal résultat du projet est le lancement d’un
processus en vue de la mise en place d’une politique
des espaces protégés plus efficace et mieux concertée
a I'échelle alpine. Les résultats des différents chapitres
fourniront un appui technique a cette démarche et
mettront en lumiére les perspectives.

Concréetement, le projet devrait contribuer:

a) a une meilleure harmonisation internationale de la
gestion et des activités des différentes formes d’aires
protégées existantes, dans le sens d’une protection de la
biodiversité a I'échelle alpine,

b) a la définition de nouvelles formes d’espaces protégés la
ou c’est nécessaire et utile. L'implication de la population
locale jouera un rble essentiel dans une nouvelle politique
des espaces protégés a I’horizon 2030.

Les effets a long terme seront la mise en ceuvre d’une
politique des espaces protégés concertée a I'échelle
alpine, ainsi qu’une adaptation de la gestion des espaces
protégés, des types d’espaces protégés et de leur statut
de protection aux exigences modernes de la protection
de la nature.

La récente décision de la COP 15 Biodiversité sera une
impulsion essentielle pour les résultats et simulations
d’éventuelles futures aires protégées dans le cadre de
cette étude.
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INTRODUZIONE O

La politica delle aree protette dell’arco alpino ha cento
anni. Oltre ai classici concetti di area protetta sotto forma
di parchi nazionali e riserve naturali, ne sono stati aggiunti
di nuovi senza, tuttavia, verificare la coerenza della loro
gestione. Oggi le Alpi rappresentano un mosaico di
varie forme di aree protette, i cui obiettivi non sono
necessariamente comparabili tra tutti gli Stati alpini, anche
con le stesse denominazioni.

Dal 1995 ALPARC ¢ la piattaforma per la cooperazione
tra i gestori delle aree protette alpine nel’ambito della
Convenzione delle Alpi e dal 2015 anche nellambito
di EUSALP. E quindi naturale che ALPARC affronti la
questione dell’ulteriore sviluppo delle forme di area
protetta, cerchi opportunita per rafforzare la cooperazione
tra gli Stati alpini su questo tema e promuova questo
processo coinvolgendo direttamente i gestori delle aree
protette e le loro autorita superiori.

Dal 1997 ALPARC ha iniziato a lavorare sui concetti
di area protetta adottando un approccio comparativo.
Ulteriori lavori, eventi e pubblicazioni su questo argomento
sono stati realizzati da ALPARC nel corso di oltre 25
anni di attivita insieme ad esperti in questo campo.
Particolarmente degne di nota in questo contesto sono le
due pubblicazioni seguenti:

e Plassmann G., KohlerY., Badura M., Walzer C. (2016):
Alpine Nature 2030. Creare connettivita [ecologica]
per le generazioni a venire. Ministero federale per
I’ambiente, la conservazione della natura, I'edilizia e
la sicurezza nucleare. Berlino 251 p.

e Broggi M., Jungmeier M., Plassmann G. et al. (2017):
Die Schutzgebiete im Alpenbogen und ihre Liicken. In
»Natur und Landschaft”, Jhrg. 92, Heft 9/10, Seiten
432-439.

Le considerazioni sulla gestione delle aree protette nelle
Alpi sono effettuate ripetutamente, anche nel’ambito di
associazioni internazionali come la IUCN o il WWF — ma
queste di solito non sono molto “specifiche per le Alpi”.
Anche ALPARC lavora da molti anni su questo tema,
soprattutto nel’ambito della Convenzione delle Alpi.
ALPARC & certamente un partner competente e molto
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internazionale con la piu grande rete di aree protette
ed esperti su questo tema concreto e lungimirante per
la conservazione della natura alpina nel quadro di una
strategia europea di conservazione della natura.

La Convenzione delle Alpi fa riferimento a questo tema
nellasuaimportanzacomestrumentodidirittointernazionale
in diversi articoli del Protocollo “Conservazione della
natura e gestione del paesaggio”. Svolgera un ruolo
centrale nel presente progetto.

La motivazione e I'opportunita di questo progetto sono ben
descritte nella sintesi dell’articolo di cui sopra recentemente
pubblicato sulla rivista “Natur und Landschaft”:

“Le aree protette sono elementi centrali della
conservazione della natura. Le grandi aree protette
dovrebbero dare il loro contributo alla conservazione della
biodiversita, ma questo non sempre riesce. Pit forte € la
protezione, pit € probabile che sia limitata a poche aree
in quota non trasformate dall’attivita umana. Permangono
lacune nelle aree forestale, nei fiumi e in generale nelle
pianure, specialmente nelle aree periurbane. In termini
di rappresentazione geografica, mancano aree protette
di grande superficie sul lato orientale delle Alpi, in Liguria
e ai margini delle Alpi occidentali. Le aree protette sono
anche fortemente isolate nell’area di transizione tra i
territori tipicamente alpini € quelli circostanti, soprattutto
a causa delle valli intensamente antropizzate. Dopo tutto,
una varieta di termini e obiettivi diversi rende difficile un
confronto al di la dei confini. | parchi di nuova concezione
dovrebbero fungere da modello di conservazione
estensiva della natura e anche aree selvagge su larga
scala sarebbero auspicabili. | parchi del futuro devono
inoltre diventare uno strumento di sviluppo sostenibile per
la popolazione locale e aree modello per bilanciare costi e
benefici tra aree urbane e rurali”.

(Broggi M., Plassmann G., Jungmeier M., Scherfose V.,
Solar M., 2017)

Questa € l'analisi della situazione attuale. Lobiettivo di
questo progetto &, sulla base di queste conoscenze,
proporre soluzioni su come contrastare le lacune nella rete
delle aree protette nelle Alpi. Inoltre, come promuovere una
maggiore cooperazione tra le aree protette alpine verso
una rete coerente di aree protette con misure di gestione
ampiamente armonizzate e quindi piu efficienti, tenendo



OBIETTIVO A LUNGO
TERMINE (VISIONE):

Creazione di una rete spaziale transnazionale
coerente di aree protette con obiettivi e gestione
armonizzati che soddisfi le specifiche esigenze
ecologiche, economiche, sociali e culturali delle Alpi.

RISULTATI, PRODOTTI E
IMPATTI DEL PROGETTO

Il risultato decisivo del progetto € quello di avviare un
processo verso una politica delle aree protette piu efficiente
e coordinata in tutto I'arco alpino. | risultati capitoli hanno
lo scopo di fornire supporto tecnico per questo processo
e di evidenziare particolari prospettive.

In particolare, il progetto intende contribuire:

a) ad armonizzare a livello internazionale la gestione e
le misure di protezione delle aree protette esistenti, nel
senso di una protezione della biodiversita a livello alpino e

b) a definire nuove forme di area protetta, ove necessario
e significativo. Il coinvolgimento della popolazione locale in
una nuova politica delle aree protette con orizzonte 2030
€ essenziale.

Gli effetti a lungo termine sono lattuazione di una
politica delle aree protette coordinata a livello alpino e un
adattamento constante della gestione delle aree protette e
dei tipi di aree protette, nonché il loro livello di protezione,
allo scopo di attuare pratiche di conservazione della natura
informate e responsabili.

La recente decisione della COP 15 Biodiversita sara uno
slancio essenziale per i risultati e le simulazioni di possibili
future aree protette all’'interno di questo studio.
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UvoD @

Politika zavarovanih obmocij v Alpah je stara ze sto
let. Klasi¢nim konceptom zavarovanih obmocij v obliki
narodnih parkov in naravnih rezervatov so se pridruzili
novi, vendar brez preverjanja skladnosti njihovega
medsebojnega upravljanja. Danes so Alpe mozaik
razlicnih vrst zavarovanih obmocij, katerih cilji med
alpskimi drzavami niso nujno primerljivi, tudi Ce imajo
enako poimenovanje.

ALPARC je od leta 1995 platforma za sodelovanje
med upravljavci zavarovanih obmocij v Alpah v okviru
Alpske konvencije, od leta 2015 pa tudi v okviru EUSALP.
Zato je naravno, da se ALPARC ukvarja z vpraSanjem
nadaljnjega razvoja oblik zavarovanih obmocij, da isce
nacine za krepitev sodelovanja med alpskimi drzavami
na tem podrocju in da ta proces spodbuja z neposrednim
sodelovanjem upravljavcev zavarovanih obmocij in
njihovih nadrejenih organov.

Zacetno delo na podrocju konceptov zavarovanih
obmocij je ALPARC opravljal od leta 1997 na podlagi
primerjalnega pristopa. V svojem veC kot 25-letnem
delovanju je ALPARC skupaj s strokovnjaki s tega
podroCja veckrat opravil nadaljnje delo, dogodke in
publikacije na to temo. V zvezi s tem je treba posebej
omeniti dve najnovejsi publikaciji:

e Plassmann G. Kohler Y., Badura M. Walzer C.
(2016): Ustvarjanje [ekoloske] povezanosti za
prihodnje generacije. Zvezno ministrstvo za okolje,
varstvo narave, gradbenistvo in jedrsko varnost.
Berlin 257 str.

e Broggi M., Jungmeier M., Plassmann G. et al. (2017):
Zavarovana obmocja v alpskem loku in njihove
vrzeli. In »Natur und Landschaft«, Jhrg. 92, Heft
9/10, Seiten 432-4309.

Razmis$ljanja o upravljanju zavarovanih obmocij v Alpah
so pogosta tema tudi v okviru mednarodnih zdruzenj, kot
sta IUCN ali WWF, vendar obic¢ajno niso preve¢ »alpsko
specificna«. Tudi ALPARC se Ze vrsto let ukvarja s to
temo, zlasti v okviru Alpske konvencije. ALPARC je v tem
pogledu vsekakor kompetenten in zelo mednarodni
partner z najvecjo mrezo zavarovanih obmocij in
strokovnjakov za to konkretno in v prihodnost usmerjeno
vprasanje varstva alpske narave v okviru evropske
strategije varstva narave.
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Alpska konvencija to vprasanje, ki je pomembno kot
instrument mednarodnega prava, omenja v vec Clenih
protokola »Varstvo narave in upravljanje krajine«. V tem
projektu bo imela osrednjo vlogo.

Motivacija in nujnost tega projekta sta dobro opisani v
povzetku nedavno objavljenega in zgoraj omenjenega
¢lanka v reviji »Natur und Landschaft«:

»Zavarovana obmodja so osrednji element ohranjanja
narave. Velika zavarovana obmodja bi morala prispevati
k ohranjanju biotske raznovrstnosti, vendar to ni vedno
uspesno. Mocnejse kot je varstvo, vedja je verjetnost, da
bo omejeno na nekaj antropogeno deformiranih visav.
Primanjkljaji so v gozdovih, ob naravnih rekah in na
splosno v niZinah, zlasti na obmestnih obmodjih. Glede
na geografsko zastopanost so pomanjkljiiva obseZna
zavarovana obmocdja na vzhodnem robu Alp, v Preliguriji
in na robu zahodnih Alp. Poleg tega so zavarovana
obmodja na prehodnem obmocju med Alpami in njihovim
predgorjem zelo izolirana, predvsem zaradi intenzivno
izkoris¢enih dolin. Nazadnje, zaradi razlicnih izrazov in
razlicnih ciljev je meddrzavna primerjava teZavna. Parki
novega tipa bi morali delovati kot model ekstenzivnega
varstva narave; zazelena bi bila tudi obseZzna obmocja
divjine. Parki prihodnosti se morajo razviti tudi v Ziv
instrument za aktiviranje lokalnega prebivalstva in v
vzoréna obmodja delitve koristi in bremen med mestom
in drzavo.«

(Broggi M., Plassmann G., Jungmeier M., Scherfose V,
Solar M., 2017)

Taksne so trenutne razmere. Cilj tega projekta je bil na
podlagi teh ugotovitev predlagati reSitve za odpravo vrzeli
v alpskem omrezju zavarovanih obmocij. Poleg tega
pa tudi, kako spodbuditi tesnejSe sodelovanje alpskih
zavarovanih obmocCij v smeri povezanega omrezja
zavarovanih obmocij s pretezno usklajenimi in s tem
ucinkovitejsSimi upravljavskimi ukrepi ob upostevanju
lokalnih in regionalnih posebnosti.



DOLGOROCNI CILJ (VIZIJA):

Vzpostavitev skladne nadnacionalne prostorske
mreze zavarovanih obmocij z usklajenimi
cilii in upravljanjem, ki ustreza posebnim
ekoloskim, gospodarskim, socialnim in kulturnim
potrebam Alp.

REZULTATI, IZDELKI IN
UCINKI PROJEKTA

Odlocilni rezultat projekta je zacCetek procesa za
ucinkovitejSo in na celotnem obmocju Alp usklajeno
politiko zavarovanih obmocij. Rezultati posameznih
poglavij naj bi zagotovili tehni¢no podporo temu procesu
in nakazali perspektive.

Konkretno naj bi projekt prispeval k:

a) mocnejsemu usklajevanju upravljanja in ukrepov
obstojecih oblik zavarovanih obmocij na mednarodni
ravni v smislu varstva biotske raznovrstnosti na
celotnem obmocju Alp in

b) opredelitvi novih oblik zavarovanih obmocij, kjer
je to potrebno in primerno. VkljuCevanje lokalnega
prebivalstva v novo politiko zavarovanih obmocij s
Casovnim okvirom do leta 2030 je bistvenega pomena.

Dolgoroc¢ni ucinki so izvajanje usklajene politike
zavarovanih obmocij na celothem obmocju Alp in
vse sodobnejSa prilagoditev upravljanja zavarovanih
obmocij, vrst zavarovanih obmocij in njihovega
varstvenega statusa zahtevam varstva narave.

Nedavna odloCitev COP 15 o biotski raznovrstnosti
bo pomembna spodbuda za rezultate in simulacije
morebitnih prihodnjih zavarovanih obmocij v okviru te
Studije.
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CHAPTER 1

FVALUATION
OF EXISTING
PROTECTED ARFA
TYPES AND THEIR
MANAGEMEN

.




WORKING HYPOTHESES'

1. Protected areas account for 28% of the Alpine
Convention perimeter, but they are subject to
significant differences in protection status, ranging from
weak to strong protection.

2. Transboundary protected areas goals are not
well harmonised and are missing a common legal
framework

3. A special wilderness protection is necessary

4, Protected areas territories with the same denomination
differ in their mission, protection status and significance

5. Even protected areas with comparable missions are
not necessarily harmonised and are not always placed
in the same political context

6. International coordination of management measures is
not sufficient

7. Attribution of protected areas to the IUCN categories is
still not complete

8. Indicators for the integration of human activities in
protected areas are needed

T Working Hypotheses in green have a strong territorial or spatial context,
in orange they are rather linked to management issues.

CLASSIFICATION

WHY AND WHERE DO WE
NEED PROTECTED AREAS?

The Alps encompass a highly diverse system of landscapes
and ecological processes, some of which have arisen from
their geological, climatological and biological evolution,
and parts of which have been shaped by hundreds of
years of human habitation and land-use. Today’s Alps
are cultural landscapes, especially in the lower regions,
but human impact is felt even at high elevations. They
are not, then, wilderness areas in the sense of pristine
nature, untouched by human activity. Nevertheless, they
are in some ways also “wild” places, places where natural
spaces have been transformed, but where ecological
processes can still occur without much anthropological
influence (Plassmann 2016).
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Threats to natural spaces in the Alps occur from many
sources and are primarily anthropogenic. There are, on
the one hand, direct and immediate threats, such as
the increase in leisure activities that may have negative
impacts on wildlife and biologically diverse ecosystems,
and the progressive fragmentation of landscapes by the
construction of infrastructure, land use changes (e.g., the
abandonment of traditional farming practices that foster
biodiversity) and intensive use of natural resources. On
the other hand, there are harder-to-pin-down threats
posed by climate change, which brings with it changes
in the distribution of vegetation and wildlife, as well as in
meteorological patterns. All this, and especially the land
fragmentation, results in shrinking habitats for wildlife.
Without protection and restoration, certain habitat types
may be lost altogether, while others are turned into isolated
islands that do not allow the migration of species between
habitat fragments.

Theimportance of protected areas is recognised by national
governments in Article 8 of the Convention on Biological
Diversity (CBD) and through the Programme of Work on
Protected Areas (PoWPA), which was adopted in 2004
and sets out 16 goals and several targets. The Strategic
Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 and its Aichi Biodiversity
Targets were adopted in 2010 in Nagoya, Japan, at the
10th Conference of the Parties to the CBD. These are
widely recognised as a comprehensive framework for all
the biodiversity-related conventions and the entire United
Nations system. This framework explicitly includes at least
17 percent of terrestrial lands to be protected by 2020.

Mountains are specifically mentioned in paragraph 7
of Article 20 of the Convention text. There is also the
Programme of Work on Mountain Biodiversity: This
Programme of Work contains provisions on how to
plan, establish and manage protected areas in mountain
ecosystems, including buffer zones around protected areas
(Decision VII/27); the establishment of effective national,
regional and international networks of mountain protected
areas, and the promotion of integrated transboundary
cooperation (CBD 2007).

As of 2018, terrestrial protected areas covered just under
15% of the Earth’s land surface (UNEP-WCMC, IUCN and
NGS 2018). This is an increase compared to previous
reporting periods, and yet, legally protected does not
necessarily mean effectively protected for biodiversity
conservation, nor are all ecosystem types equally
represented in this global protection statistic. Furthermore,
only about 20% of key biodiversity areas are completely
protected (UNEP-WCMGC, IUCN and NGS 2018). Jones et
al. (2018) studied the extent to which protected areas are
under human pressure by comparing a comprehensive
global map of human pressure on the environment (the
human footprint dataset) to the location of protected areas.
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They found that a third of this area globally is significantly
impacted by intensive human activity (Jones et al. 2018).
Only the most remote northern regions remain nearly
untouched. Even there, however, scientists have observed
and documented impacts due to climate change and air
pollution.

Strict biodiversity conservation areas (IUCN categories |
and ll) experience less human pressure than those that
allow a broader range of activities (for example, sustainable
use of natural resources, as in IUCN categories Ill to VI).
This does not mean that biodiversity conservation is
not possible in such areas. Some protected areas are
deliberately placed in areas of high human activity, for
example to connect more strictly protected areas and
thereby ensure an ecological continuum that allows
species to move or migrate in accordance with their
natural behaviour or in response to external pressures.
Creating ecological connectivity is a key component of
wildlife conservation, as species’ populations confined to
small, isolated areas may be unable to adapt to climate
change by moving, and they may be subject to inbreeding
depression if there is no genetic exchange with other
populations.

Map 1. Protected Areas in the Alpine Convention Area
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About 28.5% of the territory within the Alpine Convention
boundaries is under some form of protection, a lot more
than the global average number of 15% (UNEP-WCMC,
IUCN and NGS 2018; Broggi et al. 2017). At first glance,
it seems that this is a high degree of protection, but only a
small part of this conforms to IUCN protection categories
I, I, and IV, i.e., to the more strictly protected categories
(Plassmann 2016). For example, the core area of National
Parks in the Alpine Convention perimeter covers 3.72%.
Furthermore, according to the analysis by Jones et al.
(2018), for example in Austria, while overall the land area
protected is large, almost a third of this is located in areas
subject to intense human pressure, while only 0.46%
is in areas of low human pressure (using the footprint
measurement approach).

In Liechtenstein, 40% of protected land is located in areas
of high human pressure (Jones et al. 2018). In addition,
the distribution of protected areas across different
elevation levels is uneven, with the most strictly protected
areas (e.g., the core zones of National Parks) found at the
highest elevations, where there is little human settlement
to limit conflicts with human land-use (Broggi et al. 2017).
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Map 2: Ramsar Sites in Alpine Countries
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Across the Alps, there is an uneven geographical
representation of protected areas with a priority focus
on nature protection. Alpine aquatic ecosystems are
insufficiently protected, and there are too few Ramsar
sites.?

The predominance of human pressures on Alpine
protected areas has to do with the Alps location in the
densely settled European continent, and with the long
history of Alpine settlement and human activity. Natural
phenomena and human activities have both turned the
Alpine region into a mosaic of very diverse ecosystems
of largely agricultural landscapes with more recent
incorporation of recreational and industrial use.

The first National Parks in the Alps were established
in 1914 (Plassmann 2016). There are now numerous
protected areas in the Alps, almost 25% of the region
being protected in one form or another, and they enjoy
special status. However, the level of protection differs
greatly depending on their purpose and the community

structure in the surroundings (protected landscapes,
regional nature parks, biosphere reserves, preserves,
nature and National Parks, biotopes, nature protected
areas, integral protected areas, etc.). The influence of all
these protected areas and the way they are managed
differ from one country and one Alpine region to another.

There have been numerous ideas about the protection of
natural habitats depending on trends in differing epochs
and developments. It all began in 1914 with the founding
of the first Alpine National Park in Switzerland, until now
the only such park in the country. It represents the first
integrated reserve in Europe and the first National Park
in the Alps based on an initiative of the Swiss Research
Society and the Swiss Society for Nature Protection.
There were other early Alpine initiatives at that time,
including the “Plant Preservation Area Konigssee” (the
heart of the future National Park Berchtesgaden) from
1910 on, or the “Berarde Park” in 1913, a “forerunner”
for France since it represented the future heart of the
National Park “Les Ecrins”.

1 Ramsar site figures in ha, excluding sites outside the Alpine area: 56,243 overall; Austria: 27,477; Bavaria: 8,740; France: 12,110; Italy: 2,660;
Liechtenstein: 101; Slovenia: 0; Switzerland: 5,155 (including Le Rhone genevois-Vallons de I’Allondon et de La Laire)

(Ramsar Convention Secretariat 2014)
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The inauguration of the National Park Gran Paradiso (I),
in 1922, was based on a closed shooting area of 1856,
founded in the reign of King Victor Emmanuel Il to protect
the last remaining Alpine ibex. The National Park Stilfser
Joch was founded under the Mussolini regime in 1935
and covers a very large territory between the Trentino,
South Tyrol/Alto Adige and Lombardy regions, and is
currently the largest National Park in ltaly. It suffers,
however, from a lack of acceptance and a complicated
ordinance giving rise to conflicts over the use of the area
(skiing, hunting, agriculture). The majority of the National
Parks were founded from the 1960’s onwards, €.g., Triglav
(Slovenia), La Vanoise (France) 1963, Les Ecrins (France)
1973, Berchtesgaden (Germany) 1978, and Mercantour
(France) 1979. These new foundations have often been
characterised by conflicts of interest, especially with
skiing resorts. Thus, it is not surprising that a few of these
parks have been considered as zones to offset increasing
tourism that puts great strain on the environment.

The establishment of the three parts of the National
Park Hohe Tauern took more than ten years (Carinthia
1981, Salzburg 1984 and Tyrol 1991). To a greater
extent than the parks that were established earlier, these
parks embody the concept of settling in the area, and,
at least initially, a lesser orientation towards pure nature
protection. Thus, for example, hunting is partly permitted,
even if carefully regulated, and the forest can be used in
the traditional way. In 1987 the National Park Nockberge
in Carinthia was founded following a local initiative against
the creation of an extensive skiing area (in a referendum,
94% of the citizens voted against that project). All the
same, the creation of National Parks rests on a relatively
shaky footing.

The last wave of new park took place in the 1990s: in Italy
Dolomiti Bellunesi 1990, Val Grande 1992, and in Austria
Kalkalpen 1997, and Geséuse 2003. These most recent
National Parks in the Alps enjoy stricter protection, and the
National Park Val Grande contains the first integral nature
protection area in the Alps (del Pedum, 973 hectares),
which was founded in 1967. Only the National Park Les
Ecrins commands an area with comparably strict nature
protection (Lauvitel, 700 hectares). The total protection
enjoyed by these areas can only be compared with the
Swiss National Park, where any straying from the paths is
forbidden. It should be noted that, at the end of the 20th
century and after a phase of creating less strictly regulated
National Parks, the original idea of the first National Parks
in the Alps regained prominence — that of the “wilderness”.
The international recognition attained since September
2006 through tighter regulation of all three parts of the
National Park Hohe Tauern bears witness to this.
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This return to the origins was also made possible by the
greater complementarity of the Alpine protected areas
that had developed since the end of the last century. The
absence of additional forms of protected areas in Austria,
such as the regional parks (a protected area variant with
more regional development emphasis), which mainly
developed in France from the 1970s and which mark
a turning point in spatial nature conservation, made it
necessary to adapt the National Park concept in a country
that was never really affected by the rural exodus and in
which the regional political force (federalism) did not allow
too strong a centralistic influence in nature conservation.

In the meantime, and especially from the beginning
of the 1980s, the ltalian regions of the Alps initiated
a massive wave of foundation of nature and regional
parks. They have a stronger protection status than their
French “counterparts”, but their administration differs
greatly from one region to another, from one province to
another (autonomous status). Nonetheless, they are very
efficient instruments for protecting species and habitats,
as well as innovative areas (e.g., Adamello Brenta and
the reintroduction of bears; Prealpi Giulie and quality local
products). At the end of the last century there were around
60 such areas in the ltalian Alps.

At the end of the 1990s, a number of “nature parks”
were founded in Austria, mainly based on the concept
of sustainable development. In Switzerland the same
evolution took place since 2007 with the Swiss natural
regional parks. At the same time, the National Parks began
striving for stricter regulations, allowing them to be officially
recognised as National Parks within the framework of the
IUCN, where, for example, they now meet the criteria of
hunting-free areas (e.g., Hohe Tauern National Park).

The Alps thus command a complementary series of
protected areas in which the planning (management,
division into zones) and the application of proven methods
of management are increasingly setting international
standards (the observation of species, the restoration
of natural spaces, systems providing geographical
information, data banks and the interpretation of satellite
and aerial photos). Long-term measures of management
and planning are combined with extensive protected
areas where interference is prohibited (e.g., the integral
protected areas).

The strictly protected zones of these protected areas
were mostly established at high average altitudes — more
than two-thirds of National Parks in the Alps are located
at an elevation above 2,000 metres. Thus, they are not
representative of all important habitats at all levels of
altitude. At lower altitudes, human settlement and activity
pressures are especially high.
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In the most important Alpine valleys, there are high
concentrations of human habitation and economic
activities, which has resulted in fragmentation of the
landscape. Alpine biodiversity conservation policy over
the past 100 years or so has concentrated on protecting
certain areas as isolated nature reserves without
connecting them to protected corridors that would
allow an exchange between them. What conservation
today must aim for is a “permeable landscape matrix”
(Plassmann 2016), which enables the movement of fauna
across the entire Alpine arc and beyond into adjacent
regions. Initiatives such as the Alpine Carpathian corridor
need to be implemented across all Alpine countries.
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People, fauna, and flora all benefit from protected areas.
The protection of landscapes maintains important
ecological processes that benefit human health (e.g.,
freshwater provision, clean air, climate modulation,
physical and psychological well-being), provides areas
suitable for recreation, ensures quality of life, and creates
income opportunities (especially from tourism, traditional
farming products, sustainable forest management, etc.).
Nevertheless, social barriers, lack of awareness, and
short-term economic interest create barriers for effective
nature protection. To be successful, local stakeholders
and populations must participate in planning and
implementing Alpine nature protection, and for this, a lot of
awareness raising and appropriate (trans-sec ‘ '
are essential. :




PROTECTED AREA
CLASSIFICATIONS
ACCORDING TO IUCN

The IUCN protected area management categories classify
the wide variety of protected areas into six categories, with
category | being subdivided into categories la and Ib. The
underlying indicators for these classes are the management
objectives of the respective protected areas. They move
from very strict protection, where human use is severely
restricted, through various intermediate levels, all the way
to areas where the focus is on the sustainable use of
natural resources by humans (Table 1) (Dudley 2013). The
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general idea behind the creation of these categories was to
establish a worldwide system that allows for comparison
between protected areas of the same category — no
matter the national or regional official designation. This is
clearly a complicated task, given the diversity of national
protected area categories, management objectives and
legal frameworks (Worboys et al. 2015). Nonetheless, the
classification provides a good framework that allows for an
appropriate way to classify such a heterogeneous group
of entities. The system is always being further developed
to respond to emerging needs as a powerful tool that
supports biodiversity conservation through protected
areas.

The categories are presented in the table below, a table
in the Annex aims to match existing Alpine protected area
designations with these categories.

Table 1: IUCN Protected Area Classifications, Characteristics and Alpine Examples

IUCN Category Definition

Category la -
Strict Nature Reserve

Protected areas with a strict biodiversity protection focus for
globally outstanding ecosystems, species or geodiversity features,
and human visitation is strongly restricted

Alpine examples

Swiss National Park, Réserve intégrale de
Lauvitel (France)

Usually, large unmodified or slightly modified areas, retaining their
natural character and influence, without permanent or significant
human habitation, protected and managed to preserve their

Category Ib —
Wilderness Area
natural condition

Val Grande National Park
Riserva Integrale del Pedum (ltaly)
Durrenstein Wilderness Area (Austria)

Large natural or near natural areas with the goal to protect large-

Category Il -
National Park
recreational and cultural uses

scale ecological processes, plus the species and ecosystems
characteristic of the area; human visitation is allowed for

Kalkalpen National Park
(Austria)

Generally, quite small and set up to protect a specific natural

Category Il -
Natural Monument or Feature
category Il

monument (e.g., a landform, a cave or other geological or culturally
influenced feature) with high visitor value, managed similarly to

Balcon du Mont-Blanc, Haute-Savoie
(France)

Set up for the protection of particular species or habitats, which

Category IV —

Habitat/Species

Management Area
fragmented areas

is reflected in management interventions and may be relatively small;
sometimes a “stop-gap” measure (e.g., to secure stepping-stones,
breeding sites, etc.); may be located in significantly modified and

Biotopo palude di Cima Corso (Cima
Corso Swamp) (Italy)

A protected area where the interaction of people and nature over

Category V — time has produced an area of distinct character with significant ' : )
. N N . Lo Kozjansko Regional Park, Biosphere
Protected Landscape/ ecological, biological, cultural and scenic value, which is .
L . ; e Reserve and Natura 2000 area (Slovenia)
Seascape considered worth protecting (e.g., unique or traditional land-use
patterns); potential for ecological restoration
Category VI - Generally, large, protected areas that conserve ecosystems

Protected Area with
sustainable use of natural

and habitats, together with associated cultural values and
traditional natural resource management systems (“sustainable

GroBes Walsertal Biosphere Park (Austria)

use” as a means to achieving nature conservation); no large-scale

resources . X
industrial harvest

Source: (Dudley 2013)
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INTERNATIONALLY
RECOGNISED PROTECTED
AREA CATEGORIES

Apart from nationally or regionally recognised protected
areas there are internationally recognised categories of
protected areas. These different categories can overlap
and be complementary in their functionality regarding
biodiversity protection.

Within the European Union, the Habitats Directive and
the Birds Directive are the main instruments that guide
conservation policies. Annex | lists 233 European natural
habitat types, including 71 priority sites (i.e. habitat types in
danger of disappearance and whose natural range mainly
falls within the territory of the European Union) (European
Commission 2020).

Natura 2000 is the main instrument of the European
Union’s biodiversity conservation policy. It is an ecological
network spread throughout the Union, established under
the 92/43/CEE “Habitats Directive” to ensure the

Map 3: Natura 2000 and Emerald Network Sites in the Alps
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long-term maintenance of natural habitats and threatened
or rare flora and fauna species.

The Natura 2000 network consists of the Sites of
Community Interest (SIC), identified by the Member States
under the Habitat Directive, which are subsequently
designated as Special Conservation Zones. It also includes
the Special Protection Zones (SPAs) established under the
2009/147/CE “Birds Directive” on the conservation of
wild birds. This network covers all EU member states and
has the general objective to protect targeted species and
habitats of European or international interest. Such sites
must have management plans that encourage human
activities that work with, rather than against nature.

The European Union is also a Contracting Party to the Bern
Convention. It therefore has obligations arising from the
Convention, particularly with respect to habitat protection.
Therefore, it produced the Habitats Directive in 1992, and
subsequently set up the Natura 2000 network. As such
the Natura 2000 sites are considered as the contribution
from the EU member States to the Emerald Network.
The Natura 2000 network is thus complementary to the
Emerald Network (Council of Europe 2020a). These two
categories follow the same principles and are generally
equivalent. EU member states designate Natura 2000
sites and non-EU member states designate Emerald sites.
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Both designations create European ecological networks.
For our context this is relevant for Switzerland, which is
not an EU member (Council of Europe 2020a).

The obligations of the European Union and non-EU
countries (in the Alpine case only Switzerland) under the
Convention on Biological Diversity are also considered
through the establishment of these networks. The EU
updated its Biodiversity Strategy in May 2020, when it
issued a new strategy entitled “EU Biodiversity Strategy
for 2030. Bringing nature back into our lives”. Among
other proposals, the EU wants to establish binding targets
to restore damaged ecosystems and rivers, improve the
health of EU protected habitats and species, bring back
pollinators to agricultural land, reduce pollution, increase
green European cities, enhance organic farming and other
biodiversity-friendly farming practices, and improve the
health of European forests.

In particular, the strategy document acknowledges that the
existing European protected area network is inadequate to
protect biodiversity effectively, and that the target of 17%
coverage, as outlined in the Biodiversity Convention (“Aichi
targets”), is insufficient according to scientific studies. At
least 30% of Europe’s lands and seas are supposed to
be transformed into effectively managed protected areas,
and at least 10% of agricultural areas are to be returned to
high-diversity landscape features. Of all protected areas,
at least a third should, according to this strategy, be strictly
protected. Furthermore, all protected areas are expected
to clearly define conservation objectives and measures.
The strategy includes a goal to set up ecological corridors
to prevent genetic isolation, allow for species migration,
and maintain and enhance healthy ecosystems (EC
2020). European countries are now also in the process of
updating their older biodiversity strategies.

On the international level, UNESCO provides three
categories of protected area designation:

e UNESCO World Natural Heritage sites
e UNESCO Man and the Biosphere reserves
o UNESCO Global Geopark reserves

UNESCO World Heritage sites are subdivided into
three categories, namely natural world heritage sites,
cultural world heritage sites and mixed sites. This label is
the crown jewel of protected areas. UNESCO has so far
accepted 1121 world heritage sites worldwide, including
869 cultural, 213 natural and 39 mixed sites. In the Alps
there are five natural World Heritage sites (UNESCO 2020).
In this context it is the natural and mixed sites that are of
relevance.
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To be included on the world heritage list, a site needs
to prove its “outstanding universal value” and present a
management plan that clearly describes how this value is
to be conserved for future generations. The main objective
of world heritage sites is the preservation of these values,
which are, in most cases, based on biodiversity or the
beauty of untouched nature. World heritage sites can be
surrounded by buffer zones that help to prevent a direct
influence of human activities on the actual site.

UNESCO Biosphere reserves are officially designated
through  UNESCO’s Man and Biosphere Programme
(MAB), which encourages the sustainable use of
biodiversity. Sites that have earned this status are areas
where innovative and interdisciplinary approaches to
sustainable development and resource management
as well as interactions between nature and society can
be tested. The objectives are thus a combination of
biodiversity conservation and sustainable development.
A triple-zoning approach helps to identify appropriate
management measures for the respective zones and their
management objectives.

UNESCO Global Geopark reserves are areas of
international geological significance that follow a holistic,
bottom-up management approach, integrating the
concepts of sustainable development, education and
nature protection. They are areas for raising awareness of
the key issues facing society, such as climate change and
natural disasters.

A further category of protected areas are important bird
areas designated as Ramsar sites (wetlands of global
importance). A Ramsar site is a wetland site deemed to be
of international importance under the Ramsar Convention
(short for “The Convention on Wetlands of International
Importance Especially as Waterfowl Habitat”) (Ramsar
Convention  Secretariat 2020). Many internationally
important wetlands extend across national borders.
In these cases, a Transboundary Ramsar Site can be
created. Ramsar sites are required to have management
plans. The Convention uses a broad definition of wetlands,
several of which are found in the Alpine region. Those
wetlands that can be found in the Alps include all lakes
and rivers, underground aquifers, swamps and marshes,
wet grasslands, peatlands, and human-made sites such
as fishponds and reservoirs. There are numerous small
and a few larger Ramsar sites in the Alps.


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?MnwmHr
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?xxLEy8
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?xxLEy8
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?EI03wP
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?uyWUCw
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?uyWUCw

In addition, there are sites that have been granted a
“European Diploma” (Council of Europe 2020b). These
are not separate protection categories but are a type of
prestigious award given by the Council of Europe as a
stimulus for the efficient protection and management of
landscapes, reserves or natural monuments and sites with
special European significance. It is granted to protected
areas for outstanding scientific, cultural or aesthetic
qualities, if they are also subject to a suitable conservation
scheme. The Diploma is awarded for a limited duration
— it may be withdrawn if actions take place that may
cause harm to the area. The Diploma has a unique
supervisory mechanism. An annual report must be sent
to the Council of Europe by the authorities responsible
for the management of each Diploma holding area and
aimed to present the actions and measures taken by
the managing authorities over the past year to comply
with the recommendations and/or conditions attached
to the European Diploma. The year before the validity of
the European Diploma is due or in the event of a serious
threat to an area or a substantial deterioration of the site,
an on-the-spot appraisal may be decided by the Group of
Specialists on the European Diploma for Protected Areas
and conducted by independent experts. It thus acts as a
stimulus for the preservation and improvement of the site.
In the Alps, nine protected areas have been awarded this
Diploma (Council of Europe 2020b).

On an international level, there have been discussions
on the expansion and increased effectiveness of global
protected areas. This was as well a central topic on the
IUCN World Congress 2021 in Marseille, France.

THE ALPINE MOSAIC OF
PROTECTED AREA TYPES

The protected area systems across the Alps vary
significantly between the different countries. In terms
of legislation, governance levels and responsibilities,
management objectives and management practice, and
official designation there are differences but also some
common ground. In the following chapters the situation
in the respective countries will be presented; followed by
analysis and comparison between the systems.

Across the Alpine countries, according to the Alpine
Convention at national and regional level there are different
levels of protection (Alpine Convention 2013, p. 41),
and variations of areas with particular protection among
and within countries (for example, landscape reserves
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in Germany). The principal levels of protection (with
associated IUCN category equivalents that sometimes
vary from one country to another) are:

Table 2: Alpine Protected Area Types

PA type IUCN Category

National Parks 1A%
Nature reserves \%
Regional nature parks VN
Other areas with particular protections

Wilderness areas/strictly protected reserves | (la/1b)
Landscape protection areas IV
Protected parts of a landscape Ml

Special conservation areas/Natura 2000 sites

or Emerald sites IV or other
Natural monuments/ natural areas VN

Natural forest reserves/ strict protection forests  I/IV

Quiet zones/ extraordinary protected area I, 1L 0,V

Area of relevant environmental interest
(only in Italy)

Gardens and parks, municipal or intermunicipal
parks (ltaly)

Natural recreation areas (only in Italy)

Ensembles (new in 2020, Bolzano Province)

International designations

UNESCO Biosphere reserves various

UNESCO Global Geopark reserves various

UNESCO World Natural Heritage sites various

Ramsar sites various

The “wilderness area” (IUCN cat. Ib) was added in
here, as there is an official wilderness area in the Alps (in
Austria), and something akin to it in France (Lauvitel). It is
one of the strictest types of protection. From a biodiversity
conservation point of view, there should be more
such areas. Wilderness reserves should allow natural
processes to take place, and only under very extraordinary
circumstances should there be any management by
humans. This protection level is defined by IUCN as
areas strictly set aside to protect biodiversity and where
human visitation (essentially only for scientific research
and monitoring), use and impacts are strictly controlled
and limited to ensure protection of the conservation values
(Dudley 2013). This form of protection is very rare in the
Alps. (In fact, only a small subset of the Wilderness Area
Durrenstein in Austria is classified as category Ib, the other
part is considered la.)
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Even stricter is the protection under IUCN category
la, which is a strict nature reserve generally established
exclusively for scientific field work. The Swiss National
Park is classified as IUCN Category la, the only strictly
protected National Park in the Alps. In France and ltaly,
there are some IUCN category la areas, labelled as
réserves intégrales and riserve integrali respectively).
However, for the most part these are very small in extent.

In general, it can be said that National Parks are
designated to protect the ecological integrity of one
or more ecosystems, and the laws exclude uses or
claims detrimental to the objectives of this designation.
National Parks are also often meant to provide a base for
spiritual experience, research, education and recreation
for visitors. As mentioned, the exact types of activities
allowed in National Parks vary from country to country.
From a regulatory point of view, National Parks usually
consist of two distinct components: a “core” area (JUCN
Category ll), where the State ensures maximum protection
of the natural heritage and strictly regulates human
activities, and peripheral zones (IUCN Category V), where
local municipalities are supposed to voluntarily undertake
sustainable development policies aimed at helping to
protect the National Park’s core. Wilderness areas (IUCN

Map 4: Areas with Strong Protection Status
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Category la) may be established in the core area to provide
strict protection of flora and fauna for scientific purposes.

Note that some areas designated as “special conservation
areas” are sites under the Natura 2000 network (see
above). There is a degree of overlap between terrestrial
Natura 2000 networks and nationally designated sites, and
this includes different IUCN protected areas categories.
(There are also nationally designated protected areas that
are not part of the Natura 2000 network.)

It should also be noted that there are overlaps among
other designations. For example, nature parks may
overlap with landscape protection areas, quiet zones,
nature reserves, natural monuments or Natura 2000 sites,
and vice versa. The same goes for the various UNESCO
reserve types. All of these overlap with other protection
categories where they exist. The category example for
a UNESCO Biosphere Reserve in Austria, for example,
draws on the Salzburger Lungau & Karntner Nockberge
Biosphere Reserve. It overlaps with various Natura 2000
sites, nature reserves, landscape protection areas, and
natural monuments. Thus, no single IUCN protection
category can be assigned to such UNESCO reserves, only
to particular components of these reserves.
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Map 5: Alpine Protected Areas (APA) with Strong Protection Status and IUCN Categories la, Ib and Il
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different approaches and protected area categories in
the Alpine countries, the relevant categories of each
country are listed in the following subchapters. To the
extent possible, the structure of country chapters includes
general information on governance of protected areas (legal
situation), different protected area types, and, for each
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management goals (where applicable) and relation to other
national protection categories, as well as information on
the designated administrative responsibility. Some of this
information is also contained in summary form in the Annex
table. Information on the legal competence in the various
countries is based on information from the European
Environment Agency (EEA 2020a).



https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?7VKqcV
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GOVERNANCE, STRATEGIES,

AUSTRIA

Governance

The Austrian Federal Constitution declares nature
conservation as responsibility of the federal states (“Lander”).
[t does not have an overarching federal nature conservation
act. The offices of the state governments are responsible
for nature and landscape protection in Austria. In the nature
conservation and National Park laws as well as in the cave!
laws of the federal states, the development of a diverse
nature and landscape as the foundation of life for people,
animals and plants are set as goals. Interventions in the
protected areas are either prohibited or restrictions on use
are foreseen. The protection of wild plants and wild animals
is, therefore, regulated by the nature conservation laws and
species protection ordinances as well as the hunting and
fishing laws of the federal states.

When the federal government participates in nationally
significant projects such as the establishment of National
Parks, it must conclude a state treaty between the federal
government and the respective federal state, in accordance
with Article 15a of the Federal Constitutional Law, which
also defines the cornerstones for the establishment and
operation of the respective National Park: area, objectives,
administration, tasks, financing and any advisory boards or
boards of trustees (Nationalparks Austria 2018).

This also affects the implementation of the two EU
directives on biodiversity conservation, the Birds Directive
and the Habitats Directive, which must be implemented
through many different federal state laws in each of the
nine state laws. The most important of these laws are

' Limestone caves in numerous Austrian Lander

PROTECTION TYPOLOGIES,
AND PROTECTION GOALS IN
ALPINE COUNTRIES

those on nature conservation, hunting, fishing, National
Parks, and spatial planning and planning laws, as well as
the regulations based on them. The member states are
obliged to designate the nominated areas as “Special
Protected Areas”. Most of the Austrian federal states
have stipulated in their nature conservation laws that the
state government must protect the nominated Natura
2000 sites with protected area regulations. In some state
nature protection laws (Burgenland, Vienna, Vorarlberg) the
protection category “European protection area” is provided
for this (Umweltbundesamt 2020b).

The legal autonomy of the federal states has caused a
relatively fragmented body of environmental legislation
and inconsistent implementation and enforcement (OECD
2013).

National strategies

Although Austria’s nature protection laws are defined at
federal state level, the national government, through its
responsible Ministries, issues guidelines and elaborates
strategies. There are three Austrian strategies with particular
relevance for biodiversity (BMK 2020).

The third Austrian 2020+ Biodiversity Strategy of 2014
(based on the equivalent EU Strategy “Our life insurance,
our natural capital: an EU biodiversity strategy to 2020”)
defines fields of action, goals and measures for Austria to,
at least, slow the further loss of species and habitats. The
“Biodiversity Strategy Austria 2020+” comprises five fields of
action with 12 targets: Action area 1 - Know and recognise
biodiversity; Action area 2 - Sustainable use of biodiversity;
Action area 3 - Reduce biodiversity pollution; Action area 4
- Preserve and develop biodiversity; Action area 5 - Ensure
biodiversity worldwide. To this end, 12 targets and more
than 140 measures were formulated (CBD 2020b).


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?9njEYc
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?SXbGSz
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?SXbGSz
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https://www.cbd.int/doc/world/at/at-nbsap-v3-en.pdf
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?vsmdiU
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?PtlgX8

The significance of biodiversity is acknowledged by

Target 1 society

Biodiversity research and monitoring activities are
Target 2

extended

Agriculture and forestry support conservation and
Target 3 . L .

improvement of biodiversity

Game and fish stocks are adapted to natural environ-
Target 4 -

ment conditions

Tourism and leisure activities are in line with biodiversity
Target 5 o

objectives
Target 6 Energy supply is biodiversity-friendly
Target 7 Pollution is reduced
Target 8 Negative impacts of invasive alien species are reduced
Target 9 Incentives with negative impact on biodiversity, including

9 subsidies, are abolished or adapted

Target 10 Species and habitats are conserved

Biodiversity and ecosystem services are taken into
Target 11 : . . -

account in spatial planning and transport/mobility
Target 12 Contribution to overcome global biodiversity crisis has

been made

In relation to Target 10 (species and habitats conservation),
the Austrian strategy clearly mentions the need to create
“barrier-free landscapes” to enable organisms to adapt
to the evolving environmental conditions (climate effects;
functional migratory corridors). It also states a need
to develop options for designating natural areas (non-
intervention areas with a wilderness character) in the
framework of existing protected-area concepts by means
of contractual nature conservation. Furthermore, the
strategy mentions the goal of developing options for the
conservation of biodiversity hotspots outside protected
areas.

In the federal state of Styria, a Styrian Biodiversity Strategy
(“Naturschutz Strategie Steiermark 2025”) was elaborated
in 2017.

Following the issuance of a follow-up strategy to 2030 by
the European Union, Austria has also launched a review
of its biodiversity strategy. From July to December 2019,
a participatory biodiversity dialogue was launched by the
national government to obtain expert proposals for a new
biodiversity strategy for 2030. At the time of writing this
process is ongoing.

The Floodplain strategy for Austria 2020+

Experts for floodplains define goals, principles, measures,
and ways to secure the floodplains and river landscapes in
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the long term. Over the next few years, this strategy is to
be implemented in partnership with all those affected. This
floodplain strategy was elaborated between the federal
government (BMLFUW) and the federal states, with the
support of NGOs and technical experts. This is based on
the structure of the National Wetlands Strategy (1999) and
is also compatible with the 2020+ biodiversity strategy.

The Forest strategy Austria 2020+

This strategy aims to ensure that the ecological,
economic, and social dimensions of sustainable forest
management are balanced and optimised. Representatives
of 85 organisations collaborated on the Austrian Forest
Strategy 2020+. The diverse tasks of forests are covered
in the Forest Strategy 2020+ in seven special fields of
action, including climate change and climate protection,
forest and species protection, income security, provision of
the renewable raw material wood, bioeconomy, protection
against natural hazards, the use of the forest for leisure
activities, and science and research. For each of these fields
of action, seven strategic goals for the sustainable securing
of forest functions and forest impacts were defined and
strategic priorities were derived from each of them.

Typology of Protected Areas

Of the protected area types mentioned above, the
following exist in Austria (as of 2018) (Umweltbundesamt
2020c).

Some of these typologies exist throughout Austria, others
only in certain federal states. National Parks, nature
reserves and landscape protection areas, as well as natural
monuments, exist throughout Austria. Other categories,
such as “protected part of the landscape” or “nature
park” exist only in some of the states. The protection
provisions for the protected area categories vary, as do
the conditions for each individual area, which are defined
in the respective area ordinances. Agriculture and forestry,
hunting and fishing, are allowed “to the usual extent” even
in the protected areas (Umweltbundesamt 2020c).

In Austria, as of December 2018, 21.7% of the federal
territory falls under the legally more strictly protected
areas (wilderness area and National Park, Natura 2000
sites, nature reserves). In addition, 24.5% are protected
less strictly (for example as Protected Landscape Area,
Protected Landscape Parts, UNESCO Biosphere
Reserves, etc.! (Umweltbundesamt 2020a). Overall, this
means that 28.3% of Austria’s territory is protected - of
course, not all of it in the Alpine region.

In June 2019, the “Lower Murtal” biosphere park was added with a total area of 130 km2. This biosphere reserve, which is recognized by UNESCO,

has not yet been included in the figures for Austria.


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?Owkvqi
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?Owkvqi
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Table 3: Typology of Protected Areas - Austria

PA type

IUCN Category Primary goal
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Legal competence

National Parks (Nationalparks) v biodiversity conservation Federal stgte government (Amt der
Landesregierung)

Nature reserve (Naturschutzgebiete) \% biodiversity conservation Federal state government

Regional nature parks (Naturparke) V recreation, regional development Regional association

Other areas with particular protections

Wilderness area/strictly protected area
(Wildnisgebiet)

| biodiversity conservation

Federal state government

Landscape protection area
(Landschaftsschutzgebiete/Natur- \AY,
Landschaftsschutzgebiete)

landscape protection

Federal state government

Protected parts of a landscape
(geschitzte Landschaftsteile)

11 landscape protection

Federal state government

Special conservation area/Natura 2000

sites IV or other biodiversity conservation Federal state government
Natural monument/natural area .
.. 1l conservation Federal state government

(Naturdenkmaler)

Natural forest reserve/strict protection o . . Public/private partnership (Contractual
biodiversity conservation ’

forest (Naturwaldreservat) protection)

Quiet zone (Ruhegebiete - only in Tirol) Vv wildlife protection Tirol state government

Regional protected areas various Municipalities (Gemeinden)

International designations

UNESCO Biosphere reserves various hgrmqmsed managemeht Of. Federal state government
biological and cultural diversity

UNESCO Global Geopark reserves various protecting global geodiversity Federal state government

UNESCO World Natural Heritage sites various consewqtlon Of TELUIE| ShiEs Federal state government
outstanding universal value

Ramsar sites various CeEEE SR EICE e Federal state government

wetlands

Wilderness area
(IUCN category |)

The Rothwald primeval forest is the first area in Austria that
follows the concept of the “Wilderness Areas”, the highest
protection category of the IUCN. The primeval forest is
located near the Lower Austria/Styria border and includes
areas that serve scientific research (IUCN category la) as
well as parts that are administered as wilderness areas
(IUCN category Ib). It is also located in the Natura 2000
area “Otscher-Dirrenstein”(Umweltbundesamt 2020d).

At the end of 2019, a long planned second Wilderness
Area inside Hohe Tauern National Park was officially
designated. The Sulzbach valleys - with more than 6,700
hectares - became an internationally recognised and

protected wilderness area with [UCN Category 1b at the
end of 2019. A management plan had been prepared for
the period 2016 to 2026. The area had been declared
a wilderness area by the state government of Salzburg
ordinance in 2017 (Salzburger Landesregierung 2017).

The purpose stipulated in the law is to ensure the natural
dynamics of the area under special protection, including its
flora and fauna, create a wilderness area that is primarily
shaped by natural processes and is free from human
interference. According to the management plan, the
wilderness area is protected by the surrounding National
Park core, natural and outer zone areas acting as a buffer
zone (Salzburger Nationalparkfonds Hohe Tauern 2018).


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?PFA80A
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?49QEb4
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?hujYR5

Zoning at Wilderness Area Diirrenstein

A wilderness area must be divided int zones in
accordance with the IUCN guidelines and to
determine the planned and permitted measures.
The following zones apply in the Durrenstein
wilderness area (Expertise France 2020):

The “nature zone”, in which no further measures
take place (exception: the wildlife regulation).
Visitors can also walk through parts of this zone as
part of guided hikes. Approx. 88% of the wilderness
area belongs to this zone.

The “natural zone with silvicultural management”,
in which, for a limited period of time, spruce
forests are converted into mixed forests with more
deciduous trees. Less than 5% of the total area of
the wilderness area needs to be converted.

In the “Management Zone Alpine Pasture” and
the “Management Zone Forest Pasture” grazing
is permitted to the extent necessary for nature
conservation reasons. Many rare species of
plants and insects still find habitat on the Alpine
pasture. e.g., the black grouse and ptarmigan. The
“Kalkrasen Management Zone” fulfils the same
purpose. These significantly anthropogenically
influenced habitats represent approx. 7% of the
protected area.

Natural predators such as lynx or golden eagle
occur only occasionally in the wilderness area.
To ensure the natural forest-game structure, the
administration has implemented “wildlife ecological
management” to regulate the species of deer and
chamois according to ecological criteria. This
area comprises approximately 25% of the entire
wilderness area.

A small area for visitors has been established in an
area of less than 1% of the wilderness area.

(Wildnis Duirrenstein 2020)

1Goal 1: In the natural zone, there is a natural development according
to the IUCN guidelines

Goal 2: Species and habitats are protected in the best possible way
Goal 3: The level of awareness and acceptance of National Parks is high
Goal 4: Nature experiences are varied

Goal 5: Scientific knowledge of the status and trends of biodiversity has
improved

Goal 6: The goals of the National Parks are increasingly taken into
account in the region
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National Parks
(IUCN Category Il (core)/V (buffer zone))

The Austrian National Parks are established around core
areas surrounded by so called National Park regions. Of the
six Austrian National Parks, three are in the Alps (Hohe Tauern
(1,857 km3?), Kalkalpen (209 km?) and Gesduse (110 km?)
covering a combined surface of around 2,200 km2. They are
relatively young parks with creation dates ranging from 1981
to 2002.

Austrian National Parks generally correspond to category |l
of the IUCN Protected Areas Categories system. Here and
in other Alpine countries, a National Park can contain various
other protected areas with different designations. The National
Park Hohe Tauern encompasses the Sulzbachtaler wilderness
area, which is category Ib.

The objective of National Parks is to forego any economic
use on at least 75% of the area, which is a prerequisite for
the recognition as a protected area according to the IUCN
Management Category Il. The Austrian National Park Strategy
2020 (Nationalparks Austria 2018) sets out a clear list of 12
goals?, ranging from scientific research on biodiversity trends to
the implementation of management plans in all Austrian parks,
to harmonisation of laws and regulations with the goals of the
National Parks and the long-term securing of National Park
areas. It also includes a list of evaluation parameters.

The priority objective of this category is the conservation of
biodiversity and habitats, but other goals, such as scientific
research and regional economic development, are increasingly
being integrated into the management tasks. They are seen
as lead projects that give impulse for tourism, economy and
environmental education.

Nature reserves (Naturschutzgebiete)

A nature reserve is a largely natural or near-natural area that
is characterised by the existence of habitats worth protecting
and/or the occurrence of rare or endangered animal and
plant species. The protection of these natural assets stands
in the foreground and, any interference incompatible with the
protection goal must be prevented.

The nature reserve type is one of the most important categories
of land protection in Austria. As a rule, however, agricultural and
forestry uses are permitted “to the present extent”, even if, in
principle, any interference with nature is prohibited. In certain
cases, this can lead to conflicts of interest. Management

Goal 7: Institutionalise national and international cooperation

Goal 8: Management plans are available for all National Parks and are
being implemented

Goal 9: National Park employees are highly motivated and qualified

Goal 10: Relevant legislation is harmonized with the goals of the
National Parks

Goal 11: Financing is ensured

Goal 12: National Park areas and nature conservation services are
secured in the long term


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?XILZPJ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?Co6PoJ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?6Nwztf
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plans, which were drawn up for nature reserves in some
federal states, determine the measures necessary to maintain
the ecosystem and regulate the uses in terms of the protection
goals (Umweltbundesamt 2020c).

There are also some special protection areas, often located
inside National Parks or Nature Parks. Special protection
areas are distinct forms of nature reserves. In contrast to
a “normal” nature reserve, any intervention in nature is
prohibited. Exceptions can be granted, including measures for
conventional agriculture and forestry. The exercise of fishing
and hunting requires a permit. For the special protection of
plants and animals, a ban on entry is also possible.

Kalkalpen National Park - several
protection designations in one park

The Kalkalpen National Park was officially inaugurated
in 1997 with an area of 165.09 km? but has steadily
expanded over the last few years, and its current size
is 208.56 km?. Its mid-term goal is the creation of a
protected area where natural development processes are
permanently ensured, and 75% of the National Park area
is wilderness area.

Before its formal foundation, in cooperation with
representatives of interest groups, a system of “contract
nature protection” was developed for conservation in
the federal state of Upper Austria. This was a decisive
breakthrough in the negotiations with the landowners.
Farmers and other landowners formed an association
and participated in the planning process. Goals and
tasks that are being pursued in the National Park include
biodiversity conservation, scientific research, education,
visitor experiences, and natural area management.

In 2004, the Kalkalpen National Park was declared a
Natura 2000 area, as well as a Ramsar-site (Convention
on Wetlands of International Importance). Furthermore,
since 2017, the old red beech forests in the Kalkalpen
National Park and in the Durrenstein wilderness area
have been awarded the status of UNESCO world natural
heritage. The red beech forests of the Kalkalpen National
Park and the primeval beech forest of the Durrenstein
wilderness area represent the entire beech range of
the Alps. Together, the two protected areas contribute
around 7,120 hectares of beech forests to this World
Natural Heritage category.

The example of Kalkalpen National Park shows that more
than one protection category or designation can overlap
in the same place. In this case, the labels “National
Park”, “Natura 2000”, “wetland of global importance”,
and “UNESCO world natural heritage” all apply.

(NP Kalkalpen 2011)
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OTHER DESIGNATIONS

Landscape protection areas
(Landschaftsschutzgebiete)

A landscape protection area is an area with a special
character, high aesthetic value or recreational value of the
landscape. The primary purpose of this category is to preserve
the landscape, rather than the species or ecosystems in it.
The special importance of the area for the population or
tourism should be secured. Landscape protection areas can
also serve as buffer zones around nature reserves, which
are subject to stricter protection regulations. Often, more
traditional types of agriculture are practiced in landscape
protection areas. As a rule, certain projects are prohibited
or subject to an authorisation (Umweltbundesamt 2020d).

In Austria, landscape protection areas are the most
widespread among the protection categories. In 2017
there were 258 landscape protection areas.

Protected parts of the landscape, natural
monuments, quiet areas, etc.

There are 14 different types of protected areas in Austria
with different levels of protection. Some types are limited
to one or more federal states (Umweltbundesamt 2020d).

e A protected part of the landscape is — in contrast to
the usually large-scale landscape protection areas — a
small-scale, protected section of the landscape.

e A natural monument is a protected natural structure
that should be preserved in the public interest because
of its scientific, historical, or cultural significance or
because of its peculiarity, beauty, rarity, or its special
character for the landscape.

Protected area categories that only occur in individual
federal states are:

e Protected habitat (Burgenland)

e Protection zone according to the shipping law
(Burgenland)

e Plant protection area (Salzburg, Vorarlberg)

e Protected natural structures of local importance
(Salzburg)

e Protected biotope (Vienna)

e Ecological development area (Vienna)

e Special protection area (Salzburg, Tyrol)
e Quiet area (Tyrol)

e Quiet zone (Salzburg, Vorarloerg: However, only one
area is designated as a quiet zone, the Vergalda valley
in St. Gallenkirch, Vorarlberg)

Local protected area (Vorarlberg)

Protected area according to the local law (Styria)
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Nature parks

Nature parks in Austria include landscape areas that
are particularly well suited for relaxation or for imparting
knowledge about nature due to their landscape
characteristics. “Nature park” is not a separate protection
category but a distinction that is awarded to nature reserves
or landscape protection areas (Umweltoundesamt 2020d).
In Austria, the label is managed by an association, the
Association of Nature Parks Austria. There are 48 nature
parks with an area of approximately 500,000 hectares.

The predominant forms of protection in Austria, which is
also generally the case for the Alps, are the less strictly
protected categories. Strictly protected areas only
constitute a small percentage in the overall picture.

Map 6: Natura 2000 Sites in Austria (2019)
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Natura 2000

Austria has designated a total of 250 Natura 2000
sites, which take up 15.3% of the federal territory (as of
December 2018). In addition to these European protected
areas, which are already designated by federal state
laws, another 100 additional Natura 2000 sites had been
nominated as of December 2018 (Umweltbundesamt
2020c). These include protected areas in the categories
of National Park, nature reserve, landscape conservation
area and protected landscape section as well as areas
that do not yet have a protection category.
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Map 7: Natura 2000 Sites in the Austrian Alps
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UNESCO Biosphere Reserves

Austria currently has several UNESCO Biosphere Reserves.
It used to have eight, but the designations for four of them
were withdrawn in 2014 and 2016 respectively as they
didn’t fulfil all conditions for biosphere reserves. (UNESCO
2019a).

The Salzburger Lungau and Karntner Nockberge Biosphere
Reserve (148,914 ha with a core area of 13,422 ha) is
the biggest Biosphere Reserve in Austria, encompassing
the federal states of Salzburg and Carinthia. It provides
a representative example of inner-Alpine landscapes with
high mountains and deep valleys. It is a richly structured
landscape ranging from 600 m to 3,000 m above sea level
and includes typical ecosystems of the Central Alps, such
as mountain meadows and marshes with great biodiversity.
Ecotourism is popular in the reserve. The biosphere reserve
Lungau is not yet officially designated but is listed as part of
the Nockberge Reserve (Umweltbundesamt 2020c).

Six villages within a single Alpine valley form the Grosses
Walsertal Biosphere Reserve (19,200 ha, with a core area
of 4,010 ha), situated in the western part of Austria. The
valley is a prime example of a living cultural landscape,
where, since its occupation by the Walser people in
the 13" and 14" centuries, a system of highly adapted
mountain farming, pasture and extensive forestry has been
developed.
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The newest Biosphere Reserve, the Lower Mura Valley
Biosphere Reserve, designated in 2019, is located in the
southeast of Austria and borders the Slovenian Mura River
Biosphere Reserve. It extends over 13,180 ha, with a core
area of just 200 ha. The area is of natural, historical and
cross-border importance due to its location along the
border with Slovenia and its participation in the European
Green Belt. Next to the Danube floodplains, this area is
Austria’s second largest alluvial forest on a large river. The
river landscapes and the accompanying floodplain forests
were not previously represented among the ecosystem
types in Austria’s biosphere reserves.

The “Nagelfluhkette Nature Park” was decreed initially as a
Biosphere Reserve in Austria but has recently be changed
to the status of “Nature Park”.

UNESCO World Natural Heritage Sites

Such sites are very rare in the Alps. Austria has one
such site, the Ancient and Primeval Beech Forests
of the Carpathians and Other Regions of Europe, a
transboundary area that spans 12 countries.

UNESCO Gilobal Geoparks

Austria has three Geoparks, including Ore of the Alps
UNESCO Global Geopark, the Styrian Eisenwurzen UNESCO
Global Geopark, and the transnational Karawanken /
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Karavanke UNESCO Global Geopark (Austria and Slovenia)
(UNESCO 2019b).

The Ore of the Alps UNESCO Global Geopark in Salzburg
derives its name from a historic copper ore mining site,
where copper was mined since prehistoric times making
it the interlace most important mineral resource of the
Middle Ages. The Eisenwurzen, with an area of 586 km?,
is the largest nature park of Styria in the Eastern Alps.
The landscape is dominated by mountains up to 1,000
m, broad valleys of the main rivers Enns and Salza, and
deep gorges of its tributaries. It is one of the key areas
for the tectonic interpretation of the Northern Calcareous
Alps. The Geopark owes its name to the large number
of small ironworks using the raw material from the nearby
opencast mine Erzberg, which were closed down with the
rising industrialisation of the 19th C.

The largest UNESCO Global Geopark is the transnational
Karawanken Geopark, which is named after the mountain
chain that connects and divides the regions on both
sides of the border of Slovenia and Austria. The Geopark
is located between two Alpine mountains over 2,000
metres: Mt. Petzen/Peca and Mt. Koschuta/KoSuta. The
Geopark’s administrative borders follow the borders of
fourteen municipalities. The area extends over 1,067 km?
and has been marked by its former rich mining and
ironworks tradition.

Ramsar Sites

In 2023 Austria has 23 sites designated as Wetlands
of International Importance (Ramsar Sites), with a total
surface area of 124,968 hectares (RSIS 2020a). There
are many small sites within Austria’s Alpine region. The
Nationalpark Kalkalpen is the largest Ramsar site there,
with 18,532 ha. Second largest is the Wilder Kaiser in
Tyrol, with 3,781 ha that combine different wetland types
including mires, bogs, fens, creeks, brooks, meadows,
wet pastures, and freshwater springs. The Rhine Delta
site in Vorarlberg is 2,065 ha and consists of open water,
fens, wet meadows, tall sedge communities, reedbeds
and riverine forest. It is an important area for waterbirds;
almost the entire Alpine breeding population of merganser
molts here (RSIS 2020a).

European Diploma

Within the National Park Hohe Tauern is the Krimml
Waterfalls Natural Site (Austria), which has been awarded
the European Diploma (see above) by the Council of
Europe. With a drainage area of 110.7 km2, a total fall of
380 metres and an average discharge of 7 m® of water per
second, they are among the great waterfalls of the world
(Council of Europe 2020b).
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FRANCE

Governance

In France, a protected area can be created at any of
six different administrative levels, from global to local
(UN system and regional conventions, European Union,
Central Government, Regional authorities, Departmental
authorities, local authorities) (IUCN France 2013). The
French conservation law provides for public consultation
mechanisms that are open to local stakeholders. This
is termed the “Grenelle principles”, which gave NGOs a
place in national policy formulation as far as decisions
of the Ministry of Environment are concerned. For
example, local councillors have seats on the management
boards of National Parks, and Natura 2000 sites have
local advisory steering committees that are responsible
for planning and follow-up of management activities.
However, representation of environmental conservation
stakeholders in other sectors that also affect biodiversity
(e.g. agriculture, economic affairs) is limited and thus
restricts the cross-sectoral treatment of biodiversity in
sectoral policies (OECD 2016).

Key instruments supporting biodiversity conservation
in France include regulatory approaches, economic
instruments, and other tools (e.g., zoning natural areas
of ecological, fauna and flora interest; hunting reserves;
green and blue infrastructure; and various labelling and
certification schemes). In addition to designating protected
areas at national, regional, or local levels, there are bylaws
for the conservation or reduction of certain species (OECD
2016).

The distinction between regulatory protection and
contractual protection is important, as contractual
protections can be more easily removed than regulatory
ones. Concretely the protection of natural areas falls under
three legal forms in France (IUCN France 2013):

e Regulatory protection (a regulation or prohibition
of human activities concerning the management of
fauna, flora, and ecosystems).

e Land purchase and management for biodiversity
protection (purchase of land for protection —
an approach preferred in areas threatened by
urban development or, conversely, marked by the
abandonment of agricultural and grazing practices
that support biodiversity.

e Contractual protection  through  management
agreements — an approach that also regulates land
use but involves delegating management of a natural
area to a third party by contract.
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Furthermore, like in other countries, several international
labels and certifications aim to protect and enhance
species, habitats and landscapes classified as unique in
the context of global criteria. The various protection tools
are complementary and can overlap. A single tool can also
fall under two different approaches, such as when a nature
reserve is established by decree (regulatory protection)
and its management is based on agreements with local
stakeholders (contractual protection) (IUCN France 2013).

In January 2020, the French Biodiversity Agency merged
with the National Agency for Wildlife to form the French
Office for Biodiversity (OFB), under the tutelage of the
Ministry of Ecological and Solidarity Transition and the
Ministry of Agriculture and Food. The objective of this office
is to coordinate all the action relating to the governance of
biodiversity in France. The OFB exists to provide technical
support to protected area managers and contribute to
national strategies related to protected areas.

In practice, protected areas are managed by a wide
range of stakeholders (IUCN France 2013). The central
government (Ministry of Environment, working with the
Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries for some protection
types) is directly responsible for most protected area types.
In the regions, Regional Directorates for Environment,
Planning and Housing (DREAL) and prefectures function as
representatives of the central government. Management
tasks may be performed by designhated public entities
or, in some cases, by private institutions, such as NGOs,
foundations, or landowners. In addition, there are scientific
and technical advisory bodies that provide guidance on
draft legislation, regulations, and the establishment of
protected areas. These include the National Council for
Nature Conservation and, in the regions, the Regional
Natural Heritage Scientific Councils.

A 2016 OECD report points out that, as far as areas under
regulatory protection are concerned, France is below its
above-mentioned target of 2% of metropolitan land area
by 2020, with only 1.39% of the territory highly protected in
2019. Only 0.7% of the territory was IUCN Category | and I,
compared to an OECD average of 3%. However, the overall
percentage of territory under some form of protection (i.e.
regulatory and contractual taken together) has doubled
between 1998 and 2015 (OECD 2016) and, as of 2019,
has reached 25.9% of the territory (OECD 2020).

France has special protection plans for particular species
and also protects their habitats, but, according to the
above-mentioned OECD report, the country is taking
insufficient measures for species affected by intensive
agriculture, and the capacity to conserve large carnivores
(wolf, lynx, bear) is uncertain. For most threatened species
there is currently no Action Plan and no list indicating the
species requiring “special protection measures since they
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are specifically threatened” as required according to article
14.2 of the Protocol Nature Protection and Landscape
Conservation’ of the Alpine Convention (Alpine Convention
1991). There are, however, also notable successes, such
as the reintroduction and conservation of various species
of vulture in the Massif Central, the Pyrenees, Corsica, and
the Alps. A case in point is the Bearded Vulture, which
was locally extinct and reintroduced into the Pyrenees,
Corsica, and the Alps, and which is now successfully
protected through an Action Plan. The plan also intends
to ensure connectivity between the Alps and the Pyrenees
for Bearded Vulture populations.

National strategies

France prepared a National Biodiversity Strategy
2011-2020 in 2011 (CBD 2020b). It includes 20 targets/
areas of work (CBD 2020a).

Target 1 Foster, enrich and share a nature-oriented culture
Target 2 Reinforce mobilisation and citizen initiatives
Target 3 Turn biodiversity into a positive issue for decision-mak-
ers
Target 4 Preserve species and their diversity
Build a green infrastructure including a coherent net-
Target 5
work of protected areas
Target 6 Preserve and restore ecosystems and their functioning
Target 7 Iqolude preservation of biodiversity in economic deci-
sions
Target 8 Develop innovations for and through biodiversity
Target 9 Develop and perpetuate resources for biodiversity
Turn biodiversity into a driver for development and for
Target 10 . L "
regional cooperation in the overseas entities
Target 11 Control pressures on biodiversity
Target 12 Safeguard sustainability of biological resource use
Target 13 Share QqU|tgny the benefits arising out of the utilisation
of biodiversity on all scales
Target 14 Ensure consistency across public policies on all scales
Target 15 E_nsure ecolo_glcal efficiency of public and private poli-
cies and projects
Target 16 Deyelqp national and international solidarity amongst
territories
Target 17 Reinforce green d|plomacy and international gover-
nance for biodiversity
Develop research, organise and perpetuate the produc-
Target 18 . . . . S
tion, analysis, sharing and dissemination of knowledge
Improve expertise, in order to build capacity, to antici-
Target 19 o
pate and to act, mobilising all sources of knowledge
Target 20 Develop and organise mainstreaming of biodiversity

issues in all education and training courses
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In its recent National Plan for Biodiversity (Plan
Biodiversité), published in July 2018, France committed
to making biodiversity an environmental priority. This plan
has six strategic axes, 24 objectives, and 90 actions.
The Biodiversity Plan aims to strengthen action in the
most threatened ecosystems. Protecting biodiversity is
also defined as strengthening the regime and expanding
the network of protected areas, and, in particular, the
management of the existing areas (Ministere de la
Transition Ecologique 2019).

A new National Biodiversity Strategy has been launched
in 2021.

France currently has two protected area strategies: the
strategy for the creation of protected areas (SCAP), which
aims to place 2% of the metropolitan (i.e. belonging to
continental France, rather than to overseas territories) land
area under regulatory protection by the end of 2019; and
the national Strategy for the Creation and Management of
Marine Protected Areas (SAMP), one of the main objectives
of which is to protect at least 20% of waters under French
jurisdiction by 2020. These strategies are being evaluated
and revised for the adoption of new goals in 2020 (Réserves
Naturelles de France 2019). The national strategy aims to
improve the coherence, representativeness, and efficiency
of the network of terrestrial protected areas in mainland
France.

The SCAP is based on a national methodology and
analysis of the natural (fauna, flora, and habitats) and
geological heritage coordinated by the National Museum
of Natural History at the request of the Ministry of the
Environment, Energy and the Sea. This methodology is
validated under the aegis of a national steering committee
incorporating representatives of administrator’s networks
of natural spaces, socioeconomic structures, and nature
conservation NGOs. The first diagnosis, realised in 2009,
identified gaps in the national protected areas network
and brought to the foreground national priorities in terms
of preservation of the natural heritage.

A national list of species and habitats considered a priority
for the establishment of new protected areas was built by
mobilising scientific experts of many national institutions.
This process in ongoing.

The process builds on an iterative process of diagnosis
of the protected areas network and aims to review the
national priorities of creation of protected areas according
to diagnostic results and the advancement of scientific
knowledge (Muséum National d’Histoire Naturelle 2020c).
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In March 2020, the French Protected Areas Commission
(CAP) met to discuss the new draft protected areas
strategy. France launched a new protected areas strategy
at the World Conservation Congress in September 2021 in
Marseille. The CAP draws attention to the need to ensure
coherence between the ambitions of the national strategy
and the objectives of the post 2020 strategic framework.
This consistency concerns both the quantitative targets
and the reference to certain concepts (strict protection,
AMCEZ, areas of particular importance for biodiversity):
the provisional document mentions 30% of terrestrial and
marine protected areas and other effective conservation
measures by areas in 2030, covering 60% of areas of
particular importance for biodiversity, with 10% of strict
protection. The rapid dynamics that are leading to the
steady loss of biodiversity puts into question the fixed
nature of protected areas and challenges their objective of
long-term preservation of species and habitats, particularly
in isolated and small areas, and in the most vulnerable
ecosystems, which includes the Alpine ecosystems (CAP
2020).

Table 4: Typology of Protected Areas — France

IUCN
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Typology of Protected Areas

From the general typology of Alpine protected areas, the
following are in use in France. Of the four main types of
protected areas in France the first three, National Parks,
Natural Reserves, and Biological Reserves are considered
the most strictly protected. In fact, wilderness areas
and core areas of National Parks, Managed Biological
Reserves, Wilderness Biological Reserves,

National Hunting and Wildlife Reserves, National Nature
Reserves and Regional Nature Reserves, are all under
some form of regulatory protection (Muséum National
d’Histoire Naturelle 2020b). The peripheral zones of
National Parks and Regional Nature parks, on the other
hand, are managed under contractual protection.

National Parks

The mission of National Parks is threefold: knowledge
and protection of natural and cultural heritage, support for
local actors towards exemplary sustainable development,
and raising environmental awareness among the general
public.

PA type Category Primary goal Legal competence
(IUCN cat. National government (MoE) (regulatory)

National Parks I/V) (core)/municipalities (contractual) (periph-
ery)

National Nature Reserve or réserve intégrale & Via National government (MoE) (regulatory) /

regional nature reserve regional government (regulatory)

Regional Nature parks V Regional government (prefecture)

Other areas with particular protections

Landscape protection area Vv National government (MoE) (regulatory)
National government in cooperation with

Protected parts of a landscape 1l the Regions and departments

Special conservation Area/Natura 2000 sites IV or other Nat|ona|l ERMEMTIEL M 2SRl Wi
the Regions and departments

Natural monument/natural area (sites classés/sites M National government (MoE)

inscrits)

Blploglcal resenve (Besgwe slielegigue elifese (1) i la/IV National government (regulatory)

Réserve biologique intégrale (la)

Protection forest Nayongl (Ministry of Agrlcglture) (forestry,
legislative and administrative acts)

' . - Local government (prefecture) / national
National hunting and wildlife reserves \ Agency of Hunting and Wildlife (regulatory)
Biotope protection areas \% Departmental level (prefecture) (regulatory)
International designations
UNESCO Biosphere reserves various hgrmqnlsed managemept of. Natlonall government in cooperation with

biological and cultural diversity  the Regions and departments
) . N National government in cooperation with
UNESCO Global Geopark reserves various protecting global geodiversity the Regions and departments
. ) conservation and wise use of National government in cooperation with
Ramsar sites various

wetlands the Regions and departments
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In 2006, the legislation for National Parks in France was
completely revised replacing the law of 1960. The main
changes regarded zoning and governance issues, giving
way for a more decentralised approach. The core zone is
under regulatory protection, while the peripheral zones are
under contractual protection. It is up to the communities
in the proposed optimal adhesion area to adhere to the
Charta of the park. The Charta is a document that defines
the policy and cooperation between the park authorities
and the local political authorities for a period of 15 years.
Furthermore, it provides guidelines for the sustainable
development project, which involves the municipalities,
stakeholders, and the National Park. The level of adherence
varies significantly amongst the three parks: Ecrins 90%,
Mercantour 75% et Vanoise 7% (Mountain Wilderness
France 2016). This is probably linked to the economic and
touristic structure of the respective regions.

The level of local and regional stakeholder integration in the
process of Charta development seems to be an important
factor for acceptance and allegiance of communities
to the parks. This new setup updated tasks for the
management of the National Parks. The land use planning
in the adhesion zone, in cooperation with the economic,

Ecrins National Park, a park with the
sought-after European Diploma

The Ecrins National Park is a high mountain National
Park with elevations ranging from 667 to 4,102 m
(Barre des Ecrins), stretching over 92,000 ha. The park
is jointly owned by the local authorities (73%), the state
(24%) and individual landowners (3%). It offers more
than 150 peaks above 3,000 metres height to hikers
and trekkers, as well as many square km of glaciers.
Topographically unique valleys make up a diverse
mosaic of ecosystems and climate zones. Because of
this, the Ecrins National Park hosts about 1,800 plant
species including 168 of high heritage value, and more
than 350 vertebrate species, including 206 species of
community interest, including Ocellated lizards, snow
voles, and ptarmigans.

The park management is implementing a number of
measures to preserve the environment despite a high
visitor volume. Public utilities (parking sites, picnic
sites, walking paths, etc.) are created using traditional
techniques (without importing external materials),
allowing reversible constructions, respecting the
“naturalness” of the environment. A programme of agri-
environmental measures (supported by the European
Union) is being developed to maintain traditional grazing
activities, without which traditional Alpine pastures and
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social and cultural council (Conseil Economique, Social
et Culturel), has become an inherent activity of park
management. This has made park management more
complex, while budget and staff resources have not
increased correspondingly.

The three French National Parks that lie within the Alps
cover an area of around 2,100 km?2 with their respective
core zones (zone centrale), representing around 5% of
the French Alps. Within the core zones, wilderness areas
(“réserves intégrales”) can be established. So far only one
sizable site has been desighated as such: the area of
Lauvitel (689 ha) within the Ecrins National Park. These
core zones are surrounded by peripheral areas (“aire
d’adhésion optimale”). The core zone is an area of strict
protection where the State supervises human activities,
while the peripheral areas are managed according to a
sustainable development policy by municipalities ([UCN
France 2013).

Three Alpine National Parks are located at high altitudes.
80% of the Les Ecrins and La Vanoise National Parks lay
above 2,000 m. The Mercantour National Park is different
in this aspect covering areas down to 600 m and thus

grasslands would revert to bush and forest.

Unique among French continental National Parks,
Ecrins also contains a strict wilderness reserve of IUCN
classification 1a, Lauvitel (700 ha, ranging from 1,500
m to 3,169 m elevation), created in 1955 to survey the
natural evolution of ecosystems (mountain pastures and
spruces) and species. This strict nature reserve is closed
to the public and is mainly dedicated to monitoring and
academic research, including the study of mountain
ecosystems dynamics, particularly in connection with
climate change. The Lauvitel “integral reserve” (a special
category of protected areas in France, which can also
be termed a wilderness area) was created in 1995 in the
Lauvitel valley. It aims to “monitor the natural dynamics
of ecosystems not subject to human action” in the heart
of the Ecrins National Park that surrounds it. For a long
time, it was the only integral reserve in a French National
Park, and, in 2012, it was certified in the IUCN category
“1a”. The management of the Lauvitel wilderness area,
through its creation decree, is very rigorous: All entries
must be authorised, and scientific studies must be
undertaken without significant impact on the natural
environment.

(Council of Europe 2020b; Parc national des Ecrins
2018)

55


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?AmhurZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?AmhurZ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?HnaQpJ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?HnaQpJ
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?EQldaA
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?EQldaA

56

featureing around 18% forest cover of its total surface
(Broggi, Staub and Ruffini 1999).

Apart from Lauvitel, there are some other very small areas
designated with IUCN protection level la, but these are
so-called “Forest Integral Biological Reserves” and have
quite small footprints (often around one square km) (JUCN
and UNEP-WCMC 2016).

Nature reserve (réserve naturelle)

The priority objective of this category is the conservation of
special features or parts of ecosystems (IUCN France 2013).

Nature reserves exist on national and regional levels, the
only difference being that governance and responsibility
lay with the national and regional government structures
respectively. These reserves are usually targeted at relatively
small areas with protection focused on certain ecosystem
aspects. Thus, the 26 reserves located in the Alps represent
little more than 1% of the French Alps, covering about
500 kmz2.

Protection measures are less strict than in National Parks but
still considerable. Some of these areas might, nevertheless,
feature ski tourism with its classic infrastructure and
environmental impact. As described for the National Parks,
even the nature reserves mostly lie above 1,500 m and thus
represent only selected ecosystems.

Each site is managed by a local body in consultation with
local stakeholders, which is responsible for developing
and implementing the management plan. Management is
carried out under the responsibility of the prefect (IUCN
France 2013).

Biological reserve (réserve biologique)

A biological reserve is a protected area in a forest
environment or in an environment associated with the
forest (moors, ponds, peat bogs, dunes). This status
applies to forests managed by the National Forestry
Office and aims to protect remarkable or representative
habitats. Biological reserves are among the priority
areas covered by the aforementioned Strategy for the
Creation of Protected Areas. Depending on habitats and
management guidelines, a distinction is made between
managed biological reserves (Réserve biologique dirigée),
where conservation management is established (under
IUCN category IV) and wilderness biological reserves
(Réserve biologique intégrale) where the forest is left to
evolve freely (which may fall under IUCN category la).

These areas are usually rather small. The 26 biological
reserves (>100 ha) located in the Alps cover a total surface
of around 13,300 ha or 133 km2. Such reserves are
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created by interministerial decree at the federal level and
are managed by the National Forests Office (ONF — Office
National des Foréts). They are often used to strengthen
the protection status of a certain area within other, less
strictly protected areas.

Regional nature parks
(Parcs naturels régionaux)

A Regional nature park is an inhabited rural area that is
nationally recognised for its valuable local heritage and
landscape but also for its fragility. The priority objective of
this category is sustainable regional development, protecting
and promoting the natural resources, human resources
and cultural heritage by implementing an innovative and
environmentally-friendly policy of land-use planning and
economic, social and cultural development (FPNRF 2020b;
2020a). The conservation of biodiversity is not one of the
main goals of management.

Regional nature park activities are underpinned by a binding
charter, a contractual document drawn up on the initiative
of the region prior to classifying the park and defining the
respective 12-year sustainable development plan for the
region. The charter, which is subject to a public enquiry,
establishes the objectives to be achieved and the associated
measures, which must specifically seek to protect and
manage the natural, landscape and cultural heritage and
regional development. The State classifies the area based
on a proposal from the region. Actions are decided and
implemented by a mixed park planning and management
committee consisting of at least the municipalities and
intermunicipal authorities with an interest in the park, and the
departments and regions. The charter takes precedence over
urban planning documents drawn up by the municipalities
and intermunicipal authorities, and intermunicipal local urban
development plans and must be compatible with the latter
if they exist.

The French part of the Alps contains six regional nature
parks that cover an area of over 7,000 km2, which are mostly
located in the peripheral areas of the Alps at lower altitudes
than the other categories already described. Because of
their focus on sustainable development the effects for habitat
and ecosystem conservation are relatively small and not
sufficient for effective biodiversity conservation. These areas
are sometimes quite densely inhabited and feature important
civil and industrial infrastructure. Nevertheless, the regional
nature parks base their development on a charter focused
on sustainable development as a core principle. Within
these parks, zoning can play a significant role in establishing
areas that are more likely to conserve biodiversity. Some of
the nature parks include nature reserves with relatively strict
environmental protection regimes, as described above.
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EUROPEAN AND
INTERNATIONAL
DESIGNATIONS

Natura 2000

France has 1,776 Natura 2000 sites, including marine
reserves (Centre de ressources Natura 2000, 2015). About
12.9% of metropolitan France’s land area is designated as
Natura 2000 area. Of this, some 35% is forested.

Map 8: Natura 2000 Sites in France (2019)
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More than three quarters of the French Natura 2000 sites
are also covered by another protection status. Half of the
area of National Parks is classified as Natura 2000 (more
than 90% of which are in the core zone of National Parks).
In Regional Nature parks, depending on the location, there
are between three and 37 Natura 2000 sites (Centre de
ressources Natura 2000 2015).

There are 126 Natura 2000 sites in the region Provence-
Alpes-Coéte-d’Azur, totalling 1,829,134.58 ha (Musée
National d’Histoire Naturelle 2020a). In the Rhéne-Alpes
region, there are 166 Natura 2000 sites.
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Map 9: Natura 2000 Sites in the French Alps

France

SR/

UNESCO Biosphere Reserves

In total, France has 14 UNESCO Biosphere Reserves,
but only three (four if you count the Gorges du Gardon
Biosphere) are located in the Alps (UNESCO 2019a).

[taly shares with France the transboundary Mont-Viso
Biosphere Reserve (427,080.7 ha: France: 133,164 ha;
ltaly: 293,916.7 ha), which is a glacial cirque situated
between the Alpine mountains and the Mediterranean. It
is surrounded by river valleys and high-altitude lakes and
contains over 1,331 km? a mosaic of ecosystems ranging
from the arid and rocky landscape found in the high
altitudes of the Monviso massif. (at a maximum elevation
of 3,841 m) to the unusual forest ecosystem, which hosts,
among others, Pinus cembra.

The Luberon Lure Biosphere Reserve (244,645 ha, with
a core area of 25,314 ha) includes the Luberon Natural
Regional Park. It is bordered to the south and east by
the synclinal fold of the Durance, one of the largest rivers
southeast of the Rhéne, which feeds important wetland
habitats. The site is made up of Mediterranean plains and
hills irrigated by several rivers. The east-west-oriented
mountain ranges of Provence dominate, with some
influence from the Alps. These are the Luberon massif
(1,125 m) and the Vaucluse Mountains (1,256 m).
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The Mont Ventoux Biosphere Reserve stretches over
89,408 ha, with a core area of 2,126 ha. Mont Ventoux
(1,909 metres above sea level) is located in-between the
Alpine massif to the north and the Mediterranean massifs
to the south and comprises a diverse relief with a mosaic
of microclimates and habitats. The mountain hosts an
exceptional floristic and faunistic richness thanks to its
intermediate position between the Mediterranean and the
Alps and the orientation of its slopes.

Outside the Alps, but near their perimeter, is the Gorges
du Gardon Biosphere Reserve (45,501 ha, core 7,800 ha),
located in the Gard department in Southern France. The
area is typical Mediterranean landscape, with scrubland,
green oaks, the Gardon River and cliffs. This area contains
endangered and protected species such as Egyptian
vultures, Bonelli's eagle and the Woodcock orchid.

UNESCO Global Geoparks

France has a total of seven UNESCO Global Geoparks,
of which three are in the Alpine region (UNESCO 2019b).

Chablais UNESCO Global Geopark (872 km?) along the
50 km that separate Lac Léman (Lake Geneva) and the
Joux Plane Pass (Morzine - Avoriaz) reveals the story of
the formation of the Alps but also the recent glacial events
that have carved out the landscape.
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The 2,300 km?Haute-Provence UNESCO Global Geopark
is the largest geological open-air museum in France. The
reserve includes 18 geological sites more than 300 million
years old, which contain numerous fossil-rich materials
and fascinating rock formations.

The Bauges Massif (856 km?) Geopark in the north-
western part of the Alps coincides with the existent
Regional Nature park. The territory now appears as a
water tower with numerous karstic networks, deep and
narrow canyons and waterfalls supplying the two largest
natural lakes in France. Some Natura 2000 sites and Wild
Fauna National Reserves preserve natural heritage in this
Geopark.

Ramsar Sites

France currently has 50 sites designated as Wetlands of
International Importance (Ramsar Sites), with a surface
area of 3,742,034 ha (RSIS 2020b).

In the Alpine region, there are the 5,500 ha area Lac du
Bourget - Marais de Chautagne, and the 1,915 ha Rives
du Lac Léman, both in the Département of Rhdne-Alpes.
Lac du Bourget is one of the largest French Alpine lakes
(4,500 ha). Apart from the lakeside town Aix-les-Bains,
more than half of the lake shores remain natural, either
rocky or covered with reedbeds. During winter, the lake
harbours more than 20,000 waterbirds that also use the
nearby part of the Rhéne River, and the lake provides an
important spawning ground for fish. Lac Léman is the
second most important wintering area for waterbirds in
France. Breeding and staging birds use the site, which
also supports various mammals and a rich flora, including
several rare plant species. The area is threatened by
commercial activities, including fishing, and significant
shoreline development (RSIS 2020b).
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In Haute-Savoie, there is Impluvium d’Evian, a site of
3,275 ha, where the popular mineral waters of Evian have
their origin. The site is composed of seasonal and permanent
freshwater marshes, forested and non-forested peatlands,
rivers and streams. Although the site does not support an
outstanding number of species, it provides an important
habitat for endangered butterfly species and orchids.

There are also some in the Région Provence Alpes Cote
d’Azur.

European Diploma

The Alpine National Parks Ecrins, Mercantour, and Vanoise
have been awarded the prestigious European Diploma.
The Ecrins National Park contains the unique continental
strict reserve of the French National Parks network, listed
in the la-strict nature reserves category of the International
Union for Conservation of Nature. This wilderness area is
closed to the public and is mainly dedicated to monitoring
and academic research, including the study of mountain
ecosystems dynamics, particularly in connection with
climate change (Council of Europe 2020b).

The Mercantour National Park is twinned with the Parco
Naturale Alpi Marittime, which occupies the northern
slope of the Argentera-Mercantour massif, and with which
it constitutes a protected complex of almost 100,000
hectares considered to be the most important centre of
endemism in the Alpine chain (Council of Europe 2020b).

La Vanoise is located in the Savoie department and is an
Alpine landscape comprising 107 peaks of 3,000 m or
more sharing a 14 km long border with the Gran Paradiso
National Park in Italy. These two parks together represent
the largest nature reserve in Central Europe (125,000 ha)
(Council of Europe 2020b).



https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?d5shGp
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?teposm
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?BABEsD
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?IHB3DL
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?ONY7ak

60

GERMANY

Governance

Germany has a key federal environmental framework law
that requires the lasting protection of biodiversity and, in
particular, demands the maintenance of viable populations of
wildlife and wild plants, protection of their habitats and of the
possibility of an exchange between populations, migration,
and resettlement: the Federal Nature Conservation Act
(Bundesnaturschutzgesetz - BNatSchG) (Bundestag 2013).
This also lays the foundation for all types of protected areas,
in addition to protection of particular species. In general,
the protected status of parts of nature and landscape is
established by legal declaration, which determines the
goals of protection and all related necessary duties and
prohibitions, as well as all measures necessary to reach the
goals and the appropriate authority to take such measures.
The details of individual protected areas are then determined
and implemented by state law (Landesrecht). It is also
possible to protect areas across state boundaries.

The protection area categories applicable in Germany are
based on the BNatSchG. The protected areas can be
differentiated with regard to their size, their purpose and their
protection goals and the usage restrictions derived from
them. The most important categories of protected areas
are nature reserves, National Parks, biosphere reserves,
landscape protection areas and nature parks as well as the
protected areas according to Natura 2000. They can overlap
or sometimes even be congruent.

Declaration of a National Park or National Natural Monument,
as well as changes to those designations, are issued in
consultation with the Federal Ministry for the Environment,
Nature Conservation, Nuclear Safety and Consumer
Protection and the Federal Ministry for Digital and Transport.

Currently, there is no action plan for protected areas on the
federal level. There is a document in preparation, but it is not
yet available.

Bavaria is the only German federal state (Land) within
the Alpine Convention boundary. (The wider Alpine Space
Boundary or wider yet, the EUSALP boundary, also contains
the federal state of Baden-Wurttemberg.)

A complex network of authorities coordinates all matters
related to area and species protection in Bavaria. The
Bavarian State Office of Environment, Landesamt flir Umwelt
(LfU), is responsible for the identification and assessment
of habitats and species, the establishment of programs,
the establishment of Red Lists of endangered plant and
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animal species at provincial level, the species and habitat
protection program and species support programs. For
the implementation of the Bavarian Nature Conservation
Act (for example, contract nature conservation, protected
area designation), the independent cities and county offices
are responsible as lower nature protection authorities,
and the Government is responsible as the higher nature
protection authority. For the implementation of the European
Habitats and Birds Directive, the StMUV (Bayerisches
Staatsministerium fir Umwelt und Verbraucherschutz) is in
charge as the highest nature conservation authority on the
regional level. The establishment of nationwide landscape
plans in Bavaria is within the authority of the municipalities.

Bavaria has its own Nature Conservation Act (Bayerisches
Naturschutzgesetz) (Landtag des Freistaates Bayern 2011).
This law includes provisions for the protection of areas and
individual components of nature. Some definitions deviate
from the provisions of the federal law (in particular concerning
biosphere reserves and “nature parks” (Naturparke) — the
latter are meant to protect landscape or nature with a focus
on recreational use and sustainable economic development).

Furthermore, Bavaria developed two essential documents for
biodiversity: the strategy for the conservation of biodiversity
(Bayerische Staatsregierung 2008) and its biodiversity
program 2030 (Bayerische Staatsregierung 2014). Both
documents contain important information on the role of
protected areas in conservation efforts while still emphasising
the role of other land-use forms. The biodiversity program
2030 identifies four essential points of intervention:

Protection of species diversity
Protection of habitats

Ecological connectivity

And complementary measures.

So-called “green lists” (Griine Listen) document all types
of protected areas in Bavaria (Bayerisches Landesamt fUr
Umwelt 2018a). As of the end of 2018, Bavaria listed 1,326
protected areas, amounting to around 68% of the total land
area in the federal state. This sounds like an extraordinarily
high number, but it’s important to recognise that the bulk of
these are landscape protection areas (30.04% of the total
land area of Bavaria) and nature parks (32.14%), which are
not strictly protected.

National Parks, which are the largest contiguous areas with
the strictest protection criteria, only amount to 0.63% of
the overall land area. The National Park Bayerischer Wald,
founded in 1970 as Germany’s first National Park, has an
area of 242.06 km? and is classified as a Special Protection
Area (Birds Directive), but is not located inside the Alpine
area.

The only Alpine National Park is Berchtesgaden National
Park, founded in 1978, which now has an area of 20,824 ha.
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National strategies

The latest German Biodiversity Strategy was prepared in
2016, entitled Nature Conservation Action Programme 2020
(Naturschutz-Offensive 2020). It succeeded the National
Biodiversity Strategy of 2007 (CBD 2020b). It includes
ten action areas (and measures until 2020). Action area
6 foresees the preparation of a National Action Plan for
Protected Areas. It is important to notice that the German
Nature Protection Law was modified in late 2022 to facilitate
the development of renewable energies. The consequences
for protected areas will be evaluated in the upcoming years.

ACTION
AREA I.

FIELD AND MEADOWS - CULTIVATED LAND-
SCAPES FOR MAN AND NATURE

Abolish agricultural subsidies after 2020 - Pay farmers
for specific nature conservation services

Review the 2017 CAP - Strengthen greening

Joint Task of “Rural Development” with a focus on nature
conservation

Grassland initiative to extensify fens

Ban the cultivation of genetically modified agricultural
products

Adopt a comprehensive strategy on nitrogen

Give appropriate consideration to biodiversity impacts
when approving pesticides

No further arable land to be used for biomass cultivation

once Germany has reached the 2.5 million hectare limit.
:g;l‘(\)N COASTS AND MARINE WATERS - MORE THAN AN
I ECONOMIC ZONE

Adopt eco-friendly fishing policies

Manage Germany’s marine protected areas in the North
and Baltic Seas in line with best conservation practices,
and enforce environmentally friendly fishing methods

No-take zones (NTZ) in marine and coastal protected
areas

ﬁgEfN FLOODPLAINS - MORE SPACE TO SUPPORT LIFE
m BETWEEN WATER AND LAND
“National Blue Ribbon Programme” for eco-friendly river
development

National flood protection programme: Giving back space
to our rivers

ACTN  FORESTS - WOODLAND MANAGEMENT IN HAR-
" MONY WITH NATURE

Contract-based nature conservation programmes for
forests

Best conservation practice in public forests

10 percent of public woodland allowed to develop
naturally

Practise fuel wood production on an eco-friendly scale
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ACTION WILDERNESS - FREEDOM FOR NATURAL ADVEN-
AREAV. TURES
Initiative for more wilderness in Germany
Public relations work for more wilderness
ACTION PROTECTED AREAS, NATURE 2000 AND INTER-
AREA LINKED BIOTOPES - HABITATS AND LIFELINES
VL. FOR FAUNA AND FLORA
“National Action Plan for Protected Areas”
Improve the conservation status of species and habitats
Cross-Lander network of interlinked biotopes
“Green Infrastructure Concept”
“Land Protection Action Plan”
Careful, eco-friendly siting of renewable energy
installations
ng\ON GREENING OUR CITIES - ENGAGING WITH NA-
TURE AT HOME
VIL.
Use urban development funding to make cities greener
Help municipalities to conserve local biological diversity
More funding for the United Nations Decade on Biodi-
versity
“Cultural and religious diversity and nature conservation”
alliance
ﬁgEfN INTERNATIONAL RESPONSIBILITY - NATURE
Vil KNOWS NO BORDERS
More funding for biological diversity worldwide
Consumer behaviour and biological diversity initiative
Make the international trade in wild species sustainable
Economic dialogue on biodiversity
Strengthen global forest protection and reforestation
ACTION KNOWLEDGE AND UNDERSTANDING - PRE-
AREA SERVING AND SHARING OUR KNOWLEDGE OF
1X. NATURE
Introduce comprehensive, nationwide biodiversity
monitoring
Central, publicly accessible information system on flora
and fauna
Taxonomy training initiative by the Federal Government
and Lander
Establishment of a “Red List Centre”
ASION FINANCING - NATURE IS A PROFITABLE INVEST-
AREA
X MENT

New EU funding programme for nature conservation

Develop and strengthen the National Biological Diversity
and “chance.natur” nature conservation programmes
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Concerning the National Action Plan for Protected areas,
which is foreseen in the German Biodiversity Strategy,
in 2016 the Federal Agency for Nature Conservation
(Bundesamt fir Naturschutz BfN) published a call for
proposals. The action plan for Germany is intended to
contribute to fulfiling Germany’s global commitments under
the CBD and helping to maintain global biodiversity. The
plan will be cooperatively developed in the next few years.
For this purpose, further federal-state talks are planned to
jointly shape the entire process for developing the plan.
A research and development project that will develop the
necessary foundations is envisioned. It should serve as a
beacon for further development of the protected areas and
the transnational protected area system. The federal and
state governments will select fields of action that require a
coherent approach to improve the protected areas with a
view to protecting biodiversity in an implementation period
until 2030 (Umweltministerkonferenz 2016).

A Bavarian particularity is the “Alpine Plan” (Alpenplan),
a land-use planning document from the 1970s. The
Alpine Plan is an important element of the Bavarian State
Development Programme that even fifty years after its
creation regulates conflicting stakeholder interests in
the Bavarian Alps through zoning regulations. The plan

Map 10: The Zones of the Bavarian Alpine Plan
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was established in order to preserve the Bavarian Alps
from over-development by touristic infrastructure, and
particularly ski lifts. When the pressure to develop in the
Alps grew inthe 1960s, the number of voices urging caution
increased. Even then, the Alpine region was considered to
be threatened, and Bavarian environmentalists recognised
with a great deal of foresight that it was precisely the
intact natural and cultural landscapes of the Alpine region
that generated tourist interest. Construction projects on
the Watzmann, the Rotwand and the Riedberger Horn
particularly motivated proponents from the Bavarian State
Agency for Nature Conservation and from the German
Alpine Association (DAV) to develop an overall concept
for both preservation and development of the Alps. In
1972, the ordinance “Recreational Landscape in the Alps”
became legally binding. The Bavarian Alpine Plan became
part of the Bavarian State Development Program (LEP) in
1976. The repeatedly praised specialty of the Alpenplan
is its holistic approach. Its initiators wanted to organise
economic development and nature conservation within a
clear framework under one roof. Contiguous ecosystems
should be protected while municipalities and builders
should have long-term planning security for their projects,
and all these activities should support protection of
natural resources for the various tourist interests (Bund
Naturschutz in Bayern e.V. 2020).
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The plan establishes three zones, A, B and C, that
define the respective restrictions. While in zone A new
infrastructure is generally permitted, it must still undergo
a basic environmental pre-assessment. In zone B, any
development is more restricted, and, in zone C, new
infrastructure can be built only in rare, exceptional cases.
The plan has helped to preserve many natural spaces in
the Bavarian Alps and can be seen as an exemplary piece
of sustainable and inclusive land-use planning. Today 43%
of the Bavarian Alps are classified as zone C, 22% as zone
B, and 35% as zone A (Job et al. 2013).

The history of the strictest protection zone C deserves
particular recognition because, for almost 50 years, it
remained intact - until now, when a controversial change
to the LEP for development of ski infrastructure on the
Riedberger Horn is being considered.

As a model, the Bavarian Alpine Plan is exemplary
despite its age, it could represent a modern instrument
for the entire Alps - clear, simple, and communicable,
although not easy to implement at the Alpine level.
[t supports nature-oriented tourism by keeping spaces
free for a natural mountain experience. It aims to maintain
a balance between summer and winter tourism, avoiding
the construction of large winter ski tourism infrastructure.
Maintaining protected quiet zones not only conserves
vital animal and plant habitats, but also protects against
natural hazards (e.g., slope erosion, avalanches, and
floods), because the quiet zones protect intact mountain
forests and slopes.

An example of the protective power of
the Alpenplan

The effectiveness of the Alpine Plan was highlighted
in 2017, when the Bavarian cabinet wanted to erect
a “ski swing” (skiing lift infrastructure) in the middle
of the highest protection zone, on the Riedberger
Horn. The Riedberger Horn in the Allgdu is one of
the most ecologically valuable and simultaneously
most unstable areas in the Bavarian Alpine region.
It is home to one of the largest populations of black
grouse (five percent of the national grouse population).
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Concerning the goals of large protected areas in Germany
(such as National Parks), the BfN has outlined the goals
and the need for action for the large protected areas in
a position paper (BfN 2010). This foresees the following
priorities for the further development of protected areas
in Germany, in particular for the development of large
protected areas:

e Further development of quality criteria and standards
for (large) protected areas,

e Development of a National Action Plan for Protected
Areas,

e Regular evaluation of protected areas,

e Implementation of research and development
projects as well as conferences on the protected
area system or on individual (large) protected area
types regarding current issues,

e Increasing the proportion of (ecological) process
protection areas in accordance with the so-called 2%
and 5% targets of the National Biodiversity Strategy,

e Improvement of protected area management
and communication of best practice examples,
strengthening the resilience of protected areas to
negative impacts,

e Improvement of research and monitoring,

establishment and implementation of an integrative
monitoring for National Parks and biosphere reserves

e Securing sustainable financing,
e Cross-border and cross-border cooperation,

o Implementation of federally funded projects inside
large conservation areas.

The Horn is also one of the most beautiful hiking
mountains in Bavaria, a retreat for red list species,
and also for people who are looking for peace and
quiet. Construction of ski infrastructure there would
require changes to the Alpine Plan’s provisions for
the Riedberger Horn, which the Cabinet attempted
in 2017. After protests and a norm review action suit
filed by the BN in 2018, the changes were reversed.
For now, it seems that the Alpine Plan is still a political
planning tool to be reckoned with.

(Bund Naturschutz in Bayern e.V. 2020)
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Typology of Protected Areas
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The following protected area types exist in Bavaria.

Table 5: Typology of Protected Areas — Bavaria

PA type I(ltJa(t::gory Primary goal Legal competence
" e
Naturs resenves v Natonal Goverhment (Bundesamt i Netrachut?)
Nature parks g:aéz rg(s;ﬁ;r;;nent (based on proposal by Landkreis
Other areas with particular protections
Landscape protection areas VNV District administration - Untere Naturschutzbehorde
Protected parts of a landscape Il District administration
Special conservation areas/Natura 2000 sites IV or other State government (Bayerische Staatsregierung)
National natural monuments NAv/N State government (Bayerische Staatsregierung)
Natural forest reserves/ strict protection forests 7\ State government (Bayerische Staatsregierung)
Quiet zones/ extraordinary protected area LA,V State government (Bayerische Staatsregierung)
International designations

harmonised management
UNESCO Biosphere reserves various of biological and cultural State government (Bayerische Landesregierung)

diversity

Ramsar sites

various

conservation and wise

use of wetlands State government (Bayerische Landesregierung)

National Parks

Bavaria has two National Parks (National
Park Berchtesgaden being the only one
in the Alpine area), and a series of other
types of protected areas, including
nature reserves, landscape protection
areas, nature parks, and biosphere
reserves, natural monuments, natural
forest reserves. The plentiful Natura
2000 sites often overlap with otherwise
designated protected areas.

In Bavaria, a National Park is legally
decreed by the state government with
the consent of the State Parliament
(Bayerisches Landesamt fur Umwelt
2018c).

National Parks are defined as
landscapes that, because of their
natural balance, their layout, their
diversity or their beauty, are of

paramount importance for protection.
They have to be at least an area
of 10,000 ha. National Parks are
composed of a core zone and a buffer
zZone.

Berchtesgaden Alpenpark & Nationalpark — an
example of integrated landscape planning with local
participation

The Bavarian nature protection law, Bayerisches Naturschutzgesetz
— BayNatSchG, defines the regulations concerning the only Bavarian
Alpenpark and the Berchtesgaden National Park, in the Ordinance on
the Alpine and Berchtesgaden National Park (1987).

A landscape plan was set up as a non-binding specialist plan for the
National Park, which lays down the overarching objectives for the
development of the landscape, the limits of the buffer zone, as well
as the measures of nature conservation and landscape management.
For the Alpenpark, the goals are to preserve and protect the area with
its special beauty and singularity, to ensure public access to scenic
splendour, to prevent landscape fragmentation, and to devise suitable
areas for recreation. For the National Park, the goals are more clearly
oriented toward biodiversity protection. Its aims are to protect nature
in its entirety; to conserve, scientifically observe, research, and develop
the natural and near-natural plant and wildlife populations; and to
develop the territory of the population for educational and recreational
purposes without jeopardising the conservation goals.

(Nationalparkverwaltung Berchtesgaden 2020; Steinert et al. 2014;
Bayerische Staatsregierung n.d.)
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With regard to the National Park Berchtesgaden, the
following measures are in place: in the core zone, which
complies with the 75% rule set up by IUCN, there is no
management of ungulates, with the exception of potential
intervention in the case of an emerging disease crisis. In
the buffer zone there is management of ungulates, mostly
roe deer, red deer and chamois.

There are no settlements in the core zone, but there
are individual buildings that provide accommodation, or
former forest service huts. There are also no settlements
in the buffer zone, but there are individual buildings, such
as mountain huts or the ensemble of buildings on St.
Bartholoma&, which is a historical and cultural “ensemble”.

The National Park overlaps with other designations (e.g.,
Natura 2000) and forms the core zone of the UNESCO
Biosphere Reserve Berchtesgadener Land. There are
monitoring activities with differing intensity and objectives
in both zones.

Nature reserves

Nature reserves are created for the special protection of
nature and landscape, in particular, for the preservation,
development, or restoration of ecosystems or ecological
assemblies of certain wild animal and plant species.
Biodiversity protection is at the heart of the conservation
concept. Together with National Parks, nature reserves
form the most strictly protected areas under nature
conservation law.

The designation of nature reserves is the responsibility of
the higher nature conservation authorities of the district
governments. Care and monitoring are the tasks of
the lower nature conservation authorities (Bayerisches
Landesamt fur Umwelt 2018c).

At the end of 2018, Bavaria had 598 nature reserves
extending over 165,625 ha (2.34% of its territory)
(Bayerisches Landesamt fur Umwelt 2018b).

Nature parks

Nature parks are large areas of at least 20,000 ha, many
of which have already been designated as protected
landscape areas or nature reserves. They support
responsible recreation, nature and tourism through
sustainable nature and environmentally compatible
land use. Most of them should be landscape or nature
reserves, have a large variety of species and biotopes
and a landscape characterised by diverse uses. The
underlying idea is protection through use. In contrast to
National Parks, nature parks are planned, structured, and
further developed. A nature park is usually initiated by the
district or the municipality. In Bavaria a nature park is then
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designated by the highest nature conservation authority,
the Bavarian State Ministry of the Environment and
Consumer Protection (StMUV) (Bayerisches Landesamt
fur Umwelt 2018c).

Currently there are only two such parks in the Alpine
part of Bavaria. Created in 2017, the Ammergau Alps
Nature park is a 22,700 ha nature park in the Upper
Bavarian Alps with a predominantly touristic objective.
The Nagelflunkette nature park is a cross-border nature
park in the Nagelfluhkette in the Allgau Alps, between the
German region of Allgdu and the state of Vorarlberg. The
nature park is the first cross-border nature park between
Germany and Austria. It was founded in Bavaria in 2008
and in Vorarlberg, Austria in 2014,

Landscape protection areas

Landscape protection areas (Landschaftsschutzgebiete)
serve primarily to protect the natural balance and its
functionality. In addition to the flora and fauna, the soil,
groundwater and surface water, the climate, or the
landscape itself can be subject to protection. An area can
also be designated as a landscape conservation area due
to its special importance for recreation. Areas in which
nature-compatible use by humans should be preserved
or reintroduced can also be placed under landscape
protection. Compared to nature reserves, the focus is thus
more on the protection of abiotic resources.

As of the end of 2018, Bavaria had 705 protected
landscape areas, extending over 2,119,836 ha (30.04%
of the land surface) (Bayerisches Landesamt fir Umwelt
2018b).

EUROPEAN AND
INTERNATIONAL
DESIGNATIONS

Natura 2000

The coherent Natura 2000 network includes the areas
registered under the Habitats and Birds Directive. These
can spatially overlap. Together, the total of 5,200 areas
covers 15.5% of Germany’s terrestrial area and around
45% of the marine area (as of 2019). Germany submitted
4,544 FFH areas to the EU, which are spread over three
biogeographical regions (Alpine, Atlantic, Continental).
This corresponds to a share of 9.3% based on the land
area. In addition, there are 2,123,789 hectares of Lake
Constance as well as ocean, lagoon, and mud flats (as of
December 2019).
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Map 11: Natura 2000 Sites in Germany (2019)
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The Bavarian State Government selects Natura 2000
sites with the participation of those affected. Since April
2020, the Bavarian State Office for the Environment has
published all completed management plans of the higher
nature conservation authorities (governments) for the
Bavarian Natura 2000 sites (Bayerisches Landesamt flr
Umwelt 2020).

As of December 2019, 45 Natura 2000 sites had been
reported to the EU for the Alpine biogeographical region
of Germany, amounting to a total land area of 9,462.08 ha.

UNESCO Biosphere Reserves

The Berchtesgadener Land Biosphere Reserve (83,894
ha, with a core area of 13,896 ha) is located in the
northern limestone Alps. It is the only Alpine biosphere
reserve in Germany. It covers Alpine landscapes as well as
foothills with lower areas, with elevation ranges from 380
up to 2,700 metres. The reserve encompasses riparian,
submontane, montane, and subalpine forests and Alpine
as well as lowland meadows. It is characterised by
small-scale agriculture. The core area and buffer zone
are identical to the Berchtesgaden National Park with the
famous lake Kdénigssee. About 100,000 people live in the
biosphere reserve, which relies heavily on tourism.

Bavaria does not have any UNESCO Global Geoparks or
World Natural Heritage Sites.

Ramsar

Germany currently has 34 sites designated as Wetlands
of International Importance (Ramsar Sites), with a surface
area of 868,226 hectares (RSIS 2020c).

Several sites are located in the only Alpine state of Germany,
Bavaria. Within Bavaria's Alpine region, the Chiemsee is a
protected 8,660 ha freshwater lake Ramsar site situated
in a glaciated basin, with fringing reedbeds and areas of
scrub. The mouth of the Tiroler Achen River is situated
on the site and supports vast mudflats and moorland. It
is an internationally important staging and wintering area
for waterbirds, various breeding birds and several notable
plant species.

Also notable is the 6,517 ha Ammersee site, a large,
natural, freshwater lake with fluctuating water levels
situated in a glaciated valley. It is important for breeding,
wintering and staging waterbirds.

The Starnberger See is a 5,720 ha is a protected large
freshwater lake subject to seasonal fluctuations. It is set
in a glaciated valley and supports areas of reedbeds. It is
important for breeding, staging and wintering waterbirds,
and provides protected fish spawning areas, but it is
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subject to intensive recreational use and seasonal fishing
(RSIS 2020c).

In addition, there are a few smaller Ramsar sites in Bavaria
as well.

European Diploma

The Berchtesgaden National Park also has been awarded
a European Diploma by the Council of Europe. It is noted
for the exceptional quality of its landscapes, the richness
of its flora and fauna and the diversity of its natural sites,
ranging in altitude from 603 to 2,713 m (Council of Europe
2020b).
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ITALY

Governance

[taly has a national framework law on protected areas (Legge
quadro sulle aree protette, GU n.292 del 13-12-1991; last
modified in 2017), which lays out the principles for the
foundation and administration of such areas. In addition
to this federal law, there are environmental protection laws
at the level of regions and provinces, and especially the
autonomous regions and provinces. Mountain areas are
specially protected at a regional level.

The framework law on protected areas is no. 394 from 1991,
which outlines the fundamental principles for the institution
and management of protected areas. It outlines their mission,
classification, and governance. It also sets out the legislation
for national and regional protected natural areas.

In regions that have adapted to the National Framework
Law, when regional protected areas are established, this
happens jointly with provincial administrations and involved
communities. Local administrations, also participate in the
management of such areas. Regional laws have led to the
establishment of a wide variety of protected areas, with
separate classification systems and specific terminology in
each region.

Additionally, there are land and marine potential park areas
identified by Laws 394/91 and 979/82, which are areas
of conservation importance earmarked as top priority for
inclusion as protected areas (Federparchi 2020a).

Since 2015, the SAPA (Sistema di Aree Protette Alpine
ltaliane / System of the ltalian Alpine Protected Areas)
has aimed to harmonise the policies through monitoring
and general management of ltalian protected areas in the
Alps. Its main activities are the creation of a database of
their member protected areas and collaboration with the
ecological network platform of the Alpine Convention.?

There are other protected natural areas belonging to
environmental groups, suburban parks, etc. They can be
divided into publicly-managed areas, which are set up by
regional laws or equivalent legal provisions, and privately-
run areas, which are established by formal public provisions
or by contractual processes such as concessions or their
equivalent (Federparchi 2020a).

National Parks fall under the legal jurisdiction of the Italian
Ministry for the Environment and the Protection of Land and

' The Ecological Network Platform ceased activities in 2019.
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Sea, while regional parks are run by the various regional
administrations. There are also reserves for which the Italian
Ministry for Agricultural Policy is in charge, and others that
are run by provincial or municipal administrations or even by
private citizens. Once a park has been created, regardless
of what entity is in charge of its designation, it is managed
by an independent institution as a separate legal entity.
The management body for a protected area may be an
independent public organisation at a national or regional level,
a consortium, a municipal administration, or an association.
National Nature Reserves are still managed directly by the
Forestry Corps under the aegis of the Agriculture Ministry,
but the law requires them to be transferred at a future date
to the Parks (Federparchi 2020a).

The following regions are part of the Alpine region of ltaly:
Friuli-Venezia Giulia, Lombardy, Piedmont, Trentino-Alto
Adige, Valle d’Aosta, Venetia, and Liguria (Federparchi
2020a).

National strategies

In 2010, the Ministry of the Environment prepared the
National Biodiversity Strategy, and, in 2016, an Intermediate
Strategy Review until 2020 was created. The Structure of
the Strategy is divided into three key themes:

1) Biodiversity and ecosystem services,
2) Biodiversity and climate change,
3) Biodiversity and economic policies.

The three respective strategic objectives are achieved with
the contribution of the different sector policies identified in
15 work areas. These are:

Work Area 1 Species, habitats, landscape
Work Area 2 Protected areas

Work Area 3 Genetic resources

Work Area 4 Agriculture

Work Area 5 Forests

Work Area 6 Inland waters

Work Area 7 Marine environment

Work Area 8 Infrastructures and transportation
Work Area 9 Urban areas

Work Area 10 Health

Work Area 11 Energy

Work Area 12 Tourism

Work Area 13 Research and innovation

Education, information, communication and

Work Area 14 o
participation

Work Area 15 [taly and global biodiversity
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A preliminary set of indicators has been prepared for progress evaluation, consisting of 10 status indicators that aim to
represent and assess the state of biodiversity in Italy and 30 assessment indicators to assess the effectiveness of the
actions in achieving the objectives of the Strategy (Ministero del’Ambiente 2018).

Typology of Protected Areas
Table 6: Typology of Protected Areas - ltaly

IUCN .
PA type Category Primary goal Legal competence
. v - ) .
National Parks Ministry in charge of the environment
(State) Nature reserves \Y Ministry in charge of the environment
(Ministry in charge of the
(Inter-)regional nature parks 1/IV/N environment)/ regional/provincial
administration
Other areas with particular protections
Wilderness areas/strictly protected reserves (in Italy - ) .
the core zones of National Parks) | (la/1b) Ministry in charge of the environment
Landscape protection areas v/ Various, depending on type
Protected parts of a landscape Il Various depending on type
Special conservation areas/Natura 2000 sites IV or other Various depending on type
Natural monuments/ natural areas AV Regional/provincial administration
Natural forest reserves/ strict protection forests 7\ MY i GRETES G e e
forestry
Wildlife protection area/ extraordinary protected area [ 1,1V vl\\//lillr(]jII?;er;/ T STENED ST EGELIILIE ol
Area of relevant environmental interest (only in Italy) - Various depending on type
Gardens and parks, municipal or intermunicipal parks - Municipalities
Natural recreation areas (only in Italy) - Various depending on type
Ensembles (new in 2020, Bolzano Province) - Autonomous Province of Alto Adige
International designations
UNESCO Biosphere reserves various hgrmqmsed managemen t Of. Ministry in charge of the environment
biological and cultural diversity
UNESCO Global Geopark reserves various protecting global geodiversity Ministry in charge of the environment
UNESCO World Natural Heritage sites various conservation of natural sites of Ministry in charge of the environment

outstanding universal value

conservation and wise use of

Ramsar sites
wetlands

Ministry in charge of the environment

The following types of protected areas are mentioned in
the National Framework law (Federparchi 2020b).

National Parks

National Parks in ltaly are defined as areas of international
or national importance due to natural, scientific, aesthetic,
cultural, educational, and recreational values, such that
they require the intervention of the State in order to
preserve them for present and future generations.

In the ltalian Alps, there are four National Parks. These
are Stelvio - Stilfserjoch, with an area of 130,728 ha, Gran
Paradiso, with an area of 71,043 ha, Dolomiti Bellunesi,
extending over 31,034 ha, and Val Grande, with an area

of 15,000 ha (Federparchi 2020b). The first National Park
to be established in Italy was Gran Paradiso National
Park in 1922, which is located between elevations of 800
metres of the valley bottoms to the 4,061 metres at Gran
Paradiso peak.

National Parks draw up a Park Plan, as do some
regional parks. (Other regional parks draw up a Territorial
Coordination Plan). These plans are approved by the
management council and by the regional administration(s).
In addition, National Parks draw up a Social and Financial
Long-term Strategic Plan (Piano Pluriennale Economico e
Sociale). Park regulations are approved by the management
council and by the ltalian Ministry for the Environment and
the Protection of Land and Sea (Federparchi 2020a).
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Zoning involves dividing the territory of the park into four
different zones (Federparchi 2020a).

e Zone A: Strict Nature Reserve. No human activities
allowed except for scientific research.

e Zone B: General Reserve. Only traditional occupations
are permitted, and tourism is overseen by the park.

e Zone C: Planning of tourism and agrosilvopastoral
systems authorised by the park.

e Zone D: Development. Includes built-up areas with
potentially sustainable activities. Municipal Development
Plans (Piani Regolatori).

The core zone (Zone A) is classified as an integral reserve
(riserva integrale), where nature is protected in its entirety.
No agriculture or other human impact, except for scientific
research, is allowed in integral reserves.

Nature reserves

Nature reserves are created because they contain one or
more animal or plant species of conservation importance,
or have one or more ecosystems of importance either for
biodiversity or for the conservation of genetic resources
(Federparchi 2020a). Nature reserves are generally smaller
and may be either state or regional according to the
importance of the natural elements found within them.

There are 37 Regional Nature Reserves in the Alpine part of
[taly. Within the different regions (Regione) there are different
categories, not all of which are covered by the National
Framework law, such as “Recreation area” (e.g., in Friuli-
Veneto) or “Biogenetic Reserve” (only in Piemonte and
Veneto). Among the different regions, there are differences
in the levels of protection of protected areas that have the
same name (e.g., in Veneto there are four categories of
nature reserves: “general nature reserve’, “integral
reserve’, “directed nature reserve”, and “regional nature
reserve”; in Lombardy there are three such categories:
“integral reserve”, “directed nature reserve”, and “partial
nature reserve’. In nature reserves, no hunting is allowed,
but there are exceptions.

Nature parks

In Italy, there are regional and interregional nature parks.
These are areas of great natural and environmental value that
form a single system that may cross the boundaries between
two or more administrative regions. They may be valued for
the natural assets of the area, the beauty of the landscape,
and/or the artistic and cultural traditions of the inhabitants.

Regional Nature parks are zoned into areas of strict and
less strict protection and are also subject to a multi-year
management plan, which is established by an administrative
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body and approved by the Regione. Their aims are both
to preserve and valorise biodiversity and to promote
initiatives that foster economic, social, and cultural growth
in the local communities. Every regional park has its own
administrative entity. Hunting is not allowed.

In the Alps, there are 34 Regional Parks. What is also
noteworthy is that, in several ltalian Alpine Regions, the
category “Regional Nature park” correlates with the type
of protection found in National Parks elsewhere including
zoning and management plans. These plans are subject
to annual updates.

However, in the autonomous province of Bolzano (South
Tyrol/Alto Adige), like in other Alpine countries such as
Austria, Nature parks have a much less formal structure
and no zoning.

Landscape protection areas

In most of Italy, there are equivalents of landscape
protection areas. However, they are not designated as
such. They might, for example, be designated as regional
nature reserves (riserva naturale regionale), as provincial
protected areas (Area protetta di interesse provinciale), or
even as botanical gardens (EEA 2020a).

In South Tyrol/Alto Adige, landscape protection exists
as a specific category. Different protection categories
are defined in the Landscape Protection Act of July 25,
1970, No. 16 (Sudtiroler Landesverwaltung 2020). While
large-scale protected areas, such as National Parks and
nature parks, are designated with their own decrees,
landscape protections in other areas are defined using
landscape plans.

The law defines protection categories for objects of
particular landscape value (e.g., wide landscape areas,
natural monuments, ecosystems [Biotope], gardens and
parks) that can be placed under protection by resolution
of the state government. Administratively speaking, “Wide
areas” are divided into ban zones' and landscape
protection areas. Landscape protection areas are areas
of great natural beauty, most of which have emerged from
a traditional cultural landscape. In addition to agricultural
and forestry use, these areas are important for tourism
and recreation. The protection goal is to preserve the
existing landscape, nature and recreational potential and
to harmonise the existing and the newly intended uses
- usually for agriculture or tourism - with the protection
goals in the best possible way.

The landscape plan also lays down the general protection
provisions and community-specific regulations for particular
areas. In South Tyrolean administrative practice, they are

The ban zones are usually open areas near the settlement, which
should be kept free from development.
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not identified by individual decisions, but by summarising
the areas and objects worth protecting in the landscape
plan for each municipal area. Application for protection
status via a landscape plan maybe initiated by the state
administration or the municipality (@amendments only).
The initiative can also be taken by the state government,
the district administrations as well as corporate bodies
(Korperschaften), associations and organisations whose
main objective is nature, landscape and environmental
protection (Sudtiroler Landesverwaltung 2020).

In addition to the previously existing categories, in Alto
Adige, there are some new protection categories as of
July 2020:

1. Ensembles are residential zones that give a
characteristic picture of aesthetic and traditional value,
including the historical town centres and building
collections.

2. Protected parts of the landscape, these are parts
of the landscape that contribute to
biodiversity and landscape diversity
as well as to ecological stability or
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EUROPEAN AND
INTERNATIONAL
DESIGNATIONS

Natura 2000

In [taly, Sites of Community Importance (SIC), Special
Conservation Areas (ZSC) and Special Protection Areas
(ZPS) cover a total of about 19% of the national land
and more than 7% of the marine land. To date (as of
April 2020) , 2,347 SCI have been identified by the Italian
Regions, 2,278 of which have been designated as Special
Conservation Zones, and 630 Special Protection Zones
(ZPS) (Ministero dell’Ambiente 2020).

There are 17 Natura 2000 sites in the Italian Alps. In the
Friuli - Venezia Giulia region, as of April 2020, 66 sites
totalling a land area of 153,037 ha have been designated.
In Lombardy, there are 245 sites (373,534 ha), in Liguria

Map 13: Natura 2000 Sites in Italy (2019)

permeability in the biotope network
(e.g., chestnut groves, wetlands, etc.)
(This category exists in other Alpine
countries too but had not previously
received special mention in Alto Adige.)

3. Panoramic landscapes and publicly
accessible viewpoints or vistas from
which one can admire the panorama.

In addition to National Parks, nature parks,
nature reserves, and areas specifically
designated as protected, in South Tyrol/Alto
Adige, certain areas are automatically legally
protected by law, i.e., without a specific
protection act. These are listed in Art. 1/
bis of the Landscape Protection Act and
include:

e areas adjacent to lakes with a width of
300 metres;

e rivers and streams including the banks
and dams up to 150 metres wide;

e areas of mountains at above 1,600
metres ASL elevation;

e forests and forestry areas;
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there are 133 sites (139,959 ha). Piemonte includes 151
sites (404,001 ha), and in the Autonomous Province of
Bolzano there are 44 sites (150,047 ha). In the Autonomous
Province of Trento there are 143 sites (175,217 ha), in the
Aosta Valley 30 sites (98,947 ha) and in the Veneto 130
sites (414,298 ha) (Ministero dell’Ambiente 2020).

UNESCO Biosphere Reserves

Of Italy’s 19 UNESCO Biosphere Reserves, six are located
in or adjacent to the Alps, including two transnational
Biosphere Reserves (UNESCO 2019a).

The transboundary Julian Alps Biosphere Reserve (71,451
ha, with a core area of 9,630 ha) in the Southern Limestone
Alps, designated in 2019, includes Slovenian park land
(see also the Slovenian Section below), which was already
designated in 2003. The Biosphere Reserve constitutes
an important Alpine corridor, notably for large carnivores
as well as birds.

ltaly shares with France the transboundary Mont-Viso
Biosphere Reserve (427,080.7 ha: France: 133,164 ha;
[taly: 293,916.7 ha), which is a glacial cirque situated
between the Alpine mountains and the Mediterranean.
It is surrounded by river valleys and high-altitude lakes
and contains on 1,331 km? a mosaic of ecosystems
ranging from the arid and rocky landscape found at high
altitudes on the Monviso massif (at a maximum elevation

Map 14: Natura 2000 Sites in the ltalian Alps
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of 3,841 m) to the unusual forest ecosystem, which hosts,
among others, Pinus cembra.

The Ticino Val Grande Verbano Biosphere Reserve
(151,596.9 ha, with a core zone of 13,393.37 ha) functions
as an important ecological corridor within the urbanised
and industrialised Po plain. The site encompasses a
mosaic of ecosystems with large river habitats, wetlands,
riparian woods, and patches of primary plain forest. It is
also characterised by a traditional rural landscape with
semi-natural ecosystems. These include rice paddies,
cornfields, permanent grasslands and ‘marcita’ (water
meadows). A population of 685,000 people living in the
biosphere reserve works primarily in the services and
industry sectors.

The Ledro Alps and Judicaria Biosphere Reserve (47,427
ha, with a core of 4,786 ha) is located in the Trento region
of northern Italy, between the Dolomite World Heritage Site
and Lake Garda. The site is representative of the southern
slopes of the central-eastern Alps and comprises a variety
of habitats including Alpine meadows, forest, grasslands
and moorlands, alternating with traditional crops. It is a
well visited tourist destination.

The very large Valle Camonica — Alto Sebino Biosphere
Reserve (135,565 ha, core 34,160 ha) is located in the
eastern part of Lombardy. The area is characterised by
typical Alpine and pre-Alpine valleys, ranging from valley

P

Natura 2000 / Emerald Network
[ Alpine Convention
[] National border

Hydrographic network
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Sources: Permanent Secretariat of the Alpine Convention for the
Alpine Convention perimeter; ©EuroGeographics EuroGlobalMap
opendata (Original product is freely available) for rivers, lakes, built-
up areas and localities; ©EuroGeographics for the administrative
boundaries; Basemap ESRI, European Environment Agency.
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floor landscapes to the highest peaks of Europe and the
Adamello Glacier ending in the Iseo Lake, one of ltaly’s
largest basins. The landscape features rivers and lakes,
woods and forests, glaciers, meadows, and prairies. There
is traditional farming and animal husbandry in the region.

Located just outside the Alpine Arc, the Collina Po
Biosphere Reserve (171,234 ha, with a core area of 3,853
ha) is located in the northern Italian Piedmont Region and
covers the Turin stretch of the River Po. The River Po is
the main reservoir of biodiversity in the Turin plain, due in
part to the numerous wetlands along its course. Its physical
and geological characteristics have led to the formation of
numerous gravelly shores, oxbow lakes and riparian woods
that host a variety of species. These natural features are of
particular value to the densely populated local environment,
with 900,000 people living in the city of Turin.

UNESCO Gilobal Geoparks

In total, Italy has ten UNESCO Global Geoparks. Of these,
three are located in the Alps (UNESCO 2019b).

The very large (2,023 km?) Sesia Val Grande UNESCO
Global Geopark is located on the north-east of Piemonte
Region and includes the Val Grande National Park, two
regional parks (Alta Valsesia and Monte Fenera), and the
Special Nature Reserves of S. Monte of Varallo, Sanctuary
of Ghiffa and Domodossola. This Geopark is the highest
and the steepest one in Europe.

The 1,188 km?Adamello-Brenta UNESCO Global Geopark,
located in the Rhaetian Alps, the Italian sector of south-
central Alps, represents a “key area” for understanding
the geological history of the Alps. It is characterised by
significant geodiversity due to the presence of two big
mountainous massifs (Adamello and Brenta), which are
very different geologically and geomorphologically.

Beigua UNESCO Global Geopark (392 km?) is located in
Liguria, in the north-western part of Italy, near the border
with France. It includes the Beigua Regional Nature park
and a broad zone linked to the nature park. Though,
strictly speaking, it is not in the Alps, it is important for
understanding the geological history of Italy, especially the
evolution of the Alps and the Apennines.

UNESCO World Natural Heritage Sites

ltaly has four Natural Heritage sites, of which two are
located in the Alps.

The site of the Dolomites comprises a mountain range in
the northern ltalian Alps with 18 peaks that rise to above
3,000 metres and cover 141,903 ha. This contains nine
areas that present a diversity of landscapes of international
significance for geomorphology marked by steeples,
pinnacles and rock walls. It also contains glacial landforms
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and karst systems. The site features dynamic processes
with frequent landslides, floods and avalanches, and
showcases one of the best examples of the preservation of
Mesozoic carbonate platform systems with fossil records
(UNESCO 2020). A portion of this area is further protected
by other UNESCO designations: the Biosphere Reserves
(Ledro Alps and Judicaria) and Geoparks (Adamello-
Brenta UNESCO Global Geopark).

Together with Switzerland, Italy shares the UNESCO World
Natural Heritage Site of Monte San Giorgio, beside Lake
Lugano, which is regarded as the best fossil record of
marine life from the Triassic Period (245-230 million years
ago). Including the Swiss area, the Natural Heritage site
stretches over 1,089.34 ha surrounded by a buffer zone
of 3,207.45 ha.

Ramsar Sites

ltaly currently has 56 sites designated as Wetlands of
International Importance (Ramsar Sites), with a total
surface area of 73,308 hectares (RSIS 2020d).

Two of the larger ones are in the Friuli-Venezia Giulia and
Lombardy regions.

Laguna di Marano/Foci dello Stella is a 1,400 ha area
lying within the vast lagoon complex formed by the deltas
of the Tagliamento and Isonzo rivers. The site includes a
fossil dune complex and tidal waters of varying salinity
with extensive intertidal mud and sand flats. The lagoon
environment is changing due to rising sea level.

In Lombardy, the Valli del Mincio is a 1,082 ha complex of
artificial pools created from marshland in the floodplain of
the Mincio River. Vegetation consists of emergent, floating
and submergent species and includes species rare in
Italy. The pools also support a rich fish population and are
important for a diversity of breeding and wintering birds.

All the other Alpine region sites in Alto Adige, Friuli-Venezia
Giulia, Lombardy and the Veneto region are much smaller.

European Diploma

The Alpi Marittime Nature park, which is twinned with
the Mercantour National Park, has been awarded the
European Diploma (Council of Europe 2020b). These two
areas are on opposite sides of the same Alpine massif in
the heart of the Alpes-Maritimes, considered to be the
prime habitat for endemic species in the Alps. The two
parks have taken successful joint action, particularly with
regard to reintroduction operations (ibex, lammergeyer).

Grand Paradiso National Park has been awarded the
European Diploma (see above), “twinned” with Vanoise
National Park (France) (Council of Europe 2020b).
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LIEGHTENSTEIN

Governance

The Conservation Act of 1996 aims to conserve native
species and their habitat and create natural habitat for
these species where necessary. It also strives to conserve
ecological functionality and near-natural landscapes.
Areas and natural monuments that are particularly
worthy of protection may be designated by the state in
cooperation with communities. The state then determines
the regulations and prohibitions for future use of such
areas to prevent detrimental human activities.

Liechtenstein’s biodiversity conservation goal is set out in
the Law on the Protection of Nature and Landscape: “The
entire area of habitats shall be protected and restored
where necessary” (CBD 2020c). Other relevant laws are
the Forestry Act, the Water Protection Act, the Fishery Act,
and the Agriculture Act. To implement their provisions,
numerous instruments are used in the biodiversity-relevant
sectors. Various inventories aim to conserve natural
values. Nature and forest protection areas are established
to conserve flora and fauna as well as genetic diversity.

National strategies

Liechtenstein has developed a National Biodiversity
Strategy and Action Plan (2010). Strategic goals that have
been set in this regard include: conservation of habitats
and the promotion and upgrading of current habitats;
conservation of species; conservation of landscape,
forest and soil; and the incorporation of more nature in
the utilised landscape (CBD 2020c). The strategy is based
on one overall target, four sub-targets and 12 strategy
elements (CBD 2020b).

The Development Concept for Nature and Agriculture is
being implemented as the framework for the development
of natural values based on a legal obligation for a nature
and landscape protection concept. The goal is to present
the policy tasks, development intentions, and positions
in the two specialised areas of “nature and landscape”
and “agriculture” and to jointly establish a vision for
development (CBD 2020c).

Typology of Protected Areas

Legally protected area types that exist in Liechtenstein
include the following:
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Table 7: Typology of Protected Areas - Liechtenstein

IUCN . Legal
PA type Category FOIUET7 ok competence
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Other areas with particular protections
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. o)

Plant proteoﬁlon biodiversity <

areas & fungi ; =
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Unfertilised biodiversity 2
meadows .

. conservation 5
(Magerwiesen) )
Quiet zones (for wildlife ‘E
wildlife) protection E
International designations

conservation
Ramsar sites and wise use
of wetlands

Four categories of PA's within this system are legally binding:
nature reserves, landscape protection areas, forest- and
landscape protection areas, and plant protection areas.
Nature and forest reserves are the two most strictly protected
categories, with a focus on the conservation of habitats for
threatened animal and plant species. They are protected by
law or ordinance and include the goals of conservation and
development. They cover an area of 1,988 ha, 12.3% of
Liechtenstein’s land area.

In addition, there is a scientifically compiled inventory
of areas that are not yet legally protected, but that, in
accordance with the “nature priority area inventory”
(Naturvorrangflacheninventar), must be considered by
the authorities and taken into account when intervening
in nature and landscape. In addition, the inventory forms
the most important basis for the determination of legal
protected areas and objects.

Nature reserves

The eleven nature reserves are largely wetlands and are
situated in the Rhine Valley. They serve to protect swamps
and waters. The largest nature reserve, the Ruggeller
Riet (93 ha), is the most significant bird breeding area in
Liechtenstein and is a wetland of international importance
(Ramsar site) (Braden and Muiller 2014).
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Forest protected areas

The 30 forest protection areas include forest reserves and
special forest areas. They are mainly located at higher
elevations and along the river Rhine. Around 27% of the
country’s total forest surface are declared protected nature
reserves (Braden and Mdller 2014).

Landscape protection areas

The Inventory of Nature Priority Areas includes 28
landscape protection areas. Only a portion of these
areas, however, is protected by ordinance. Landscapes
are inventoried because of exceptional natural scenery or
cultural-historic value. The inventory must be taken into
account by the state and the municipalities in land use
planning (Braden and Mller 2014).

Other

The entire Liechtenstein Alpine area is a plant protection
area. In the plant protection area, the pulling up, digging,
and picking of plants is prohibited. The legal provisions
and the perimeter of the plant protection area are defined
in the Regulation for the Protection of Mountain Flora.

The Liechtenstein mountain area is a contiguous plant
protection area intended to help preserve mountain flora
and the appearance of the landscape. The protection
provisions are less stringent than in the nature and forest
protection areas.

There are no formally defined hunting ban areas (but,
in some nature reserves and other areas, hunting is
prohibited).

EUROPEAN AND
INTERNATIONAL
DESIGNATIONS

There are, as yet, no legally protected wilderness areas,
National Parks, nature parks, or UNESCO biosphere
reserves, nor Emerald Network areas in Liechtenstein.

Ramsar sites

Liechtenstein currently has one site designated as Ramsar
Sites, with a surface area of 101 hectares: the Ruggeller
Riet, a complex of lowland wet meadows underlain by up
to nine metres of peat. It supports an exceptional floral
diversity for its size and is home to many fungi, mosses,
invertebrates and birds (RSIS 2020g).
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SLOVENIA

Governance

In Slovenia, legal competence for all protected areas rests
with the national government. Depending on the type of
area it lies either with the Ministry of Environment or the
Ministry of Agriculture.

The Slovenian National Assembly designates National
Parks or protected areas of international importance.
Management is undertaken by the National Park
administration or by specialised institutions. Management
plans must take into account the needs of the local
communities, who participate in creating such plans.
In the case of Triglav National Park, the protected area
administrator is designated by Parliament. Management
responsibility then rests with the Institute of the Republic
of Slovenia for Nature Conservation and Protected Areas
Management Authorities.

The state can independently set the conditions and
criteria for regional and landscape parks and decide on
their degree of protection. The law defines regional parks
as well-preserved, natural environments, which can also
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Detailed National
Target 5 (draft)

By 2025, biodiversity will be a part of compulso-
ry education programmes.

Detailed National
Target 6 (draft)

By 2025, the public will be adequately informed
about the importance of biodiversity.

Detailed National
Target 7 (draft)

By 2025, promotion of biodiversity will increase
and good practices that support it will be
rewarded.

Overall National
Target C (draft)

For conservation of biodiversity, the interdisciplin-
ary and cross-sectoral cooperation and applica-
tion of comprehensive approach will improve.

Detailed National
Target 8 (draft)

By no later than 2025, the biodiversity values
will be integrated into relevant national and local
strategies and decision-making processes.

Detailed National
Target 9 (draft)

By 2020, the existing protected areas and Natu-
ra 2000 sites will be preserved through efficient
management.

Detailed National
Target 10 (draft)

By 2025, traditional knowledge, scientific
research, innovations, and new technologies will
be involved into conservation of biodiversity.

Overall National
Target D (draft)

Stimulative financial incentives will be provided
for biodiversity conservation.

Detailed National
Target 11 (draft)

By no later than 2020, the subsidies and incen-
tives harmful to biodiversity will be identified and
removed.

Detailed National
Target 12 (draft)

By 2025, sustainable financial resources for
research activities, programmes and projects
that support conservation of biodiversity will be
provided.

include heavily populated areas, unlike in National Parks.

National strategies

The Biodiversity Conservation Strategy of Slovenia dates
back to 2002 (CBD 2020b). Under its reporting obligations
to the Convention on Biological
produced thematic reports: a Report on Mountain
Ecosystems and a Report on Protected Areas (both in

Diversity,

2003). These targets are still in draft form (CBD 2020a).

Slovenia

Overall National
Target A (draft)

Improvement of conservation status of species
and of their habitats.

Detailed National
Target 1 (draft)

By 2025, the status of habitat types and species,
including their genetic diversity will improve and/
or will be maintained.

Detailed National
Target 2 (draft)

By 2025, agriculture, forestry, water manage-
ment and fisheries sectors will increase inclusion
of conservation of species and habitat types of
national and wider (EU) importance into their
plans and programmes.

Detailed National
Target 3 (draft)

By 2020 the invasive alien species and their
pathways will be identified. By 2025, the invasive
alien species and their pathways will be brought
under control.

Overall National
Target B (draft)

Knowledge, understanding and awareness on
biodiversity and its importance will increase at all
levels of society.

Detailed National
Target 4 (draft)

By 2020, a national program on research and
monitoring of biodiversity will be established.

Typology of Protected Areas

There are various categories of protected areas (according
to the comprehensive Nature Conservation Act of 1999),
summarised in the table below. In the Alpine region of
Slovenia there is a National Park, a regional park, several
landscape protection areas, nature conservation areas,
and natural monuments. There are also international
designations (see below).

National Park

The substantial Triglav National Park (TNP) is the only
National Park in Slovenia. Extending along the Italian
border and close to the Austrian border in the north-west
of Slovenia (in the Eastern Julian Alps), the park covers
84,000 ha, or 4% of the territory of Slovenia.

Triglav National Park is divided into three zones, including
a strictly protected core zone (1st and 2nd level) and a
peripheral zone. Concerning the IUCN rule of 75%, the
first (31,488 ha) and second (32,412 ha) protection
zones present the TNP’s core zone. In the first protection
zone hunting is not allowed, but in the second and third
(20,082 ha) protection zones hunting is allowed and
regulated through wild game species management plans.
Nevertheless, both first and second protection zones
constitute the core zone.
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Table 8: Typology of Protected Areas - Slovenia

IUCN

PA type Category Primary goal Legal competence

National Parks (narodni park) VA% Ministry in charge of the environment

Strlc.t nature reserves (strogi naravni rezervat) | Ministry in charge of the environment

(equivalent wilderness area)

Fore_st reserves (gozdni rezervat) | MinAgri/Forest Service

(equivalent wilderness area)

Nature reserves (naravni rezervat) \% Ministry in charge of the environment

Regional nature parks (regijski park) N Ministry in charge of the environment

Other areas with particular protections

Landscape parks (regijski park) V Ministry in charge of the environment

SipEalel CenseEen areasv/ INatura ALUEIES IV or other Ministry in charge of the environment

(posebno varstveno obmocje)

Natural monuments/ natural areas (naravni spomenik) /NN Ministry in charge of the environment

Protection forests (varpvalm gozd) and special purpose N MinAgri/Forest Service

forest (gozd s posebnim namenom)

Ecolog|_cally important area (ekolosko pomembno ) Ministry in charge of the environment

obmocije)

Special purpose hunting area (lovis¢e s posebnim _ MinAgri/Forest Service

namenom)

Horticultural monument - MinAgri/Forest Service

Fishing reserve - MinAgri/Forest Service

International designations

UNESCO Biosphere reserves various hgrmqmsed ranagemen t Of. Ministry in charge of the environment
biological and cultural diversity

UNESCO Global Geopark reserves various protecting global geodiversity Ministry in charge of the environment

UNESCO World Natural Heritage sites various conservatloln of ngtural sites Ministry in charge of the environment
of outstanding universal value

Ramsar sites various conservation and wise use Ministry in charge of the environment

of wetlands

The hunting issue is complex. There is a distinction
between non-hunting areas and areas in which hunting
is managed by the state/public authorities. In Triglav
National Park, the TNP Management Authority is also
responsible for the game species management in 65%
of the National Park area. The so-called ‘State Hunting
Grounds Triglav’ includes the entire first conservation
zone, where hunting is not allowed. In the remaining part,
hunting is managed and performed in accordance with
game species management plans (10-years and annual),
which are prepared by the Slovenia Forest Service and
adopted by the Minister responsible for food, forestry and
agriculture (Arih 2020).

Infrastructure is tightly regulated. All tourism that negatively
affects natural and cultural heritage is prohibited or at
least regulated, allowing nature conservation and cultural
heritage protection to take precedence over other
interests. Triglav National Park overlaps with a UNESCO
Biosphere reserve and the Natura 2000 Network.

Triglav National Park meets most conditions for the IUCN
category Il. Only forestry practices (which includes also
commercial logging) warrant further scrutiny. The park
will need an expert evaluation of the second zone in the
near future, as no additional zoning of the second zone
currently exists (Arih 2020).

Within the park, quiet zones are prescribed by the TNP
Management Plan (2016). Currently, there are 138 quiet
zones defined by the Plan, covering around 9% of the
park’s area. Most measures of protection regimes of the
quiet zones relate to mitigation of pressures from visitation,
tourism and recreation. Exclusion of human activity could
last for an entire year (e.g. in peat bogs) or be imposed
temporarily (e.g. to protect capercaillie, black grouse,
chamois, golden eagle, peregrine falcon) (Arih 2020).

The TNP Management Plan for the period 2016 — 2025
can be found online (in Slovenian). The Park is managed
by the Triglav National Park Public Institution.
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Nature reserves

Slovenia distinguishes between strictly protected nature
reserves and regular nature reserves. According to
definitions prescribed by the Nature Conservation Act
(Art. 53, par. 5), nature reserves and natural monuments
belong to small protected areas. Nature reserves may be
part of a National Park zone. The Nature Conservation Act
defines restrictions and prohibitions in Nature Reserves.

Anything that could damage biodiversity or the structure
and function of ecosystems or endangered species
is prohibited, except for research and education with
Ministerial permit.

Strict nature reserves can be considered the equivalent of
wilderness areas as defined by I[UCN.

Forest reserves

Forest reserves are designated by the Slovenian
Government. A legal basis for their designation is the
Forestry Act (1993). Currently, there are 170 forest reserves
designated in Slovenia. Forest reserves are ecosystems left

Map 15: Natura 2000 Sites in Slovenia (2019)
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to natural development. A stricter regimen of management
compared to protection forests is typical for this category.
No measures that could hinder natural development of
forest vegetation are permitted. There are two types of
forest reserves: those with strict and those with less strict
protection regimens. The area of strict forest reserves is
quite small in Slovenia, amounting to around 1% of total
forest area (Arih 2020).

Strict forest reserves can be considered the equivalent of
wilderness areas as defined by I[UCN.

Regional nature parks

These are also part of Natura 2000 and the Biosphere
Reserve. They are more or less equivalent to a landscape
protection area, but they have their own state management
plan and management office. The main difference is
in the obligatory zoning (at least two zones must be
established) (Arih 2020). Regional parks are required to
prepare management plans, and they have their own
administration responsible for the area’s management.
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Landscape protection areas

The Nature Conservation Act (Art. 71) defines landscape
parks as areas where human activities favour nature
conservation, and these areas have a great ecological,
biological and landscape value.

A management plan is not obligatory, but in some
designated landscape parks they exist (e.g., Goricko
Landscape Park, Ljubliansko barje Landscape Park) (Arih
2020).

Zoning is established by the acts of designation of
landscape parks, such as Natura 2000 (e.g., Logar Valley
Landscape Park), as well as natural monuments and
assets of national and local importance.

Other

Apart from this, there are some other types of protected
areas (some designated under the Birds Directive, others
designated as Ecologically Important areas) in the Alpine
region.

Map 16: Natura 2000 Sites in the Slovenian Alps
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Protected parts of a landscape

In Slovenia, these are called “natural valuable areas”.
They constitute one of the crucial elements of the nature
conservation concept in Slovenia and include the country’s
entire natural heritage. They are designated by ministerial
ordinance based on the Nature Conservation Act.

Currently, there are 17,431 such natural valuable area in
Slovenia (Arih 2020).

Ecologically Important Areas

The Nature Conservation Act (Art. 32) defines the term
“Ecologically Important Area”, which is one element
(beside protected areas and Natura 2000 sites) of the
ecological network in Slovenia. It is defined as an area of
a habitat type that is part or of a larger ecosystem that is
important for nature conservation. For example, the entire
Triglav National Park lies within the Julian Alps Ecologically
Important Area.

There are no protection regimes established for these
areas (only guidelines and recommendations). They are
designated by the Slovenian Government (Arih 2020).

CROATIA

Natura 2000 / Emerald Network
[ Alpine Convention
[J National border ( B
Hydrographic network aIPGrC
Sources: Permanent Secretariat of the Alpine Convention for the
Alpine Convention perimeter; ©EuroGeographics EuroGlobalMap
50km opendata (Original product is freely available) for rivers, lakes, built-
up areas and localities; ©EuroGeographics for the administrative
boundaries; Basemap ESRI, European Environment Agency.
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EUROPEAN AND INTERNATIONAL DESIGNATIONS

Natura 2000

Natura 2000 sites cover more than 37% of the country’s
territory (Ministry of the Environment and Spatial
Planning 2020). There are Natura 2000 sites in almost all
Slovenian municipalities (in 204 municipalities out of 212
municipalities).

In most municipalities (83), Natura 2000 covers between
5% and 30% of the territory, and, in 23 municipalities,
Natura 2000 covers 80% or more of the territory. 70% of
Natura 2000 sites are covered by forest and just over 20%
by agricultural land. Nature protection measures in Natura
2000 forest areas were largely implemented in state
forests. Some measures were initially introduced in private
forests with the help of project funds. Since 2017, funds
within the Forest Fund have been earmarked for measures
in private forests.

UNESCO Biosphere Reserves

Slovenia has four UNESCO Biosphere Reserves (UNESCO
2019a), three of them Alpine or near the Alps.

The Julian Alps Biosphere Reserve (195,723 ha, with
a core zone of 63,900 ha, a peripheral zone of 20,082
ha, and a transitional zone of 111,741 ha) runs along the
state border between Slovenia and lItaly. It is an area of
Alpine mountains and karst plateaux, with 66% natural
forests. It is administered by the Triglav National Park.
Human activities within this reserve include agriculture
with pastoral economy, small enterprises, crafts, cottage
industry, tourism, and forestry. The programme also
includes transboundary cooperation with the Italian Nature
park Prealpi Giulie (Triglav National Park 2020).

The Karst Biosphere Reserve (59,780 ha, with a core zone
of 403 ha) encompasses the Skocjanske jame Regional
Park including the Skocjan caves, designated both as a
World Heritage site and a Ramsar Wetland of International
Importance (UNESCO 2019a).

Kozjansko and Obsotelje Biosphere Reserve (94,814 ha) is
marked by a closed chain of pre-Alpine hills, unconnected
areas of tertiary lower hills and a chain of lowland fields.

UNESCO Global Geoparks

Slovenia has two UNESCO Global Geoparks (UNESCO
2019Db).

Already mentioned above, the transboundary Karavanken
Geopark (1,067 km?) crosses over to Austria (see the
Austria section for a description).

The Idrija UNESCO Global Geopark (294 km?) in the
western part of Slovenia is located at the junction of the
Dinarides and Alps mountain ranges. This has resulted in
exceptional geoheritage of deep gorges where a variety
of rocks have been discovered in remarkable stratigraphic
cross sections, tectonic phenomena, and mineral and
fossil deposits. In addition, water contributes to the variety
of the terrain with numerous features and water courses.

UNESCO World Natural Heritage Sites

Although strictly speaking located just outside the Alpine
region, the Skocjan Caves, a protected area of 413 ha, are
an exceptional system of limestone caves composed of
collapsed dolines, some 6 km of underground passages
with a total depth of more than 200 m, many waterfalls
and one of the largest known underground chambers. The
site, located in the Kras region (literally meaning Karst), is
one of the most famous in the world for the study of karstic
phenomena (UNESCO 2020). This area is also protected
as Biosphere Reserve (The Karst) and has a Ramsar site
(Skocjanske Jame).

Ramsar Sites

Slovenia currently has three sites designated as Ramsar
Sites, with a surface area of 8,205 hectares but none in
the Alpine region (RSIS 2020f).

European Diploma

The Triglav National Park has been awarded a European
Diploma. The Council of Europe acknowledged the great
value of the Triglav Park in terms of highly preserved breath-
taking landscapes, entire series of karst phenomena, a
great diversity of natural habitats, a rich flora and fauna
and an important cultural heritage (Council of Europe
2020b).
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Kozjansko Regional Park, Biosphere
Reserve, and the Natura 2000 area

The Kozjansko Regional Park was founded in 1981
and is one of the oldest and largest protected areas
in Slovenia, stretching over 206 km? (technically, it is
not located within the Alpine Convention boundary, but
it provides a good example for a park that combines
various categories of protection). Itis equivalentto |[UCN
protection category V (landscape protection area) and
is professionally managed by the Javni zavod Kozjanski
Park (Kozjansko Park Public Institute), which is part
of the Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning.
Financing for the park comes from the Slovenian
government, from the local community, sponsors
and donor funds, and self-generated revenues and
projects. The Park includes five municipalities and 17
local communities, the largest of which is Kozje with
more than 700 inhabitants. It represents a mosaic
of the pre-Alpine Posavje Mountain Range including
hills, and plains along the River Sotla. In this region,
environmentally friendly agriculture has resulted in a
rich habitat of highland dry grasslands, which boasts
very high biodiversity. In addition, there are traditional
meadow orchards, which are also among the most
endangered habitat types due to changes in the use of
agricultural land, a decrease in agricultural production

and consequent overgrowing, economic changes, as
well as changes in the social structure of the owners.
Meadow orchards belong to a group of important
Natura 2000 European Nature Reserves, since they
are home to some rare and endangered bird species.

More than 50% of the area is covered by forests,
which include many native species of trees and
shrubs. Two bird surveys have shown that the area
is densely populated by middle spotted woodpecker
(Dendrocopos medius), Ural owl (Strix uralensis), as
well as collared flycatcher (Ficedula albicollis) and black
stork (Ciconia nigra). Numerous protected species of
beetles, such as the stag beetle (Lucanus cervus) and
Rosalia longicorn (Rosalia alpina) are present. There
are also some rare wet grasslands, which are home to
several other important species.

The Travnik science educational trail, which starts
from the Vetrnik peak (708 m) informs visitors about
the region’s biodiversity. Kozjanski park is thus among
the most important Nature Reserves in Slovenia and
Europe, with the majority of the park belonging to
the European Natura 2000 network. Since 2010, the
Kozjansko and Obsotelje regions have also become a
UNESCO biosphere reserve.

(Kozjanski park 2012)
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SWITZERLAND

Governance

Nature and landscape protection is integrated at all
administrative levels in Switzerland. A federal law on the
protection of nature and homeland, the Nature and Cultural
Heritage Protection Act (NHG), the National Parks Act, as
well as the Ordinance on Parks of National Importance
provide a foundation for the creation of protected areas.
In addition, there are regulations on the protection of
particular species that are anchored in the national hunting
and wildlife protection law.

In addition, the legal framework for implementing the
Biodiversity Convention includes national legislation
incorporating the above-mentioned legislative instruments,
plus the Federal Act on Hunting and Protection of Wild
Mammals and Birds, the Federal Act on Fishery, the
Federal Act on the Protection of the Environment, the
Federal Act on Forests, and the Federal Act on Agriculture.

Also relevant are the various national action plans and
programmes, including the Swiss Landscape Concept,
Landscape 2020, the National Ecological Network, the
Master Plan for Arable Land, the General Environmental
Objectives for Agriculture (CBD 2020d). The Forest
Policy 2020 replaces the previous Swiss forest program
(2004-2015) ("Waldpolitik 2020. Visionen, Ziele und
MaBnahmen fir eine nachhaltige Bewirtschaftung
des Schweizer Waldes’ 2013). It includes the goal of
safeguarding biodiversity in Swiss forests.

The federal government designates landscapes and
habitats of national importance based on national
inventories. A distinction is made between legally binding
inventories (federal inventories) and legally non-binding
inventories. The situation is complex because the federal
laws have to be implemented by the Cantons, which are
supported through federal funding. The only exception is
the category of habitat and wetland protection: here the
federal state has all-encompassing authority, whereas
in the category of landscape protection, the federal
government’s authority is limited (Netzwerk Alpiner
Schutzgebiete 2002).

The Cantons have a high degree of sovereignty regarding
protected areas, although the federal government
retains influence. Most Cantons have their own nature
protection laws that encompass requiring inventories
at the regional and local levels. The cantons are free to
organise implementation actions as they see fit, while the
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municipalities are responsible for the actual implementation
of the actions defined by the canton (CBD 2020d).

Inventories of nature are undertaken together with
the communities, property owners, as well as nature
conservation NGOs and associations. These localised
processes have led to differing typologies according to
different Cantons’ needs.

There is often an overlap of Cantonal protected area types
with those designated based on national inventories.
Under certain circumstances, the national government
can exceptionally confiscate property to protect the area
if it is needed to conserve or save an important natural
habitat. More commonly such areas are designated by
contract.

Furthermore, Switzerland has a federal Park Ordinance
that was updated in 2007 (Verordnung Uber die Parke
von nationaler Bedeutung, or Pérkeverordnung, PaV).
This details all the requirements an area must fulfil in order
to be declared a National Park. Within the core zone,
human activities are strictly regulated and restricted. The
same law also regulates the requirements for other types
of protected areas, such as regional Nature parks, and
“nature experience” parks. In all cases, the communities
situated in park areas must be represented in the park
administration structure.

The Federal Office for the Environment (FOEN, or BAFU in
German) is a federal expert institution for parks of national
importance that is in charge of implementing the law. It
works together with federal offices for agriculture, spatial
planning, regional policy, infrastructure, defence, sports,
homeland protection and monument protection, as well
as with the Cantons.

There is also the Swiss Parks Network, an umbrella
organisation (statutes approved in 2007) for parks and
park projects in Switzerland. Their aim is to engage in
dialogue, exchange, and knowledge transfer between
parks. Their vision (spelled out in a strategy document) is
to represent common concerns for all Swiss parks at the
political level vis-a-vis the administration, partners from the
non-profit sector, science, or business.

National strategies

The Federal Council adopted the Action Plan on the
Biodiversity Strategy on September 6, 2017. The
measures of the Biodiversity Action Plan directly promote
biodiversity (creation of ecological infrastructure, species
promotion), are supposed to build a bridge between
federal biodiversity policy and other policy areas (e.g.,
agriculture, spatial planning, transport, economic
development), and make decision-makers and the public
aware of the importance of biodiversity as our basis of life.
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The Biodiversity Action Plan concretises the goals of the
Swiss Biodiversity Strategy of 2012 (BAFU 2019).

Switzerland’s national targets reported to the Biodiversity
Convention are as follows (CBD 2020d).

By 2020, the use of natural resources and interventions

Strategic  involving them are sustainable so that the conservation
Goal 1 of ecosystems and their services and of species and
their genetic diversity is ensured.
. By 2020, an ecological infrastructure consisting of
Strategic ;
Goal 2 protected and connected areas is developed. The state
of threatened habitats is improved.
By 2020, the conservation status of the populations of
. national priority species is improved and their extinction
Strategic : . . .
prevented insofar as possible. The spread of invasive
Goal 3 . . ) ; .
alien species with the potential to cause damage is
contained.
By 2020, genetic impoverishment is decelerated and,
Strategic  if possible, halted. The conservation and sustainable
Goal 4 use of genetic resources, including that of livestock and
crops, is ensured.
By 2020, the negative impacts of existing financial
Strategic  incentives on biodiversity are identified and avoided, if
Goal 5 possible. Where appropriate, new positive incentives
are created.
By 2020, ecosystem services are recorded
. quantitatively. This enables their consideration in the
Strategic o
measurement of welfare as complementary indicators
Goal 6 . . !
to gross domestic product and in regulatory impact
assessments.
By 2020, sufficient knowledge about biodiversity is
. available to society and provides the basis for the
Strategic ) . o . .
universal understanding of biodiversity as a central pillar
Goal 7 . ) . L .
of life, and for its consideration in relevant decision-
making processes.
By 2020, biodiversity in settlement areas is promoted
. s0 that settlement areas contribute to the connection
Strategic . . )
of habitats, settlement-specific species are conserved,
Goal 8 o : .
and the population is able to experience nature in the
residential environment and in local recreational areas.
. By 2020, Switzerland’s commitment to the
Strategic . o . . '
conservation of global biodiversity at the international
Goal 9 )
level is strengthened.
Strategic By 2020, the monitoring of changes in ecosystems and
Goal 10 in species and genetic diversity is ensured.
Switzerland should have a functional ecological

infrastructure by 2040 - both in rural and urban areas,
including the Swiss plateau, the Jura and the Alps.
Appropriate measures are described and staged in
the Action Plan. On the one hand, specific additions
and upgrades to the Swiss protected area system are
identified. On the other hand, the addition and protection
of a system of an ecological network throughout the entire
Swiss landscape is prescribed. All sectors are expected to
contribute to the ecological infrastructure (BAFU 2017¢).

Also of great importance is the Swiss Landscape Concept
(LKS), which is elaborated in accordance with Article 13 of the
Spatial Planning Act (RPG). An update was approved by the
Federal Council in May 2020. As a federal planning instrument,
the LKS defines the framework for a coherent and quality-
based development of Swiss landscapes (Arn et al. 2020).
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In the strategic objectives and the spatial planning
principles of the updated LKS, the overarching focus is on
a coherent landscape policy of the federal government.
The framework of the LKS consists of 14 landscape
quality goals that support the landscape-relevant actors
at federal, cantonal, and communal levels with the goal
of achieving high landscape quality. The LKS objective is
divided into 13 policy areas - such as federal buildings,
energy, and transport - and concretises the landscape
quality objectives. The LKS contains a plan of measures
to support the implementation of the objective (Arn et al.
2020).

The concepts and sectoral plans, according to Art. 13
of the Spatial Planning Act 1979, represent the most
important federal spatial planning instruments to support
the government in increasingly complex spatial problems.
The federal government thus sets guidelines, in close
partnership between the federal agencies and the cantons,
that are relevant for authorities at all levels. The focus is,
however, not exclusively on nature protection. Rather
it aims for development of the landscape as a “living,
working, recreational, exercise, cultural and economic
area as well as a spatial basis for biodiversity” (Arn et al.
2020, 18). It is based on a dynamic understanding of the
landscape, which combines protection, accessibility, and
use of the landscape (Arn et al. 2020).

Typology of Protected Areas

In Switzerland there are national, cantonal, regional, and
local protected areas. Of the general table of protected area
categories in the Alps, the following exist in Switzerland
(BAFU 2017a).

Many habitats are only found in very small areas in
Switzerland. The protected areas of national, regional, and
local importance currently make up 9.9% of the country’s
area. Two thirds of them are protected at national and one
third at cantonal level. The extent to which the various
enforcement tasks (legal protection, ecological valuation)
were implemented varies depending on the protected
area. Another 3.7% of the country’s area is devoted to
biodiversity in a different form. Overall, around 13.5%
of Switzerland’s land area is designated as areas for
the protection of biodiversity. According to the OECD
Environmental Performance Review of Switzerland 2017,
protective regulations in Switzerland are less stringent than
in the other OECD countries (OECD 2017). In addition, the
protected areas are often too small, poorly connected to
one another or to other European networks and do not
fully meet the protection goals (BAFU 2020).

The following area categories are specifically set up to
safeguard or promote the protection of biodiversity:
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Table 9: Typology of Protected Areas - Switzerland

IUCN

PA type Category Primary goal Legal competence

National Park (wilderness area) la biodiversity conservation FOEN (designates)/Canton (implements)
Nature resewgs/ecologlcal areas O MEeEl la/IV biodiversity conservation FOEN (designates)/Canton (implements)
importance (Biotope von nationaler Bedeutung)

Regional nature parks VN cultural landscape protection FOEN (designates)/Canton (implements)

Other areas with particular protections

Landscape protection areas
(bundesrechtlich geschiitzte Landschaften/ VN landscape protection FOEN/Canton designate/Canton implements
kantonale Landschaftsschutzgebiete)

Protected parts of a landscape

(Bundesinventar, e.g., high moors) Il ecosystem protection FOEN (designates)/Canton (implements)
Special conservation areas/Emerald sites I(Xk?err biodiversity conservation FOEN (designates)/Canton (implements)
Natural monuments/ natural areas (Bundesinventar protection of individual land- . '

der Landschaften und Naturdenkmaéler) vV scape features RO ateslgnEies) R (mpiemeie)
Core zone of a “natural recreation park” biodiversity conservation . '
(Naturerlebnispark) IV (core) (core)/urban recreation (buffer) FUEN eteslgneuesCanion (injpleimenie,
Federal hunting ban areas _— . Federal government (designates)/Canton
(Eidgendssische Jagdbanngebiete) v (huntabie) wildiife protection (implements)

Area of Cantonal or local importance . biodiversity conservation Canton

(Biotope von regionaler und lokaler Bedeutung) Y

Forest reserves (Kantonale Waldreservate) \% biodiversity conservation Canton

International designations

UNESCO Biosphere reserves various harmonised management of FOEN

biological and cultural diversity

UNESCO World Natural Heritage sites various conservghon Of. natural sites of FOEN
outstanding universal value

Bermesr shies Y conservation and wise use of FOEN
wetlands




e Protected Areas of national importance. These
include the Swiss National Park, the core zones of
the nature parks, the biotopes of national importance
(Floodplains, bogs, amphibian spawning areas and
dry meadows and pastures are protected by national
biotope inventories), the water and migratory bird
reserves of international and national importance as
well as the federal hunting ban areas;

e Cantonal and communal areas that are designated as
Protected Areas by means of a sovereign act. These
include biotopes of regional and local importance and
cantonal forest reserves;

e Protected Areas of international importance such as
Emerald areas (Bern Convention) and areas under the
protection of the Ramsar Convention;

e Third party property designated by private
organisations as “Protected Areas”;

e Level ll Biodiversity Promotion Areas (extensively used
areas such as meadows and pastures, scattered
areas, hedges, field trees or fallow land).

There are currently 19 Swiss Parks of National Importance
(plus one candidate) which are classified into the following
four types of protected areas of national importance:

Go to section: E E E E E E E IE

National Park (1), National Park of the new generation
(currently, there are no parks in this category!), Regional
Nature park (16) and Nature Discovery Park (2).

If a park meets all the requirements, it is awarded the
“Park of National Importance” label by the Swiss
Federation, valid for 10 years, after which the park
management must apply for renewal. The label “Park
of National Importance” certifies a park as guaranteeing
the preservation and care of the natural and cultural
landscapes in the park, its long-term financial and spatial
viability, a basic, democratic (grass roots) legitimisation,
and a professional park management (Netzwerk
Schweizer Parke 2020).

At a cantonal level, Switzerland has protected areas of
regional or local importance, nature and forest reserves.
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National Park

Switzerland only has one National Park, but it is
distinguished by being the first such park in the Alps, and
furthermore by its strict protection under IUCN category
la (wilderness area). It is the only National Park in the
Alps that has this protection level. It is a high mountain
nature reserve (altitude 1,380 to 3,173 m) situated mainly in
the Lower Engadine Dolomites. It is fully protected against
human intervention: hunting and fishing are prohibited, as
are forestry and grazing.

It shares a border with the ltalian Stelvio National Park
Stilfser Joch.

Nature discovery parks

The so-called “nature discovery parks” are a category
unique to Switzerland, the parks are located near urban
centres whose primary purpose is recreation, but they
also have a goal to protect - in the core zone - the free
development of nature. These parks have zoning, a core
zone of min. 400 ha and a buffer zone of min. 200 ha
(Netzwerk Schweizer Parke 2020).
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Nature reserves

In Switzerland there are Cantonal Nature Reserves and
Communal Nature Reserves. In each case the competent
authority is the Canton administration. Swiss law does
not explicitly define the term “nature reserve”, except for
“forest reserve”. From the system of laws, however, it can
be deduced that protected areas are formalised through a
legal act for certain areas and ecosystems to be protected
(this can also be done in the form of usage planning).
It is crucial that they are described by a clearly defined
perimeter and formulated protection goals. They are
usually registered as ecosystems of national importance
(“Biotope von nationaler Bedeutung”), or regional or
local importance. They can also be privately owned and
protected, e.g., by NGOs (BAFU 2017a).

Protected landscapes

Landscapes and natural monuments are considered as
worthy of protection to preserve the beauty and diversity
of Swiss landscapes (BAFU 2017d).
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Forest reserves

As part of its “Forest Biodiversity” strategy, the Federal
Government has been supporting the creation of natural
forest reserves since 1991 (revision of the Forest Act).
Forest reserves protect the forest as a natural ecosystem
and serve to preserve biodiversity. Forestry operations are
banned from natural forest reserves so that the forest can
develop naturally again (BFW 2019).

It is hoped that these areas will become similar to primeval
forests over decades. At the end of 2018, the natural forest
reserves comprised of 46,199 ha, which corresponds to
3.5% of the forest area in Switzerland. In addition, there are
forest reserves in which further nature conservation goals,
such as the promotion of certain species, are pursued on
so-called complex forest reserves (WSL 2020).

Other protected areas

There are other types of protected areas that are locally
designated: Landscape- and Natural Monument,
Waterbird Habitats, Hunting Ban Areas, Floodplain Areas,
High Peatland Areas, Low Peatland Areas, and general
Peatland Areas.
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Wildlife sanctuaries (hunting ban areas) are government-
designated areas with total (general wildlife sanctuaries)
or partial (high-hunting sanctuaries, hare sanctuaries,
etc.) hunting prohibitions. They are an important means of
hunting planning. The Federal Hunting Ban areas and the
Swiss National Park are game reserves in which hunting is
restricted or completely forbidden.

Furthermore, Switzerland has protected areas for
particular habitat types of particular species/
no-hunt areas. In addition to the national, regional, and
local protected areas, there are areas designated for
biodiversity conservation without a formal instrument
issued, although these areas also have protection goals.
As such, they also contribute to the “minimum 17%” Aichi
target. They include areas designated due to obligations
under international conventions, such as Ramsar, Bern
Convention (e.g. Emerald sites, private protected areas,
such as those belonging to BirdLife or Pro Natura, and
time-limited biodiversity protection sites, as well as the
buffer zones of habitats of national and regional importance
(BAFU 2017b)).

Protected areas, especially Nature Reserves, may be
managed by national or cantonal nature conservation
organisations (e.g., Pro Natura, etc.). For contractual
measures, the binding nature of biodiversity-friendly use of
contractual protected areas is not considered the in long
term and lasts for only six to eight years (BAFU 2017b).
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INTERNATIONAL
DESIGNATIONS

UNESCO Biosphere Reserves

In Switzerland there are two UNESCO Biosphere Reserves
(UNESCO 2019a).

The Val Mdustair - Parc Naziunal Biosphere Reserve
(Reservat da Biosfera Val Mustair-Parc Naziunal, 37,065
ha, of which the core is 17,200 ha) in the eastern most
part of Switzerland on the right side of the Inn River
includes mountains ranging from 1,400 to 3,173 metres
above sea level, comprises of forests, Alpine grasslands
and bare rocks or scree. It is administered by the

The Swiss National Park and UNESCO
Biosphere Reserve Engiadina Val Mustair

The SNP is one of the most strictly protected parks in
the Alps and the largest wilderness area in Switzerland.
This unique natural reserve covers 170 km? of natural
landscape with 80 km of marked hiking trails. Founded
in 1914, itis also the oldest National Park in the Alps and
Central Europe. Legally, it is a public-law foundation.
Its goals are nature conservation, research, and public
information. The Federal National Park Commission
(Eidgendssische Nationalparkkommission — ENPK)
is the Foundation Council of the Swiss National Park
foundation. It consists of nine members and is charged
with all rights and obligations from the agreement
with the park communities on behalf of the state.
Membership is composed of representatives of Pro
Natura, Swiss Confederation, Swiss Academy of
Sciences, Canton of Grisons, and one representative
from the park communities.

According to the International Union for Conservation
of Nature (IUCN), the SNP is a category IA reserve
(highest protection class, wilderness area). \While
hiking on designated paths is allowed, camping is
prohibited in the park, dogs are prohibited even when
on a leash, and skiing is also prohibited. Scientific
research to better understand ecosystems and species
is permitted.

Around the National Park, a UNESCO Biosphere
Reserve was officially created in 2017: the Engiadina
Val Mustair. The entire National Park itself is considered
the buffer core zone of this Biosphere Reserve.
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Regionalverband Lungau/Biospharenpark-Komitee. The
whole area is strictly protected and not inhabited but
receives recreational visitors and is used for research.

The Entlebuch Biosphere Reserve, with a surface of
39,659 ha and a core area of 3,301 ha, is located at
the foot of the Alps in the central part of Switzerland. It
includes peat bogs and raised bogs, alluvial and riverine
forests, as well as complete cave systems. About 17,000
people inhabit this area.

UNESCO World Natural Heritage Sites

While there are no designated UNESCO Global Geoparks
in Switzerland (UNESCO 2019b), there are three UNESCO
World Natural Heritage Sites in Switzerland, including the
first such Alpine site (UNESCO 2020).

The Val Mustair borders on the National Park. In Val
Mustair, the operation of the Val MUstair Regional Nature
park was officially launched in 2011. This corresponds
to the current care and development zone. Together,
the Swiss National Park and the Val MUstair Regional
Nature park form the UNESCO reserve da Biosfera
Engiadina Val Mistair (UNESCO Biosphere Reserve).

Because the UNESCO Biosphere Reserve was not
fully in line with the UNESCO Seville Strategy of 1995,
UNESCO required a completion of the transition
area and an integral management plan for the entire
Biosphere Reserve. It also recommended continuing
the enlargement process by involving the local
communities of the Engadine in the transition zone.
On the way to the establishment of the UNESCO
Biosphere Reserve, the expansion of the buffer and
transition zones in the area of the Engadin municipality
Scuol stood in the foreground. A management plan
was agreed in 2016. The enlargement in the Engadine
is contractually regulated between the three partners.
The three partners - the Swiss National Park, the
Regional Nature park Val MUstair and the municipality
of Scuol — together now form the UNESCO Biosphere
Reserve. This over-arching goal of this alliance is the
strategic coordination of the Reserve. Otherwise, the
three partners remain largely independent due to their
different responsibilities for the core and long-term
buffer and transition zones, especially as they are also
based on different legal foundations and financed
through different channels.

(SNP, 2018)
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The Jungfrau-Aletsch Region, with the rock massifs of the
Eiger, Mdnch and Jungfrau and the Aletsch Glacier, was
chosen as the first Alpine UNESCO World Natural Heritage
Site in 2001. The Aletsch Glacier is the longest glacier in
the Alps, with a length of 23 km, and the World Heritage
Site now extends over 82,400 ha. It has a diversity of
ecosystems, including natural successional stages
from glacier retreat and is of outstanding universal value
both for its beauty and for scientific research about the
formation of mountains and glaciers, as well as ongoing
climate change (UNESCO 2020).

The Swiss Tectonic Arena Sardona (32,850 ha) is also
significant, spanning the Cantons of Glarus, St. Gallen and
GraublUnden. Seven of its mountains rise above 3,000 m,
and the site is distinguished by the clear three-dimensional
exposure of the structures and processes that characterise
the phenomenon of tectonic thrust. It has been a key site
for the geological sciences since the 18th century. The
major exposures of the geological features are within
protected areas and remain substantially unthreatened
(UNESCO 2020).

Monte San Giorgio beside Lake Lugano is regarded
as the best fossil record of marine life from the Triassic
Period (245-230 million years ago). The Natural Heritage
site stretches over 1,089.34 ha surrounded by a buffer
zone of 3,207.45 ha. Since 2010, following an extension,
Switzerland has shared this area with neighbouring
ltaly, and the resulting extended property fully meets the
integrity requirements for a fossil site (UNESCO 2020).

Ramsar Sites

Switzerland currently has 11 sites designated as Wetlands
of International Importance (Ramsar Sites), with a surface
area of 14,690 hectares (RSIS 2020g).

Le Rhéne genevois - Vallons de I’Allondon et de la Laire
is a 1,929.4 ha Ramsar site in the Canton de Genéve. It
includes the shores of Lake Geneva and riverbanks within
the city, riverside areas of the Rhdéne and natural valleys
of the Allondon and the Laire tributaries. The site forms a
green corridor with a varied vegetation cover and habitats.
It also includes some of the last remaining relatively
unmodified stretches of the Rhéne in Switzerland. It
is of high educational and recreational value, but also
under many pressures due to recreational and economic
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activities, such as hydropower generation and the
presence of two chemical plants (RSIS 2020g).

Also, on the eastern part of Lake Geneva and the natural
part of the Rhéne River delta is the very large 6,342.2 ha
Ramsar site Les Grangettes, which features open water,
reedbeds, marshes, and riparian woodland. Despite the
loss of its natural dynamics since the containment of the
Rhobne, the site remains an exceptional landscape, and a
prime site for migrating, nesting and wintering birds (RSIS
2020g).

Among the larger Alpine sites is also the 1,376 ha
Laubersmad-Salwidili in Central Switzerland on the
northern slope of the Brienzer Rothorn mountain range.
It is notable as the contiguous mire landscape with the
highest number of bogs under protection in Switzerland
and is home to 24 plant and 33 animal species listed on
the Swiss red lists of endangered species. Three plant
and 24 animal species are listed on the IUCN global red
list. There are some human activities and cattle grazing
affecting the site (RSIS 2020g).

There are also a few smaller Ramsar sites in the Alpine
part of Switzerland.

Emerald Network

As of December 2019, Switzerland has designated
37 Emerald sites (Council of Europe 2020a). The Emerald
Network (see also Section 1.3 above) is made up of Areas
of Special Conservation Interest. Its implementation was
launched by the Council of Europe as part of its work under
the Bern Convention, to which Switzerland is a party. For
non-EU countries like Switzerland the Emerald Network is
complementary to the EU Natura 2000 network.

European Diploma

The Swiss National Park was also awarded a European
Diploma by the Council of Europe. The Diploma was
awarded to this first National Park of the Alps as it belongs
to the IUCN-category la (wilderness area). That means it
is fully protected against human disruption: from the day it
was established, hunting and fishing have been prohibited
and forest harvesting and grazing ceased. It shares a
border with the Italian Stelvio National Park Stilfser Joch
(Council of Europe 2020b).
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Map 17: The Swiss Emerald Sites
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APPRECIATION OF THE EXISTING

NETWORK OF ALPINE PROTECTED AREAS

IS THE EXTENT OF
PROTECTION SUFFICIENT?

Apart from the overall percentage of land area protected,
a general issue in the Alps concerns the size of the more
strictly protected core zone of National Parks. According
to IUCN, National Parks should have a core zone of at
least 75%. This is not clearly defined in all the Alpine
countries. For example, in Germany, the federal nature
protection law does not specify how much of a National
Park should be designated as a core zone, although it
states that “the majority” of the area should be core. In
practice, it seems that 50% is seen as the goal to be
reached (Scherfose et al. 2013).

Annex H.3 is based on a survey undertaken by
ALPARC in 2016 and shows the approximate
distribution of different types of protected areas. The
total surface area amounted to 54,472 km?. As is
evident, the most strictly protected areas constitute
the smallest portion of the overall protected areas.
It should be noted that there are overlaps between
some categories (e.g., Biosphere reserves and other
types of protected areas), amounting to some 15,337
km?2. Refer to the table of existing protected areas
categories per country in the Annex H.3.

Although the Alps have arelatively large number and surface
of protected areas (Figure 1), there are a number of issues
with the way these are distributed across the landscape.
The movement of species and the flow of ecological
processes that are necessary for human well-being
through the provision of a broad range of ecosystem
services is hampered by a degree of isolation. For this
reason, the Platform Ecological Networks of the Alpine
Convention was initially established to promote and work
towards improved ecological connectivity, or permeability
of the landscape for wildlife and for the maintenance of
such ecological processes. At the moment, large natural
areas are relatively isolated within a matrix of human-
dominated landscapes. However, connections through
semi-natural and natural landscapes would be essential
for effective function in many protected areas. There are
many areas where it would still be possible to re-connect
natural areas through various management measures and
through purposeful creation of connectivity measures,
such as wildlife corridors, if this were built into land-use
planning.

Ensuring the ability of protected areas to fulfil their mandate
of conserving biodiversity would require, on the one hand,
the creation of a large, interconnected network for the
protection of natural habitats and processes, and on the
other hand management measures based on certain
established quality criteria. This topic will be examined in
the following chapters.

Figure 1: Approximate Distribution of Different Types of Protected Areas
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DIFFERING MANAGEMENT
OBJECTIVES AND MEASURES

Depending on their category, protected areas often aim
to preserve biodiversity in general, landscapes or specific
ecosystem types, and/or habitat for particular species and
populations. Protected areas are also often of social and
economic value, for example by strengthening the identity
and appreciation of nature and landscape, ensuring
opportunities  for recreation, maintaining ecosystem
services that positively impact human (and animals) quality
of life, contributing to regional development and promoting
sustainable development.

The goals for different categories thus differ, and so do
the legal frameworks and the types of management
measures. Not only do the goals and regulations differ
among different protected area types, but for what is
nominally the same type of protected area (e.g., National
Park), goals and regulation of human impact and activities
vary widely among the Alpine countries. A National Park in
the Italian or Swiss Alps is closer in nature to what is called
a Wilderness Area in Austria. Austrian National Parks allow
hunting (with restrictions) and tourism with infrastructure
(with restrictions), whereas in the Swiss National Park all
of that is prohibited or limited to the official hiking paths
and without any artificial infrastructure. Nature Reserves
in Slovenia have restrictions on construction activities,
hunting and infrastructure tourism, while Nature Reserves
in Bavaria prohibit human settlement, construction,
and tourism infrastructure, but allow hunting. In ltalian
(Regional) Nature parks, there are regulations concerning
construction and tourism, and hunting is prohibited,
while in Austria the same category does not have strict
protection and only regulates tourism infrastructure. The
differences can be seen in the Annex overview table
“Typology of Alpine protected areas” (annex H.3).

For more strictly protected areas, management plans are
obligatory or customary, while other types of areas are
merely subject to some restrictions or regulations but do
not have formal management bodies. Where they exist
(which is always the case in National Parks and Biosphere
Reserves, but not necessarily in Nature Reserves or other
protected area types), protected area management tasks
usually include:
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e Monitoring of compliance with the protection
regulations

Organisation of nature care and development
measures

e Information and public relations

e Documentation of developments in the area
(monitoring) as a basis for checking protected area
effectiveness.

These goals require active communication with
authorities, landowners, the local population, and all
other stakeholders (e.g., conservation NGOs, tourism
associations, Alpine hiking associations, local businesses,
etc.) to promote the acceptance of a protected area and
help to resolve conflicts. The participatory involvement
of landowners and managers is important for successful
territorial management. Nevertheless, this is not always
prescribed in management activities and structures, nor is
it always embraced.

Indeed, there are no uniform, universally accepted
standards for protected area management, nor is there
just one methodology for evaluating its effectiveness. In
fact, at last count more than 40 different methodologies
have been developed to evaluate the management
effectiveness of protected areas, such as Rapid
Assessment and Prioritisation of Protected Area
Management (WWF), Enhancing our Heritage (UNESCO/
IUCN/UNF), Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool
(World Bank/WWEF Alliance), etc. (UNEP-WCMC 2020).

In 2008, EUROPARC Germany elaborated quality criteria
for all German National Parks with a set of indicators that
should be used to evaluate the implementation of defined
quality standards (Kemkes et al. 2008).

International conventions and agreements (Alpine
Convention, Biodiversity Convention, EU habitat and
birds’ directives, EU Biodiversity Strategy,) sometimes give
indications about the need for effectiveness and indicators
to measure it. Nevertheless, besides some specific
publications regarding such indicators within the work of
the Alpine Convention, no standard procedure seems to
exist. Often, those indicators are limited to very general
statements and are not, ultimately, pragmatic enough for a
realistic comparison of effectiveness of PAs management.


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?0c1QhS
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HARMONISATION OF
MANAGEMENT

The degree of harmonisation of management varies
between and within countries. Furthermore, the
harmonisation processes are often linked to the type of
protected area and can differ significantly between IUCN
classifications | and Il and classifications Ill-VI.

In Austria, there is an umbrella association, “Nationalparks
Austria”, which includes all six National Parks but not the
otherforms of protected areas, which makes harmonisation
difficult for the latter sorts of protected areas. Under this
brand, the Austrian National Park Strategy prioritises
professional protected area management, cooperation
among the different National Park administrations, nature
experience and awareness raising, as well as research
and the cooperation of all six National Parks (Zacherl-
Draxler et al. 2018). A set of measures on the respective
points provides a clear direction and serves to achieve the
12 set goals within the next five years. It also foresees an
evaluation of the implementation of the strategy according
to measurable criteria, such as a comparison of the extent
of natural zones compared to 2016, the status and trend of
particular habitat types and species, the degree of public
awareness about National Parks, the level of acceptance
of the parks by stakeholders and in the region, the number
and quality of visitor programmes and of research and
monitoring programmes, the number of joint activities
(e.g., with other National Parks, including cross-border),
the available budget, etc. One of the criteria refers to the
extent to which regional development concepts respect
ecological priority areas.

In general, the harmonisation of management within the
same protected area category of a country or administrative
territorial community is more the exception than the rule.

Cross-border coordination of management measures
and participation in national or international programmes
(e.g., Alpine Space, Interreg, ALPARC or other networks)
has been attempted but is still limited to a few examples,
e.g., Slovenia and ltaly in the Triglav/Prealpi Giulie region,
France and lItaly in the Mercantour National Park and Alpi
Marittime Natural Park region, or the Alpine-Carpathian
corridor. There is certainly scope for a lot more coordination
with a common goal among parks, regions, and countries.
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CONCLUSIONS

In 2020, the IPBES issued its latest Global Assessment
Report on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services
(IPBES 2019). However, the findings are not encouraging.
“Except in scenarios that include transformative change,
negative trends in nature, in ecosystem functions and in
many of nature’s contributions to people are projected to
continue to 2050 and beyond, due to the projected impacts
of increasing land and/or sea-use change, exploitation
of organisms and climate change” (IPBES 2019, p.
16). Although there has been some progress in policy
responses to conserve nature and manage societies more
sustainably, it is far from sufficient and is not adequate to
halt the current drivers of biodiversity loss and damage to
ecosystems. In the current modus operandi, expanding
economic activities has generally been favoured by
incentives over the conservation or restoration of the
natural environment. The multiple values of functioning
ecosystems, including the contribution they make to
people’s wellbeing, including economic, health and mental
benefits, have yet to be properly and fully incorporated into
economic incentives. For better ecological, economic, and
social outcomes truly transformative change is needed.

While the issues being discussed are global in scope,
the situation is not much better in the Alpine countries.
Although there are decidedly many political declarations
to safeguard native biodiversity in the Alps and in areas
surrounding them and to ensure ecological connectivity
between protected areas, actual implementation on
enlarging and connecting protected areas has been slow.
Many conservation organisations, universities and civil
society initiatives have contributed significantly to bringing
the need to conserve nature to the attention of politicians.
This is encouraging. However, policy development always
lags behind, and even when well-formulated policies are
in place, in any contest between short-term economic
development goals (e.g., the expansion of ski areas into
vulnerable wildlife habitats) and the protection of ecological
areas and processes, short-term monetary gains often
take precedence.

Land-use change in green areas outside protected areas
is dramatic, and areas that are still considered natural
are few and shrinking. For example, according to a 2018
landscape analysis study by the Institute of Social Ecology
of the University of Natural Resources and Life Sciences
in Vienna, in 2017, only 7% of the Austrian state area,
around 5,900 km?, remained largely in a “natural” state
with little or no infrastructure use (Allianz flr die Seele
der Alpen 2017). Two thirds of such natural areas are
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located at high elevations, consisting of rocky and glacier
terrain. At the time of the study, Austria was experiencing
a “land consumption” (conversion of green land to other
uses) of 14.7 ha per day, and several large infrastructure
projects (ski resort projects, streets, power transmission
lines, hydropower plants) were in the planning stages for
some of those last natural areas. Only 40 percent of these
last remaining natural areas are located inside protected
areas. The current land consumption in Austria, and
elsewhere, is ecologically and socially unsustainable and
demands an ecologically sustainable spatial planning and
a political rethinking on how to treat land areas and natural
landscape as precious resources.

From this Austrian example, one can extrapolate to other
Alpine countries. The pressures for development remain,
and protected areas are refuges for the last existing natural
areas of the Alps, which are important for human health
and wellbeing at all levels. As has been shown above, only
a few of the existing protected areas are currently relatively
strictly protected or have biodiversity conservation as
their primary focus. Furthermore, they are insufficiently
connected geographically and often only on a planning
basis. Networks such as ALPARC have an important role
to play in connecting and leading a discussion on better
coordination of activities among different Alpine parks.

However, inthe end, it is national and often local politics and
policies that determine how much power park managers
have to intervene and to mediate when it comes to conflicts
of interest between nature conservation and economic
development. If, as has been argued and documented
in reputable global reports, such as the Millennium
Ecosystem Assessment, economic systems accounted
properly for the costs of environmental destruction instead
of focusing narrowly on GDP growth indicators, then the
case for amuch stronger role of protected areas in planning
land uses outside the protected zones and bringing more
areas under protection status would be quite evident to
everyone. With our current national accounting systems,
there is a false trade-off between conservation and
economic “development”, and National Parks and other
protected areas remain politically relatively marginalised
(with some exceptions).

The years after the Covid-19 pandemic are important
years for biodiversity conservation, and especially the
CBD COP 15 which took place in December 2022
in Montreal, Canada after having been cancelled in
Kunming, China. This COP adopted a new post-2020
global strategic framework including ambitious goals for
biodiversity (see last chapter).

France hosted the IUCN World Conservation Congress in
Marseille in September 2021. Although broad in scope,
there have been discussions on the role and effectiveness


https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?LHkb9O
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?hac3pW
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?hac3pW
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?55Qvor
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?55Qvor

of protected areas as the foundation of biodiversity
conservation and sustainable development.

At European level, the EU has adopted a European
Green Deal and the new EU Biodiversity Strategy.

Given the global Covid-19 pandemic on the one hand and
the well-recognised (by most) climate change crisis on the
other, as well as the much-publicised reports on dramatic
species declines and extinctions over the past decades,
there appears to be a growing recognition - even among
politicians - of the connections between the destruction
of natural ecosystems, the functions associated with
them, and our human health and other needs. Whether
this awareness will be sufficient to steer policies in the
right direction remains to be seen. Looking at trends so
far and how little has been accomplished overall to limit
environmental damages and resource depletion, despite
progress on some conservation goals, it is difficult to be
overly optimistic. Nevertheless, with the decisive action
and expression of concern by scientists, civil society actors
(e.g., the Fridays for Future movement, the Extinction
Rebellion movement) and conservation organisations,
there is some hope that this groundswell has reached
sufficient proportions to push for transformational change.
This change must come at all levels of society and must
affect how we live our lives.

While protected areas are not the panacea that can
solve all our problems, they form part of any meaningful
biodiversity conservation strategy. To succeed, they
must grow, connect more, and obtain more political
power. All Alpine countries have agreed to the Nature
protection and Landscape Conservation Protocol and
the Spatial Planning and Sustainable Development
Protocol of the Alpine Convention, but setting targets,
making recommendations, and issuing calls to action,
important as such actions are, can serve only as tools and
warning mechanisms. They cannot replace consequential
participation in regional (spatial and infrastructure)
planning processes. It is through such active participation
that protected area managers have a chance to influence
developments on the ground.
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In Summary:

Protected areas in the Alps present a mosaic of different
situations and types even within the same denomination.
Mission and protection status differs from country to
country and even sometimes from region to region (federal
states and system of autonomous regions especially).

The harmonisation or a common standard of management
measures and procedures within the same category
of protected areas is not guaranteed. International
coordination is inadequate and only exists in some cases
of transboundary protected areas, such as Alpi Marittime
() and Mercantour (F). Even these protected areas
lack common legal framework and management. One
exception is the international Nature park Nagelfluhkette
(D/A). Even if the legal framework is different as well here,
the cooperation between the both parts of the Park can
be considered as excellent and is insured by a common
directory.

Concerning the level of protection, quantity is not the
same as quality — from the 28.5% of protected areas, only
a small portion of their surface area is strongly protected
compared to categories |, lland IV of the IUCN classification
and to the ALPARC protected area system classification.
Therefore, while those areas called ‘protected areas’
always have a special status and specific goals, such as
sustainable development, they cannot be considered as
core elements of a spatial nature protection system. In
order to respond to the goal of strong nature protection,
special wilderness and ecological process protection is
crucial and must be developed further on.

The realisation of this goal would be facilitated if all
protected areas received an attribution of one of the [IUCN
categories or a specific Alpine protected areas system
to be elaborated. Unfortunately, this is currently not the
case. A better comparability of the different categories
and types of protected areas between Alpine countries
and regions could improve international coordination and
harmonisation of nature conservation efforts.

Finally, the importance, role and impact of human activities
need to be evaluated by adapted indicators and compared
on an Alps-wide scale.
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CHAPTER 2

GAPS IN THE EXISTING
NETWORK OF ALPINE
PROTECTED AREAS




WORKING HYPOTHESES'

1. Alarge percentage of strongly protected areas are in
high elevation areas.

2. Low altitudes are underrepresented, requiring the
establishment of new protected areas or areas with a
more sustainable land use in general.

3. Threatened and valuable natural habitats and
species are not sufficiently represented by the Alpine
Protected Areas.

4. Wetlands, bogs, and aquatic systems are generally
underrepresented within Alpine Protected Areas.

5. (Deciduous) Forest ecosystems are
underrepresented.

6. Alpine Protected Areas are too small in surface to
guarantee the maintenance of Alpine biodiversity
for the next generations as they cannot sufficiently
ensure ecological processes.

7. A very low percentage of protected areas in the Alps
have the attribution and management of strict nature
protection (IUCN la and Ib).

8. The establishment of new protected areas is often
not in accordance with the expectations of the Alpine
Convention, the Convention of Biodiversity or the
recommendations of IUCN concerning the protection
status and its management.

9. Wilderness areas (managed as such) are not large
enough for certain species and populations.

10. A network of small, protected areas (“network of
biotopes”) as stepping-stones for the ecological
network of the Alps has not been sufficiently
developed.

11. The contrast between managed protected areas
and their surroundings is too extreme to ensure
the continuity of biological processes — zoning for
sustainable land use around protected areas is
crucial.

12. The available resources (human and financial) for
protected area management are insufficient to
guarantee effective, lasting impact.

" Working Hypotheses in green have a strong territorial or spatial context.
Those in orange are related to management issues.
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2
INTRODUCTION

OBJECTIVES OF CHAPTER 2

Building on conclusions in the previous chapter, this
chapter outlines the gaps in the protected area system
regarding the lack of protection for important habitats
and ecosystems in the Alps. The analysis highlights the
lack of targeted and efficient management measures for
individual protected area categories. The goal is to better
understand the functioning of the network of protected
areas and to identify existing gaps in order to develop
concepts closing these gaps by adapting current protected
area management approaches in covered in chapter 4.

The work refers both to the spatial coverage of certain
protected area categories and to their conservation
objectives and means. The objectives of protected
areas for sustainable development (many regional parks
have these objectives) are considered but not specifically
evaluated for possible gaps. Sustainable regional
development plays an important role in conservation
success but is not the focus of this analysis as sustainable
development is also possible outside of protected areas.




METHODOLOGY (APPROACH
FOR THE ANALYSIS)

The methodology of this project can be described as a
variation of a gap analysis for the network of protected
areas in the Alps. Gap analysis is a tool perfectly suited to
an Alpine wide evaluation since scale and context are the
ideal scope for this type of analysis. Therefore, we have
relied on the approach and principles of gap analysis while
also appreciating that this analysis will be conducted on
a very limited scale without addressing regionally specific
situations.

“In an ideal situation, it [the gap analysis (editor’s
note)] would be applied across the whole of an
ecologically defined region (such as an ecoregion)
because this allows decisions about conservation
to be made with the best available information
and on the basis of ecological rather than political
boundaries in order to ensure that the needs of
biodiversity are met”.

(Dudley and Parrish 2006, p. 14)

A protected area gap analysis follows six main steps,
which build upon each other’s outputs (see Figure 2). In
the current chapter 2, steps one to four are fulfilled. Steps
five and six will be completed in chapter 4.

Figure 2: Key Steps in a Protected Area Gap Analysis

Source: (Dudley and Parrish 2006)
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“In a conservation context, gap analysis is a
method to identify biodiversity (i.e., species,
ecosystems and ecological processes) not
adequately conserved within a protected area
network or through other effective and long-term
conservation measures”.

(Dudley and Parrish 2006)

We would like to emphasise the fact that analysis on such
a scale and across eight countries is more the exception
than the rule. Furthermore, most analyses concerning
the effectiveness of protected area management (as
part of step 3 of the gap analysis) usually evaluate the
performance of single protected areas (even if they fall
within larger protected area systems) and do not address
protected area categories. Our goal is to include the
various protected area categories in our gap analysis.

This is a main difference and a new aspect that our
synthesised analysis? brings up. The existing methodologies
must, therefore, be adapted to these needs.

Throughout the stages, the six guiding principles listed
by Dudley and Parrish (2006) are to be considered while
carrying out the work.

Gaps can be defined in different ways and refer to different
sets of attributes. In protected area networks, gaps can
generally be subdivided into three categories, namely:
representation gaps, ecological gaps and management
gaps (see Figure 3).

5) Prioritise 6) Agree on a
strategy and

take action

gaps to be
filled

1 This signifies that we follow the principles of the gap analysis but need to summarise and

concentrate on main features of the protected area system.



Figure 3: Range of Different ‘Gaps’ in a Protected
Area Network

Gap analyses generally consider a range of
different “gaps” in a protected area network:

Representation gaps: either no representations
of particular species or ecosystems exists in any
protected area, or not enough examples of the
species or ecosystems is represented to ensure
long-term protection.

Ecological gaps: while the species or ecosystem
occurs in the protected area system, occurrence
is either of inadequate ecological condition, or

the protected area(s) fail to address species
movements or specific ecological conditions
needed for long-term survival or ecosystem
functioning.

Management gaps: protected areas exist, but
management regimes (management objectives,
governance types, or management effectiveness)
do not provide full security for particular species or
ecosystems given local conditions.

Source: (Convention on Biological Diversity 2011)

In the following subchapters, we will describe the
methodological steps we have taken to conduct the gap
analysis within this project.

IDENTIFY REPRESENTATION
AND ECOLOGICAL GAPS

In this analysis, we decided to identify the representation
gaps and the ecological gaps in one methodological
procedure. Ideally, a set of key target species would be
chosen, and their distribution and population evolution
would be examined. But, as it is impossible to aggregate
data on all species of a given area, a representative and
compelling subset of species was selected and analysed
for the assessment of protected area coverage of habitats
and biodiversity. This is an important step to identify
representation gaps and ecological gaps, as outlined in
Figure 3.
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“Ideally, a conservation strategy takes into account
all species, habitats and ecological processes.
However, due to limited resources and data, a
subset of representative species and habitats was
considered”.

(Lassen and Savoia 2005, p. 32)

One gap that we encountered that does not concern a
gap in the sense of our analysis, and which can only be
bridged in the long-term is the data-deficiency gap'.
Data for species distribution across the Alpine arc is rare
and only a few species are well-covered. We thus relied
on existing data and expert advice to compile a set of
species that aggregated a set of conservation targets
that best fulfil these criteria and serve as one basis of the
analysis. Ideally, these species should fulfil the criteria set
for conservation targets:

e be representative - especially for protected areas,
e be varied enough to cover as many biodiversity
aspects and habitats as possible,

e be sufficiently studied for Alpine-wide datasets to
be available (adapted from The Nature Conservancy
2006).

“Mapping all species is impossible — most countries
have only identified a small proportion of their plants
and invertebrates for example. Gap analysis must,
therefore, often rely on data (1) for well-known
species (such as mammals, birds, amphibians and
fish) (2) for a few key species from other groups
that are representative of particular habitats and (3)
for ecosystems”.

(Dudley and Parrish 2006, p. 15)

As an analysis according to species from all taxa is not
realistic, neither is an Alps-wide identification of their
precise locations and presence within protected areas.
Thus, we focussed on Alpine distribution patterns of some
iconic Alpine species (black grouse, lynx, red deer, bearded
vulture) as focal biodiversity representatives. We are
aware that this only partially represents current ecological
biodiversity. Therefore, this analysis must be considered
a starting point rather than an exhaustive analysis for this
field of the evaluation of the Alpine protected area system.

1 Support on the global level to close this data-gap are on the way from rather unlikely actors.
The IT industry is trying to build global biodiversity databases in order to assess, monitor and manage natural ecosystems data.
https://www.greenbiz.com/article/microsoft-building-planetary-computer-protect-biodiversity.
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IDENTIFY MANAGEMENT
GAPS

To identify the management gaps, an analysis of
management effectiveness of the different protected area
categories will be conducted.

“A systematic approach to conservation planning
demands that we be explicit about what features
of biodiversity we are trying to conserve (Groves
2003). With the goal of conserving the biodiversity
of an ecoregion, we need to define a subset of
features to work with that will adequately capture
that representation and variety. We refer to these
features as conservation targets (Redford et al.
2003). Conservation targets are the species,
communities, ecological systems and surrogates
that we focus our assessments on in order to
capture the broad range of biodiversity as best we

Figure 4: The Three Basic Approaches for Assessment
Systems Based on the IUCN-WCFA Framework

can. Targets are a subset of the biodiversity of an

ecoregion, since it would be impossible to assess
each component of biodiversity individually even if
we knew what all of it was and where it resided”.

(The Nature Conservancy 2006)

Furthermore, to complete the analysis, we decided to use
aggregated data that is available and can be considered
suitable for such an analysis. This data consists of
grouped sets on a global level from reliable sources. The
main weakness of these datasets is the coarseness that
results from its global scale.

Also, the datasets were not all specifically designed to suit
analysis on the Alpine level and thus are not very specific,
nor do they explicitly consider Alpine specific species or
habitats. Nevertheless, the data is deemed relevant and
helpful for our analysis.

The datasets comprise the following sources and may
serve as indicators for the analysis of representation and
ecological gaps:

Key Biodiversity Areas’

Important Bird Areas?
IUCN Red List of threatened species?®
Corine Landcover Data*

1 http://www.keybiodiversityareas.org/home

2 https://www.birdlife.org/worldwide/programme-additional-info/
important-bird-and-biodiversity-areas-ibas

3 https://www.iucnredlist.org/

4 https://land.copernicus.eu/pan-european/corine-land-cover

“Since the development of WCFA framework

in 2000, technical experience increased rapidly
resulting in a range of assessment systems based
upon the framework. There are now three basic
approaches:

In-depth, evidence-based assessments
aimed at building monitoring systems and
long-term understanding of management in an
individual protected area, such as the Enhancing
our Heritage system being developed for World
Heritage sites.

System-wide peer-based assessment
developed specifically for use on a system-wide
scale such as the WWF RAPFPAM systern and the
systems developed in Finland, Catalonia (Spain)
and New South Wales (Australia).

Scorecard expert-based assessments

There are four major steps in assessing protected
area management effectiveness (i) getting started
(i) gathering data (iij) analysing results and (iv)
integrating into capacity assessments”,

Source: (Convention on Biological Diversity 2008)




None of these approaches are completely adapted to an
Alp wide analysis of the effectiveness and completeness of
the Alpine protected areas network. Nevertheless, during
the analysis, we will consider individual aspects from each
of these approaches.

“The term network is commonly applied in the
conservation biology literature to refer to any
collection of protected areas in a region or
globally”.

(Gaston et al. 2008, p. 96)

With the primary goal of analysing and evaluating the
status of the management effectivity of the network of
Alpine protected areas, we define the relevant thematic
areas. These include the biodiversity governance aspects
and stakeholder involvement, and, to a lesser extent,
the aspect of sustainable regional development. There
is a multitude of management effectiveness tools for
protected areas being used for the assessment of the
conservation work of the parks. In Europe alone around
40 different tools have been identified by Leverington et
al. (2010, p. 3). These tools are generally based on the
IUCN-WCPA Management Effectiveness Evaluation
Framework, a guide that, since its establishment
in 1995, helped to develop the standards of worldwide
measuring of protected area effectiveness starting with its
first publication in 2000 (Hockings et al. 2000).

IUCN-WCPA Management Effectiveness
Evaluation Framework: a system for designing
protected area management effectiveness
evaluations based around six elements: context,
planning, inputs, processes, outputs and
outcomes. It is not a methodology but is a guide
to developing assessment systems.

(Hockings et al. 2006, p. Xiii)

Sharing this foundation, these instruments differ mostly
in details and are typically adapted to regional specifics.
One major difference, though, is the scale on which
the assessments apply. Whereas some apply to single
protected areas, others apply to protected area systems.
Major differences between those approaches exist, and
the goal of our analysis is that the tool should assess the
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functionality of protected areas or protected area systems
based on the effectiveness of the single protected areas
while also evaluating protected area categories
across several countries. This is a difference that
requires us to adapt existing methodologies.

We have, therefore, taken inspiration from a broad
selection of approaches and chosen the appropriate
aspects for integration into our analysis. Foundationally,
we respected the six elements of management
identified in the IUCN-WCPA framework but with
varying emphasis as judged relevant to our purpose:

Figure 5: The Six Important Elements for Assessment of
Protected Area Management Effectiveness, According to
the IUCN-WCFA Framework

Management.

e begins with understanding the context of
the protected area, including its values,
the threats that it faces and opportunities
available, its stakeholders, and the
management and political environment,

e progresses through planning: establishing
vision, goals, objectives, and strategies to
conserve values and reduce threats,

e allocates inputs (resources) of staff,
money, and equipment to work towards the
objectives,

e implements management actions according
to accepted processes,

e and eventually produces outputs (goods
and services, which should usually be
outlined in management plans and work
plans),

e that result in impacts or outcomes,
hopefully achieving defined goals and
objectives.

Source: (Courrau et al. 2006, p. 11)

We adapt these six elements to our goal of an evaluation
of the effectiveness and completeness of the Alpine
protected area network. This means we consider the
elements in a wider scale than a single protected area —in
the scale of the Alps. This approach has its own limitations
including lack of in-depth analysis.

107



108

Go to section: E E E E E E E IE

Furthermore, we got inspiration from the three different
basic approaches identified by the CBD that are based on
the IUCN-WCPA framework and are shown in Figure 4.

9
(o)
Figure 6: IUCN Framework for the 2
: - Outcomes Context “%
Evaluation of Protected Area R Sttt and =
Management Effectiveness (PAME) < What did we thraats. Wheare 5
Q achieve? 2
are we now? 2
Source: (Courrau et al. 2006, p. 12) %

Outputs

What did we do
and what products
or services were
provided?

Planning

Where do we want
to be and how will
we get there?

Adequacy / Appropriateness

Table 10: Approaches to Assessing the Effectiveness of Protected Areas

Approach Key questions that underpin the approach
How many protected areas are there in a country or region, and what is their
total area?
Assessment of extent and location of protected How effectively do the protected areas cover key ecoregions or habitats?
1 areas, including their coverage of biological and How well do protected areas represent the diversity of ecoregions and
landscape diversity habitats?

How effectively do the protected areas represent other features such as
landscape elements, wetland types and species?

Assessment of the effectiveness of protected areas Have protected areas reduced deforestation and other habitat loss?
2 as a conservation mechanism at larger scales, and  How have protected areas affected local communities—have they increased or
the impact of protected areas on people alleviated poverty?

How well designed is the protected area and the protected area system?

Are adequate and appropriate planning, resources, and processes in place to
enable management?

Are protected areas achieving their objectives and conserving their values?

Assessment of overall protected area
management effectiveness (PAME)

Are protected areas protecting species and habitats?
Are values such as endangered species being conserved or restored?
What is the impact of protected areas on communities?

Outcomes of protected areas in conserving their
3a biodiversity values (a subset of approach 3 but
focused just on outcomes)

Source: (Worboys et al. 2015, p. 892)



Amongst the most widespread and commonly used
assessments are RAPPAM (Rapid Assessment of
Prioritisation and Protected Area Management) developed
by WWF (Ervin 2003) and the METT (Management
Effectiveness Tracking Tool) (Stolton et al. 2019).

A quite recent evaluation of the German National Parks
helped to further refine our approach. It identifies ten fields
of action for protected area management, each of which
includes several criteria of quality (BfN 2013):

Table 11: Fields of Action for the Evaluation of
Management Effectiveness in German National Parks

Fields of action:

e Framework conditions

e Protection of the biological diversity and dynamics
e Organisation

e Management

e Cooperation and partnership

e Communication

e Education

e Nature experience and recreation

e Monitoring and research

e Regional development

Protection of the biological diversity and dynamics

e Space for natural processes
e Adapted size of the area
e Grade of naturalness

e Living spaces of national and international

importance
e Species management
e Ecological connectivity

Management

e Mission statement of the National Park

e Management plan

e Zoning

e Renaturation

e Concepts for use

e Visitor guidance and area control

e Integration of the National Park into the region
e Evaluation of the measures

Source: (BfN 2013)

Go to section: E E E E E E E IE

This toolset identifies the most relevant fields of action and
criteria to assess management effectiveness concerning
the conservation of biodiversity, habitats, and natural
processes by adapted management strategies in the
Alpine protected area network. Referring to this evaluation
concept of BfN, the criteria would be derived from
within the fields of action 2 and 4. Not all criteria fit our
purpose, but many do and will be used in this work. The
extrapolation of the BfN concept from single protected
areas to a system of protected areas seems appropriate
for efficiency evaluations to improve modern nature
protection strategies.

Against the background of the findings of chapter 1,
the analysis in chapter 2 will take into consideration the
complete system of Alpine protected areas integrating the
different types of protected area categories by analysing
the complementarity between these protected area
classes. This will allow for an overview and establish the
basis for a more detailed analysis focussing on ecological
connectivity in chapter 3 and targeted development of
future network strategies and management approaches
within an Alpine protected areas system in chapter 4.

The definition of key targets for the efficiency of the Alpine
protected area network (step 1 of the procedural structure
— Figure 2) will be discussed again on the basis of this
analysis of representation, ecological and management
gaps in the beginning of chapter 4.
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EVALUATE AND MAP THE
OCCURRENCE AND STATUS
OF BIODIVERSITY AND
PROTECTED AREAS

In order to evaluate and map the occurrence and status of
biodiversity, the distribution maps of KBAs and, if possible,
identified target species or habitats will be compared with
the maps of the existing protected area network. One
methodological advantage of the Alpine region is the
availability of reliable and relatively detailed GIS data on
protected areas. The ALPARC database contains a set
of around 1,000 protected areas larger than 100 ha and
around 300 smaller than 100 ha classified according to
their national designation. The number of small protected
areas is probably higher but their number and surface area
are harder to define as legal conditions are changing, and
a subset of these areas are part of “private” (or volunteer)
protected areas. After the analysis of existing protected
areas (see chapter 1), we can attribute an IUCN category to

Go to section: E E E E E E E IE

most of these protected areas. This is helpful to determine
the actual legal (or official) status of conservation.

The following map show promising overlap between KBA
and protected areas. Nevertheless, the protected areas
represented cover 28.5% of the Alpine Convention surface,
but only about 10% are areas of strong protection. For this
reason, numerous Key biodiversity areas are not covered
by any strong protection status.

To complete these data for a specific Alps-wide approach,
we will consider data from the ALPARC data set (GIS)
developed during the last 25 years:

e Protection status of Alpine protected areas

e Surface and zoning of Alpine protected area

Altitudinal distribution of the surface of Alpine
protected areas

Connectivity potential of Alpine protected areas

Management system and transboundary cooperation
of Alpine protected areas

In a GIS model, areas that show inadequate protection
status can thus be identified. Even if cartographic methods
are not always available due to data lack, an interpretation
of the current situation is possible.

Map 19: Key Biodiversity Areas and Protected Areas in the Alps
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“An ideal gap analysis will consist of maps of
biodiversity that can be overlaid over maps of
protected areas to geographically and spatially
locate and analyse thematic gaps. If this isn’t
possible some simpler methods are available,
but wherever possible maps of biodiversity are
particularly valuable”.

(Dudley and Parrish 2006, p. 33)

USE AVAILABLE
INFORMATION TO
IDENTIFY GAPS

As described in the subchapter above, the spatial
information gained in steps one and two of the gap analysis
can be used to identify existing gaps through overlays of
cartographic data.

To further detail the gaps, other aspects can be considered.
In the Alpine environment, altitude is an important factor to
consider, given that it determines many essential elements
of the natural environment. Comparison between habitat
needs and spatial coverage of the protected areas is
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another important aspect directly linked to this issue.
The size and distribution in relation to seasonal migration
patterns are two other essential factors.

Once the coverage of protected areas is identified, the
surrounding zones and landscapes must be considered
to identify areas which would need to be put under
some form of sustainable conservation management.
The utilisation pressure through settlements and other
infrastructure must be considered to prepare the basis for
the identification of ecological network needs discussed in
further detail in chapter 3. A specific analysis concerning
the potential of ecological connectivity for high value
natural sites will be evaluated using a specific procedure
(Geographical Information System — GIS - of ALPARC in
cooperation with partners).

While the GIS analysis is an important tool, it is not a
stand-alone methodology for the analysis. It is embedded
in more classical research methods such as literature
review as well as stakeholder and expert clarification in
the form of interviews. Evidence from experts with a range
of thematic competences is essential to assure a holistic
approach and the consideration of all relevant information.
With the aim of establishing an institutional framework,
a steering group, composed of experts for the Alpine
environment and protected areas, has been established
representing the different Alpine countries.

Furthermore, the extended ALPARC network of contacts,
including individuals as well as organisations and
institutions, will be mobilised for this analysis.
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ASPECTS

OF ALPINE
PROTECTED AREA
MANAGEMENT
OBJECTIVES

IN INTERNATIONAL
STANDARDS

In this chapter, the management objectives of the
respective protected area categories will be placed in the
context of international goals, such as those formulated
in various international conventions including the Protocol
“Nature Protection and Landscape Conservation” of the
Alpine Convention, within the EUSALP action groups 6 and
7 or the IUCN strategies or the Convention on Biological
Diversity as well as national and European strategies
supporting the conservation of biodiversity. The relevant
provisions and regulations of these treaties or strategies
are an important element of this analysis.

It is important to note that the general objectives of these
international Conventions and Strategies have obstacles
to overcome within their proposed time frames: the year
2020 targets could not be achieved, neither do the 2030
targets seem realistic if no acceleration of biodiversity and
ecosystem protection occurs. It appears likely that most
2030 objectives will not be met and will fall short by a large
margin. This is especially true for the goals to slow, halt or
even reverse biodiversity loss. The global extinction goes on,
and all efforts being undertaken so far seem to be insufficient.

SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT
GOALS

The Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) can be
considered a global standard framework for sustainable

1 See further comments on that criterion in chapter D.2.2
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development and conservation for the current decade.
The global conservation community reflects the relevant
parts of this framework in their planning and strategies.
Overall, there are 17 SDGs, which form the backbone of
the larger 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development,
which was adopted in 2015 by all UN Member States (UN
2015). While the SDGs cover all relevant topics in relation
to sustainable development and poverty alleviation, it is
mainly SDG 15, “Life on Land”, that relates to biodiversity
and habitat conservation through protected areas. A more
detailed breakdown of the links between the SDGs and
protected areas was published in 2017 (Dudley et al.
2017). The SDGs often refer to the Aichi Targets which will
be presented in the following subchapter.

The SDGs must remain relatively non-specific given their
global nature, but they, nevertheless, set a framework and
provide general directives and guidelines. Target 15.4 is
the one most clearly earmarked for mountain environments
and the preservation of their ecosystems. The time frame
set for this target is 2030. So, there is still almost a decade
to fulfil its requirements. For other targets that had the
year 2020 as timeline, fulfilment has been disappointing.
Some targets can be considered fulfilled for the Alps, for
example the (theoretical) coverage of protected areas in
percent of the total land area'. But the target 15.5 ‘to halt
biodiversity loss and the extinction of species’ will certainly
not be achieved. And, so far, no real solution has emerged
to stop the extinction.

“At the Rio+20 Conference, Member States
reaffirmed, through paragraphs 197- 204 of the
outcome document, the Future We Want, that
“intrinsic value of biological diversity, as well

as the ecological, genetic, social, economic,
scientific, educational, cultural, recreational and
aesthetic values of biological diversity and its
critical role in maintaining ecosystems that provide
essential services, which are critical foundations
for sustainable development and human well-
being”. Member States also recognised “the
severity of global biodiversity loss and degradation
of ecosystems” and stress the negative impact
that this situation has on food security, nutrition,
access to water, health of the rural poor and
people worldwide”.

(UN 2015) See also (UN General Assembly 2012)




The following table illustrates the relevant targets of the
SDG 15 for the Alps:

Figure 7: Relevant Targets of the SDG for the Alps

Protect, restore, and promote sustainable
use of terrestrial ecosystems, sustainably
manage forests, combat desertification, and
halt and reverse land degradation and halt
biodiversity loss.

Targets
15.1

By 2020, ensure the conservation, restoration and
sustainable use of terrestrial and inland freshwater
ecosystems and their services, in particular
forests, wetlands, mountains, and drylands, in line
with obligations under international agreements.

15.4

By 2030, ensure the conservation of mountain
ecosystems, including their biodiversity, to
enhance their capacity to provide benefits that are
essential for sustainable development.

15.5

Take urgent and significant action to reduce the
degradation of natural habitats, halt the loss of
biodiversity and, by 2020, protect and prevent the
extinction of threatened species.

15.9

By 2020, integrate ecosystem and biodiversity
values into national and local planning, devel-
opment processes, poverty reduction strategies
and accounts.

15.a

Mobilize and significantly increase financial
resources from all sources to conserve and sus-
tainably use biodiversity and ecosystems.

Indicators
15.4.1

Coverage by protected areas of important sites
for mountain biodiversity

15.4.2

Mountain Green Cover Index

Source: (UN 2015)
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CONVENTION ON BIOLOGICAL
DIVERSITY (CBD)

The strategic plan for biodiversity 2011-2020 from the
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) has been the
global framework for conservation policies for the last
decade. One core element of this plan was the 20 Aichi
biodiversity targets, which were grouped into five
strategic goals. Targets 11 to 13 refer directly to the subject
of this report, and target 11 puts concrete numbers to
what is expected from the global network of protected
areas. The overall evaluation has yet to be realised, but it
is already clear that the global efforts to stop or slow down
the loss of biodiversity and habitats are largely insufficient.
The most recent available figures remain alarmingly high,
with an estimated one million species at risk of extinction
within the next decades (Diaz et al. 2019b, p. 11).

Figure 8: Strategic Goal C of the Strategic Plan for
Biodiversity 2011-2020 and its Three Targets.

Strategic Goal C: To improve the status of
biodiversity by safeguarding ecosystems,
species, and genetic diversity.

Target 11

By 2020, at least 17 per cent of terrestrial and
inland water and 10 per cent of coastal and
marine areas, especially areas of particular
importance for biodiversity and ecosystem
services, are conserved through effectively and
equitably managed, ecologically representative,
and well-connected systems of protected areas
and other effective area-based conservation
measures and integrated into the wider
land-scapes and seascapes.

Target 12

By 2020 the extinction of known threatened
species has been prevented and their
conservation status, particularly of those most in
decline, has been improved and sustained.

Target 13

By 2020, the genetic diversity of cultivated plants
and farmed and domesticated animals and of wild
relatives, including other socio-economically as
well as culturally valuable species, is maintained,
and strategies have been developed and
implemented for minimizing genetic erosion and
safeguarding their genetic diversity.

Source: (Convention on Biological Diversity 2020)
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The new framework is currently being developed under
the name of Post-2020 Global Biodiversity Framework?!
and will be the overarching reference for biodiversity
conservation setting the objectives until 2050 (Vision of
“Living in harmony with nature”), including stepping-
stones in 2030 and 2040. It is conceived as the follow-up
on the strategic plan for biodiversity 2011-2020 and the
Aichi biodiversity targets.

Generally, the Convention on Biological Diversity sees the
ecosystem approach as the theoretical backbone of its
work as described in the following citation: “As described
by the Conference of the Parties, the ecosystem
approach is the primary framework for action under the
Convention. The Conference of the Parties, at its Fifth
Meeting, endorsed the description of the ecosystem
approach and operational guidance and recommended
the application of the principles and other guidance on the
Ecosystem Approach (decision V/6). The seventh meeting
of the Conference of the Parties agreed that the priority at
this time should be on facilitating implementation of the
ecosystem approach and welcomed additional guidelines
to this effect (decision VII/11)”. (Convention on Biological
Diversity 2021)

The achievements of the Aichi targets in the Alps remains
weak, with some differences between the respective
objectives. On an Alpine level, target 11 is fulfiled and
has almost achieved the strategy 2030 targets, with a
spatial coverage of about 28% of the area of the Alpine
Convention covered by protected areas larger than 100
hectares (ALPARC).

However, there are other questions about whether
the Alpine protected area network fulfils target 11. Are
these areas “effectively and equitably managed,
ecologically representative and well connected” ...
is their protection status truly sufficient? And here lies
the concern: most of these areas in the 28% are weakly
protected or not protected at all - some even have a
denomination as “park”. A closer analysis of the Alpine
situation will be given in the next chapters.

Indeed, this is the core question as a lot of so called
“protected areas” don’t have any real protection status
but a mission more orientated towards “sustainable
regional development” and often linked to an intensive
work of awareness raising about environmental questions
and education towards sustainable development. In our
analysis, we distinguish between protected areas and
areas with a strong (or stronger) legal protection status.
Nevertheless, this approach can only offer approximate
evaluation lacking details on an Alps-wide scale.
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IUCN

IUCN is a globally recognised union of 1,300+ member
organisations and 15,000+ individual experts working
in the field of nature conservation. It is composed of a
permanent secretariat and six Commissions, all working
on conservation related issues. The most relevant for
protected area issues is the World Commission on
Protected Areas (WCPA).

This commission can also fall back onto a vast network of
protected area specialists, covering all relevant aspects of
protected area management. Its “mission is to promote the
establishment and effective management of a worldwide
representative network of terrestrial and marine protected
areas, as an integral contribution to the IUCN mission”.
(Worboys et al. 2016)

The WCPA s specifically dedicated to improving biodiversity
and habitat conservation through better protected area
management and policies. IUCN and WCPA edit a series
of Best Practice Protected Area Guidelines that provide
guidance and support for protected area managers
and practitioners, governmental and non-governmental
organisations, researchers, and all other stakeholders
involved in protected area management. The series claims
to be the “world’s authoritative resource for protected
area managers”. (Mitchell et al. 2018)

“The Commission develops knowledge-based
policy, advice and guidance on the full suite of
issues surrounding protected areas through the
establishment of Specialist Groups and Task
Forces. We bring together global experts to find
solutions for programme priorities, including global
protected area standards and Best Practice
Guidelines”.

(IUCN)

IUCN focusses on three key areas of work regarding
protected areas, namely:

e Achieving quality for successful and valuable
protected areas,

e Enhancing justice for fair, just and inclusive protected
areas, and

e Contributing protected area solutions to
development challenges.

1 https://www.cbd.int/doc/c/d431/b38f/3d580bb73e7c2b5aaa286310/post2020-prep-01-01-en.pdf



This orientation is in full respect of the new approaches
and international standards concerning protected area
management and governance. Alpine protected areas
should thus reflect this in their own orientation and daily
wWork.

On amore concrete level, IUCN defines a larger framework
for protected area management that should ideally be
reflected in protected areas in all parts of the world. In
chapter one we already cited the IUCN protected area
categories that help to establish order and enhance
comparability in the mingle-mangle of national protected
area designations. Overall, these categories are rather
general in nature to allow integration of the fascinating
diversity of protected areas. Nevertheless, some rather
clear indications are given to set a global basic standard
and objectives in relation to these categories.

One very important suggestion, and probably the most
relevant for our analysis, is known as the 75% rule which
states that:

“In brief, the primary management objective
must be applicable to at least 75 per cent of

the protected area (and the remaining area

must be compatible with the primary purpose of
conservation). This provision aims to deal with the
reality that many protected areas include small
areas with quite different uses from the majority
of the designated area—for example, areas, often
on the periphery of the park, with management
infrastructure (offices, vehicle maintenance depot,
etc.) or areas, also often on the periphery of the
park, with more intensive tourism infrastructure or
some agriculture, etc”.

(Dudley 2013, p. 113)
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This rule applies to all IUCN protected area categories.
[t is not always achieved, and many protected areas lag
behind in fulfilling this objective (e.g., Austria (Gehrlein et
al. 2015, p. 24)). In most cases, studies refer to the 75%
rule in the context of the analysis of National Parks.

Nevertheless, this analysis is more complex than it looks
at the first glance: The history and the evolution of each
national park are very different and depend on national
and regional legislation, planning systems, and traditions.
For this reason, almost all cases are specific. Category Il of
the IUCN is common to all Alpine National Parks. Only the
Swiss National Park is a special case, the whole area is a
core zone and part of the IUCN category la and Ib.

The evaluation of the 75% rule depends on the reference
area. In recent years, this rule seems not to be so central
anymore for IUCN evaluations. For the Alps, the situation
is very complex, as zoning cannot be compared between
Alpine national parks. Table 12 can only give a global
overview according to the figures provided by the parks.
Table 12 does not mention whether the 75% rule could be
achieved or not by individual national parks, as concepts
of zoning differ between each park.

The most important difficulty of this analysis consists in
the fact, that the definition of buffer zones and the total
park territory are different between the alpine countries.
The French “optimal zone of participation” (zone optimale
d’adhésion) is simply not comparable with other park
territory definitions and doesn’t allow a real conclusion
on the overall Alpine situation as these territories are very
large but are not coinciding with protected areas and are
without protection status (e.g., very large ski areas within
those perimeters).




116

Table 12: 75% Rule in Alpine National Parks According to IUCN

Size natural zones

Go to section: E E E E E E E IE

Percentages natural zones

National Park Total Size  Size core zone dedicated to the main (or core zones) dedicated to the main
(ha) (ha)? (protection) objective of the  (protection) objective? in relation to the
park (ha)® core area and/or the total size
:;’chtesgade" 21,000 15,750 15,750 75%
Mercantour gﬁi%%;nr(e:l;edrl\?g dst(J)rrfaces up to 100% (reference: core zone) and
180,100 67,900 ’ . 40 % for areas dedicated only to nature
(FR) natural spaces without .
L protection
human activities
Les Ecrins (FR) 252,600 93,000 93,000 up to 100% (reference: core zone)
:.:R\)Ianmse 74,300 53,500 53,500 up to 100% (reference: core zone)
Gran Paradiso 34,431 re;erved for natural up to 100% (reference: core zone) /
71,044 34,431 spaces without human o ) .
(IT) L 48% (reference: total size)
activities
14,598 including approx. up to 100% (reference: total size)
Val Grande (IT) 14,598 14,598 1000 of an Integral Nature  including 7% dedicated to an Integral
Reserve (7%)* Nature Reserve without human activities
tbc: approx. 48,240 )
. (management plan in the: approx. 48‘249 tbc: up to 100% (reference: core zone) /
Stelvio (IT) 130,604 ; (management plan in o . ;
elaboration, see foot . 37% (reference: total size)
elaboration)
note)
South Tyrol/Alto up to 100% (reference: core zone) /
Adige 53,383 ek 10,995 21% (reference: total size)
Trentino 17,553 7245 7245 up to 100% (reference:. core zone) /
41% (reference: total size)
Lombardia 59668 approx. 30,0008 (tbc) tbc: 30,000 (elaboration new mi: up to 1OODlo (refergnce: core zone) /
management plan) 50% (reference: total size)
Dolomiti 0
Bellunesi (IT) 31,034 31,034 31,034 up to 100%
73% (reference: core zone) /
[0} . 1 [0}
Hohe Tauern 185,608 121,300 88717 48% (refer.ence. total glze) or 65%
(A) (reference: core zone in relation to total
size)
32,700 composed by:
ggéégicgéfa?riiéz?e q 65% (reference: core zone) /
Carinthia 44,008 ' P P 21,111 48% (reference: total size) or 74% (reference:
areas with a higher .
core zone in relation to total size)
protection status than the
core area
74% (reference: core zone) /
Salzburg 80,500 53,900 approx. 40 000 50% (reference: total size) or 67 % (reference:
core zone in relation to total size)
80% (reference: core zone) /
Tyrol 61,100 34,700 27,606 45% (reference: total size) or 57% (reference:
core zone in relation to total size)
80% (reference: core zone) /
0, . H 0,
Kalkalpen (A) 20,850 18,550 14,866 71% (Eierenes: ol ) e el
(reference: core zone in relation to total
size)
99% (reference core zone) /
(o) . H (o)
Gesause (A) 12,382 9.665 9,523 77% (refer.enoe. total glze) or 78%
(reference: core zone in relation to total
size)
O,
Triglav (SL) 83,082 63,9007 63,900 16 (EiEEnsE Zone A ane B,
see foot note)
Swiss (CH)® 17,030 17,030 17,030 100%
TOTAL 802,532° 588,898 -- ==




T This table is only to take at an “indicative” level as the reference areas
(total size of the area including the core area) of the parks are very
differently defined. I.e. in France, the size for the core zone is given and
the peripheral or adhesion areas (aire “optimale” d’adhésion) which is
considered as buffer zone. However, the 75% rule can’t be applied to
French National Parks as the “adhesion area” is another concept that
is not comparable with normal buffer zones. For this reason, the IUCN
rule must be considered as fulfilled in French National Parks. The Hohe
Tauern National Park has another system of zoning which also isn’t
harmonised between its three sectors. For the Stelvio National Park,
new management plans currently are being elaborated. The reference
for the calculation of the 75% is different from park to park because of
the specific definition of the areas.

2 The definition of core zones is different according to the parks, figures
are for this reason not always comparable.

3 As well the natural zones dedicated to the main (protection) objective
of the park are defined in different manners and are presenting specific
situations. We tried to harmonise as much as possible according to the
information’s delivered by the parks themselves.

4 The references for the calculation are different for the national parks
(core area / total size) according to the specific area definitions. This
is linked to the definition of “core areas” and to “natural areas without
human activities” by each single park.

5 This concerns the “Integral Nature Reserve of the National Park” only.

EUROPEAN BIODIVERSITY
STRATEGY AND THE NATURA
2000 NETWORK

Policy makers on an EU level are aware of the current
ecological crisis that has persisted for decades and
cannot be stopped with the tools developed so far. The
strategy implementation was evaluated in 2015, and the
results show that some positive effects can be seen,
while the overall performance is still lagging far behind the
objectives. The strategy comprises one headline target
that is detailed by six targets that are “mutually supportive
and inter-dependent” (European Commission 2011, p. 4).
Each of the goals comes with several actions, described
in detail, that are intended to achieve the overall objective
of stopping biodiversity loss and fighting the loss of
ecosystem services that go along with it. A special focus
is laid upon the role of agriculture and forestry and the
European contribution to global conservation measures.

An interesting point is that the term ‘protected area’ is not
used in the Strategy. If there is a reference to protected
areas the wording is “Natura 2000” sites or areas, without
any cross reference to the existing protected area systems
on a national level. It is, therefore, not possible to derive
direct indications for protected area management from the
Strategy. This is symptomatic of the fact that there is little
coordination between these two sets of protected areas.
Generally, in the literature, there is not much discussion of
this topic.
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¢ The surface of the core area for the Lombardian part of the park is
currently not available due to the development of a new management
plan. Estimations are around half of the surface according to existing
documents (Atlas NP Stelvio: https://issuu.com/zeppelingroup/docs/
atlas_nationalpark_stilfserjoch_sma)

7 The Triglav National Park has the particularity that it is divided into

3 zones. Zones 1 and 2 combined are considered as core zone

while zone 3 is considered as the buffer zone. The actual sizes of the
respective areas are as follows: zone 1 is 31,488 ha; zone 2 is 32,412
ha and zone 3 is 20,082 ha. So far, zone 1 is to be considered the
proper core zone, and zone 2 is being managed and used with the
aim of bringing it to the same standards as zone 1. For the time being,
activities including hunting, fishing, and commercial logging (rather in
extensive usage through local communities) are allowed.

8 The Swiss National Park is listed in this table even though it is not
classified under IUCN category Il but as la — strict nature reserve.
On the entire surface, the management is dedicated to the free
development of natural processes. Research and tourism are strictly
limited to certain areas and activities.

° This total takes in account the core areas of the French national parks
and not their total size including the so called “adhesion area” as this
would be not comparable with any situation of the other alpine national
parks.

The EU recognises the fact that unsustainable land-use
is one of the main driving forces of biodiversity loss.
Agriculture and forestry, which cover 76% of land in the
EU, are the most important factors in this respect. The
integration of biodiversity related aspects into all relevant
sectoral policies is thus regarded as a basic requirement if
any advances in slowing biodiversity loss are to be made!.

According to the mid-term evaluation (European
Commission 2015), the overall situation is disappointing.
While there is some slight improvement or stabilisation
for some species and habitats, it must be underlined that
this does not constitute progress as it is often classified
“unfavourable”. Furthermore, there are many species and
habitats that are still on a downward trend, putting many
classes at risk, namely fish, molluscs, and amphibians. This
is not surprising, given that the state of freshwater habitats
remains critical in many parts of the EU. The analysis
shows that the number of threatened species designated
by the IUCN Red List remains alarmingly high: freshwater
molluscs (55%), freshwater fish (43%), amphibians (22%),
reptiles (21%) and birds (18%).

The situation for habitats is equally worrisome: only 16%
of all EU habitats are in favourable conditions. 77%
are in unfavourable (the remaining 7% are of unknown
status). Thus, the overall assessment concludes that
the progress at mid-term for the overall target reflects
“No significant progress towards the target”. (European
Commission 2015; European Parliament 2016)

The final evaluation describes some of the challenges
faced regarding the implementation of the strategy related

T https://www.eea.europa.eu/ds_resolveuid/12345QWERT

117



118

to funding, the integration of the measures into policy and
the lack of incorporation of data on the decision-making.
Difficulties engaging stakeholders on the development of
solutions have also been some of the main reasons for
the limited the impact of the strategy.

As outlined on the evaluation report of the EU
Biodiversity Strategy to 2020, the new framework
proposed on the strategy to 2030 aims to tackle the
weaknesses presented on the former strategy through
the implementation of concrete measures and the
involvement and commitment of all actors in order to
accomplish the biodiversity targets.

Unfortunately, the EU has no specific datasets for the
Alpine region. Still, it is important to consider this larger
and more general biodiversity framework, as the Alps,
no matter how particular its geography and therefore its
habitats may be, remain embedded in and connected
with the larger European environmental developments.

The Birds and Habitats Directives, also summarised as the
Nature Directives, led to the establishment of the Natura
2000 network, which is the main tool to implement these
Directives and the centrepiece for the implementation
of the EU Biodiversity Strategy. It is a large network
covering over one million km2, representing about 18.3%
of the EU territory, but rather inhomogeneous in size,
protection, and management structure etc. This is due
to the establishment process, which was bottom-up and
gave a lot of freedom to single countries to design their
respective Natura 2000 network. Approval criteria were
not very clear and thus differ significantly between the
member states. (Santini et al. 2016)

The general goal of the directives is to reach “favourable
conservation status of all habitats and species of
European importance and adequate populations
of naturally occurring wild bird species”. (European
Commission 2011, p. 5)

“Article 6 (1) EU Habitats Directive: For special
areas of conservation, Member States shall
establish the necessary conservation measures
involving, if need be, appropriate management
plans specifically designed for the sites

or integrated into other development plans,
and appropriate statutory, administrative or
contractual measures which correspond to the
ecological requirements of the natural habitat
types in Annex | and the species in Annex Il
present on the sites”.
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Article 6 (and especially paragraph 1) of the Habitats
Directive is essential in the establishment of the
conservation regime within the Natura 2000 network. The
European Commission therein “strongly encourages”
all Natura 2000 sites to establish and implement a
management plan or similar document. Nevertheless,
this is a lengthy process that, to date, has not been fully
achieved.

Conservation measures to protect the species and
habitats covered by the Nature Directives and their
Annexes are compulsory for the member states: “The
process of establishing the necessary conservation
measures for each Natura 2000 site is not an optional
provision; it is obligatory for all Member States. This
means that, foreach Natura 2000 site, those conservation
measures, which are deemed to be necessary, must be
established and implemented (ECJ case C-508/04)”.
(European Commission 2020)

“To help ensure that sites are managed in a clear
and transparent way, the European Commission
strongly encourages Member States to elaborate
Natura 2000 management plans, in close
cooperation with local stakeholders”.

(European Commission 2020)

As a requirement of both directives (Article 12 of the
Birds Directive and Article 17 of the Habitats Directive),
Member States report every six years on the progress
of implementation and information provision regarding
the current conservation status of habitats and species.
Currently, from the 231 habitat types and more than 1,000
species included in the Annexes |, Il, IV and V the Alpine
countries Austria, France, ltaly, Slovenia, and Germany
jointly identify a total of 219 (non-priority) and 73 (priority)
habitats for the Alpine biogeographical region and,
respectively, 332 and 36 species for these areas, which
can be considered as very important and requiring long
term conservation measures.

European Union Biodiversity strategy for 2030:

Some key elements and statements of the EU biodiversity
strategy 2030 stress the importance of the topic for all
European countries and policies:



“For the good of our environment and our economy,
and to support the EU’s recovery from the COVID-19
crisis, we need to protect more nature. In this spirit,
at least 30% of the land and 30% of the sea should
be protected in the EU. This is a minimum of an extra
4% for land and 19% for sea areas as compared

to today'. The target is fully in line with what is

being proposed?as part of the post-2020 global
biodiversity framework (see Section 4).

Within this, there should be specific focus on areas
of very high biodiversity value or potential. These are
the most vulnerable to climate change and should be
granted special care in the form of strict protection?®,
Today, only 3% of land and less than 1% of marine
areas are strictly protected in the EU. We need to do
better to protect these areas. In this spirit, at least
one third of protected areas — representing 10%

of EU land and 10% of EU sea — should be strictly
protected. This is also in line with the proposed
global ambition”.

(European Union Biodiversity strategy for 2030)

This goal of the European Union concerning habitat and
biodiversity protection is shared by the national strategies of
some member states such as France (“30 — 10 deal”).

EUSALP

EUSALP is the macroregional strategy of the EU for the
Alpine region and was established in 2015. Such a strategy
“is an integrated framework endorsed by the European
Council, which may be supported by the European Structural
and Investment Funds among others, to address common
challenges faced by a defined geographical area”, such as
the Alps. The strategy concerns all Alpine countries, including
Switzerland and Liechtenstein, even though they are not
members of the EU (EUSALP 2020). Nine Action Groups
(AG) have been established to cover all relevant fields of
intervention. For the protection of biodiversity (and thus our
analysis) not all are equally relevant. Mainly, two AGs touch
upon our topics, AG 6 “Resources - To preserve and valorise
natural resources, including water and cultural resources”
and AG 7 “Green Infrastructure - To develop ecological
connectivity in the whole EUSALP territory”. Both belong to
the third thematic policy area “Environment and Energy”.
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The most relevant link between the EUSALP and our
analysis lies in AG 7, as ecological connectivity is one of the
outstanding challenges for future protected area management.
The intersection between the EUSALP area and the Alpine
Convention perimeter is a territory of highest interest for
protected area strategy development as this direct periphery of
the Alpine area is exposed to numerous impacts on biodiversity.
EUSALP strategies and involvement should focus here; zoning
with recommendations at a regional level could be one approach.

Figure 9: Mission Statement EUSALP

EUSALP is a European strategy for the Alpine
territory joining human passions, natural resources,
and economic assets, linking cities, plains, valleys
and mountains to find solutions to challenges we
can solve only together. We coordinate planning,
integrate the best practices in the fields of economy,
education, environment, accessibility, and mobility,
and commit as institutions to create sustainable
solutions for the benefits of the citizens. By bringing
governing closer to the people, EUSALP is proving
that the European culture of cooperation lives.

Source: (EUSALP)

“The overarching challenge for the Alpine Region is to
balance development and protection through innovative
approaches which strengthen this area located in the centre
of Europe as a living space for people and nature as well as a
field for economic and social activities in a sustainable way”.

The main objective above will be attained through the
following 3 Thematic Policy Areas and priorities:

e 1stThematic Policy Area: Economic growth and
innovation.Objective: Fair access to job opportunities,
building on the high competitiveness of the Region.

e 27 Thematic Policy Area: Mobility and connectivity.
Objective: Sustainable internal and external
accessibility to all.

e 3" Thematic Policy Area: Environment and energy.
Objective: “A more inclusive environmental framework
for all and renewable and reliable energy solutions for
the future” (EUSALP).

1 Latest EU-27 statistics (European database of nationally designated
protected areas) v. 2019, and Natura 2000 dataset ‘end 2018".

Today, 26% of the EU’s land area is already protected, with 18% as

part of Natura 2000 and 8% under national schemes. Of EU seas,

11% are protected, with 8% in Natura 2000 and 3% under additional
national protection. To note: offshore wind projects will be possible if in
compliance with relevant environmental and nature protection legislation.

2 First draft of the post-2020 global biodiversity framework (CBD
2021/WG2020/2/3), available at https://www.cbd.int/doc/c/
abb5/591f/2e46096d3f0330b08ce87a45/wg2020-03-03-en.pdf.

3 Strict protection does not necessarily mean the area is not accessible
to humans but leaves natural processes essentially undisturbed to
respect the areas’ ecological requirements
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ALPINE CONVENTION

The year 2020 marked the 30" anniversary for the Alpine
Convention, whose main objective is to foster sustainable
development and the conservation of the natural and
cultural heritage in the Alps. It is an international treaty
and legally binding for the eight member states and the
EU. Currently there are eight protocols in effect. The one
with the greatest relevance for protected areas is “Nature
Protection and Landscape Conservation”. Within this
protocol several articles (3 and 4, 11 to 14) directly refer
to biodiversity conservation and protected areas. These
articles are quoted in the tables below.

Unfortunately, the implementation of this legislation remains
incomplete, and the regulations are often not sufficiently
respected. The work of the compliance committee may
play a stronger role in the future.

The Alpine Convention is the basis for the current analysis.
In the nature protection protocol, the above-mentioned
articles constitute a solid framework for improvement
of the Alpine protected area network on a legal and
international level. Nevertheless, central tools, such as the
lists of threatened species in each country mentioned in
article 14, are not available for all member states.

The concrete and consequent application of the convention
would undoubtedly improve the situation of Alpine
biodiversity conservation. Beside this issue of efficiency
and a stronger political implementation of this international
treaty, the Convention is an important force in the Alpine
countries. International networks for nature protection,
such as the network of protected areas (ALPARC) and
representations of Alpine communities and cities (AIDA,
Alpine town of the year) have been strengthened within the
last 30 years of the Alpine Convention and are contributing
with concrete actions to the Alpine environmental
protection or actions for a sustainable development of the
Alpine space on different levels.

Beside the nature protection protocol, articles in the other
protocols, such as soil protection, sustainable tourism, or
spatial planning, also address important aspects of greater
protection for biodiversity within a holistic perspective.

The convention provides an approach involving all
aspects relevant to or influencing ecological processes,
environmental factors, and nature protection, including
spatial planning crucial for zoning and ultimately protected
areas.
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Figure 10: Relevant Articles From the Protocol “Nature Protection and Landscape Conservation” of the Alpine Convention

Article 3 International cooperation

1. The Contracting Parties undertake to cooperate
particularly for: map surveying, drawing the
boundaries and then managing and controlling
protected areas and other natural and rural
elements of the landscape worthy of protection,
interconnecting a network of biotopes, defining
landscape models, programmes and/or plans,
preventing and rebalancing damage to nature and
the landscape, systematically monitoring nature
and landscape, scientific research, and any other
measure for protecting wild animal and plant
species, their diversity and their habitat, and for
defining the relevant comparable criteria to the
extent that this is necessary and functional.

2. They undertake to encourage cross-border
cooperation relating to nature protection and
landscape conservation, at a regional and local
level, to the extent necessary for achieving the
objectives of this Protocol.

3. They will aim to combine the framework
conditions for adopting limitations to the uses for
the purposes of this Protocol's objectives.

Article 4 Taking account of the objectives in
other policies

The Contracting Parties undertake to also consider
the objectives of this Protocol in their other policies,
particularly in the area of: territorial and urban
planning, safeguarding the air quality, defence

of the soil, protecting the water balance and the
quality of the water, tourism, agricultural and forestry
economy, transport and energy policies, industry and
manufacturing, management of waste; and also in the
area of training, education, research and information,
as well as in the area of cross-border coordination of
the measures.

Article 11 Protected areas

1. The Contracting Parties undertake to preserve,
manage and, where necessary, to extend the
existing protected areas, in keeping with their
protective function, and also to define, where
possible, new protected areas. They shall take
all appropriate measures to avoid impairing or
destroying these areas.

2. They shall also promote the instituting and
management of National Parks.

3. They shall set aside areas of respect and
tranquillity that ensure giving priority to the wild
animal and plant species over other interests.
They shall ensure that, in these areas, there is the

peace necessary for the ecological process typical

of the species to take place undisturbed and shall
reduce or prohibit any form of use incompatible
with the ecological processes of these areas.

4. The Contracting Parties shall examine the
compensation terms of the special services
provided by the local population, in compliance
with national law.

Article 12 Ecological network

The Contracting Parties shall pursue the measures
appropriate for creating a national and cross- border
network of protected areas, biotopes and other
environmental assets protected or acknowledge

as worthy of protection. They shall undertake to
harmonise the objectives and measures with the
cross-border protected areas.

Article 13 Protection of types of biotopes

1. The Contracting Parties undertake to adopt
the measures necessary to ensure the lasting
preservation of the natural or near-natural
biotopes of a sufficient size and with territorial
distribution according with their functions. They
shall also promote the re-naturalisation of the
impaired habitats.

2. For the purposes of preparing the valid lists for
the entire Alpine territory, the Contracting Parties
undertake to indicate, within two years of this
Protocol coming into effect, the types of biotopes
requiring the adopting of measures in accordance
with paragraph 1.

Article 14 Protection of the species

1. The Contracting Parties undertake to pursue
the measures appropriate for preserving the
indigenous animal and plant species with their
specific diversity and in sufficient populations,
particularly ensuring that they have sufficiently
large habitats.

2. For preparing the valid lists for the entire Alpine
territory, the Contracting Parties shall indicate,
within two years from this Protocol coming into
effect, the species that require special protection
measures since they are specifically threatened.

Source: (Alpine Convention 1991)
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CRITERIA

FOR THE
EVALUATION OF
THE EFFECTIVE
CONSERVATION
OF ECOSYSTEMS
AND HABITATS

This chapter will describe and define the relevant criteria
for biodiversity conservation and ecological connectivity
within the Alpine protected area system. Furthermore,
the status quo regarding these criteria in the respective
countries and protected area categories will be assessed,
and the resulting gaps within the Alpine protected area
network will be detailed. An analysis and conclusions will
be provided in the following chapters.

Although nearly 30% of the area of the Alpine Convention
is covered by some form of protected area, conversely,
about 70% has no specific territorial status for any sort
of development adapted to the Alpine environment.
Furthermore, only few of the protected areas benefit from
strong protection status according to our definition (National
Parks, nature reserves, nature parks with important nature
protection rules). While large amounts of the surface
areas indicated as “protected areas” feature restrictions
on development of infrastructure and economic, leisure
or touristic activities, these regulatory measures are often
inadequate to prevent habitat destruction and the decline
of biodiversity.

Go to section: E E E E E E E IE

Indeed, a significant proportion of protected areas don’t
have effective biodiversity conservation measures being
implemented on the ground.

Employing methodology described in chapter D.1.2,
we identified several criteria to inform the gap analysis
for protected area categories in the Alps. These criteria
are divided into two general categories, in line with the
potential gaps: 1) representation and ecological gaps on
one side and 2) management gaps on the other side,
namely ecosystem/ecological criteria and protected area
management criteria. The following subchapters will
describe those in detail.

There is no general definition of the terms “strong”
or “strict” protection status of protected areas.

In order to provide a working definition that is
simultaneously time sensitive and meaningful, we
propose the following.

Strictly protected areas in the Alps are considered:

Wilderness zones

o Core zones of National Parks

Nature reserves

Nature parks if relevant regulations towards
protection of biodiversity (e.g., in Italy)

Core Zones of UNESCO Biosphere reserves

“A protected area under strong protection is
defined as a natural space in which the main
pressures generated by human activities on

the ecological environment are significantly
reduced, in a sustainable manner, thanks to the
implementation of appropriate regulations and/or
management, combined with effective control of
the activities concerned”.

French Strategy for protected areas
(translated by the authors)




REPRESENTATION AND
ECOLOGICAL CRITERIA
THROUGH THE PRISM
OF THEIR SPATIAL
DISTRIBUTION

Several criteria responding to biological needs of species
and habitats are of interest for our analysis of gaps in the
protected area network in the Alps. We compiled a set
that we consider essential for biodiversity and habitat
protection in the long-term: process protection, size
of protected areas, elevation coverage, and habitat
coverage. \We describe their importance and analyse the
respective gaps in the following sub chapters. Certain
aspects of the respective criteria overlap with others, as
they all relate to the interconnected natural environment.
We will therefore refer to these overlaps where necessary
for the analysis, but still consider it important to single out
each of these four criteria for clarity and methodological
practicability.

Before doing so, we would like to underline the fact that
the availability of data on spatial distribution of flora and
fauna and their respective habitats for the Alpine arc, is, on
the whole, insufficient. To conduct our analysis in the ideal
manner those data gaps would need to be closed, but
this is a long-term goal which would require an enormous
effort by the Alpine countries and their respective
research programs'. The problem is recognised and
requires practitioners, decision-makers, scientists, and
everybody else relying on such data to find alternatives
and workarounds.

“Information on Alpine protected areas often does
not meet the requirements of decision-makers,

as large-scale, systematic surveys over longer
periods of time with comparable results are only
available in exceptional cases”.

(Gallaun et al. 2005, p. 5, translated from German)
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The fundamental problem that comes with this data
gap, is that it is not generally possible to cut or overlay
habitats and species distribution areas with protected
area boundaries. There are only habitat mappings for a
few species at different spatial levels that can in turn, be
blended within GIS defined protected area boundaries.
This lack of data concerns especially the analysis of
habitat coverage in chapter D.3.1.4, as it relies most on
such data. The other three analyses are far less affected,
as other variables are at the base of their assessment.

Several systems of classification of areas with outstanding
values in terms of biodiversity conservation exist and
are considered in this analysis. Notwithstanding the
aforementioned data gaps, we sourced as many relevant
data sets as possible on species distribution and included
those in our analyses as already mentioned on page 106.

PROCESS PROTECTION

Process protection is a very important part of the efforts
towards habitat and biodiversity conservation. Process
conservation can only occur in areas where human impact
is (nearly) absent, and natural processes can develop
without human interference. Those areas have a high
value for biodiversity conservation and “can significantly
contribute to halting the loss of biodiversity”
(Kuiters et al. 2013, p. 7). According to Jedicke (1998),
two prerequisites are necessary for the integration of
conservation processes into conservation strategies:
sufficient size and prohibition of human impact.

“Natural forest ecosystems are also home to
significantly more endangered species, including
jungle relics that rely heavily on a long habitat
tradition and often require large amounts of high-
quality deadwood. Some types, such as the pore
fungus Antrodiella citrinella only occur in habitats
with a dead wood volume of approx. 140 m®

per hectare. Such large amounts of deadwood
can only develop in protected areas in which
large-scale natural disturbances are permitted”.

(Braunisch 2015, translated from German)

T A global approach is supported by several of the world’s leading IT-companies to provide global data on biodiversity:
https://www.greenbiz.com/article/microsoft-building-planetary-computer-protect-biodiversity.
This might be an interesting avenue to pursue in the future and could contribute to knowledge generation and management and thus finally to

biodiversity conservation.
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Generally, it can be stated that these conditions only exist
in areas that are denominated as “strict nature reserves”,
“wilderness areas” (IUCN category la/b) or in core zones of
National Parks (IUCN category Il)'. Therefore, it is important
to have a common understanding of what defines both:
process protection and wilderness areas. On global
and European levels there are several definitions, but, in
general, they share a common basis of understanding.
Below, we give a brief overview of several relevant and
representative definitions.

Figure 11: Wild Europe Definition of Wilderness Areas

“A wilderness is an area governed by natural
processes. It is composed of native habitats

and species, and large enough for the effective
ecological functioning of natural processes. It is
unmodified or only slightly modified and without
intrusive or extractive human activity, settlements,
infrastructure, or visual disturbance”.

Source: (Wild Europe 2013, p. 10)

According to the 75% rule of IUCN (see chapter D.2.3),
process conservation must be enabled on at least 75% of
category |l protected areas (usually National Parks). Within
these areas, wilderness should be allowed in areas with
the highest degree of naturalness (Nationalparks Austria
2018). Ideally, a time frame of 10 or, if necessary, 30 years
is given to the National Parks in order to reach that goal.

This Wild Europe definition of wilderness “builds on the
existing IUCN Category Ib classification, adapting it to
a European context”. It is widely accepted and used
by government bodies and conservation organisation
throughout Europe (e.g., Austrian National Parks
Association, the German Federal government, the IUCN
France National Committee, the European Wilderness
Society).

Table 13: Size Definition for Wilderness Area Zones

Core zone Buffer zone

Minimum 3,000 ha is compulsory to gain a wil-
derness label, with an objective of 10,000 ha as
an aspiration to be achieved wherever possible
within a stated timescale. The area should be
compact. Could have two or more cores if linked
and with a plan for full amalgamation
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In the quest to define a minimum size for wilderness areas
that allows for natural processes to evolve, several factors
have been integrated that go well beyond the simple
and unique definition of the absolute size. The integrity
of ecological processes differs between distinct habitats
and ecosystem types. A forest ecosystem might need
more surface than a wetland. Furthermore, zoning is an
important factor to consider. If a buffer and/or transition
zone is lacking, the actual size of the core zone of a
wilderness area needs to be bigger than if these outer
zones are appropriately sized, located and managed.
Regarding the size, it is difficult to determine a standard
minimum size as it really depends on the actual processes
to be protected.

Nevertheless, there is a broad agreement that the
absolute minimum size should be 1,000 ha Wilderness
areas should “be of sufficient size to protect biodiversity; to
maintain ecological processes and ecosystem services; to
maintain ecological refugia; to buffer against the impacts of
climate change; and to maintain evolutionary processes”.
(Dudley 2013, p. 15)

The general recommendations are, nevertheless, more
ambitious and state that a wilderness zone with a buffer
zone in place should have a minimum size of 3,000 ha, and
one without a buffer zone should cover 8,000 ha. Ideally,
the long-term goal should be a minimum size of 10,000 ha.
(Wild Europe 2013)

In summary, a common delineation of a minimum size of
wilderness zones does not exist. Instead, the definition
depends on the ecosystems, and the EU states that
“Scale: Some Member States define the minimum size of
strictly protected areas, ...but most do not...Furthermore,
the required size is relative, as the quality of the larger
surrounding landscape must also be considered”.
(European Union 2013, p. 15-17)

Transition zone

Minimum size for total core plus buffer zones
should aim to be not less than 8000 ha. If
the core exceeds 8,000 hectares, the buffer
is not needed. Ideally the combined core+
buffer zone area should be large enough to
allow expansion of the core zone to an aspi-
ration objective of at least 10,000 hectares

No minimum size but should aim to be at
least a quarter of the total core/buffer/transi-
tion zone area. This zone is not ‘compulsory’,
but highly recommended.

Source: (Wild Europe 2013, p. 8)

' For improved readability we will refer to these areas as wilderness areas in the following text.



Concerning the human activities taking place in wilderness
areas, the Wilderness Society cites from the European
Wilderness Quality Standard and Audit System and spells
out the following activities that are banned from wilderness
areas':

o No Human extraction

e No hunting

e No logging

e No mineral collections

e No mining

e No deadwood collection

o No Human intervention

e No disease or alien species control
e No restoration measures

e Open ended undefined natural dynamic processes

The EU supports this definition and additionally gives some
idea on the minimum size of wilderness areas in the following
paragraph:

“Through certain management measures, wild areas can
often be developed to wilderness, for instance by removing
all forms of human interference and/or by interconnecting
fragmented wild zones in an area by removal or bridging
of ecological barriers. A minimum of 10,000 hectares
for the core zone seems ecologically reasonable,
allowing the effective ecological functioning of natural
processes. The minimum size, however, will be dependent
on ecosystem types Involved and local geography”.
(Kuiters et al. 2013, p. 9)

Considering the described understanding of process
protection and strict conservation measures, there are
several general observations regarding the gaps in the Alpine
protected area network. An observation that has already
been made (Broggi et al. 1999) over the past 20 years is
that most of the strictly protected areas are located at high
elevations. The reasons for this are summed up most simply
by saying the opportunity costs are lower an higher altitudes
where competition for land-use is less (Broggi et al. 1999).
On the other end of the altitude range, especially in low
lying valleys, there are no large-scale protected areas with
strict protection regulations throughout the Alps. At altitudes
between 500m and 1,500m, there are very few protected
areas covered by strict conservation measures.

This means that only a subset of these natural processes is
covered through the network of Alpine protected areas. The
most striking example are the natural processes of rivers,
which are in mostly absent in the Alps. Even 30 years ago, as
little as 10% of the Alpine rivers were in a (near) natural state.

" https://wilderness-society.org/european-wilderness-definition/
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Table 14: Surface km? by Altitudinal Segments Alpine
Protected Areas and Strong Protected Areas

Surface Km?

Surface Km?

Alpine Protected Strong
Areas protection
Under 1,000 17,916 2,082
1,000 and 1,500 11,093 3,435
1,500 and 2,000 9,550 4,776
2,000 and 2,500 8,778 4,582
2,500 and 3,000 5,535 2,851
Over 3,000 1,484 698
Total 54,356 18,425

Figure 12: Distribution of Alpine Protected Areas and
Strong Protected Areas by Altitudinal Segments

DISTRIBUTION BY ALTITUDINAL
SEGMENTS
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Thus, the riverine biotic and abiotic natural processes are
thus largely disturbed in the Alps. Since the Alpine valleys
are not covered by strict conservation measures, the
natural processes of riverine ecosystems, like meandering,
can be classified as a gap in the Alpine protected
area network. Furthermore, the natural processes in
connection with wetlands, bogs and aquatic systems
are all underrepresented within the network of Alpine
protected areas.

Another ecosystemm whose natural processes are
inadequately conserved through protected areas are
forests. Forest ecosystems need quite large areas for their
inherent natural processes to develop freely. Whereas
some of the coniferous forests are covered through strict,
large-scale conservation measures, most deciduous
forests are not. This is the second main gap in the Alpine
protected area network regarding process protection.
Generally speaking, natural processes that require large
areas are not given the space they would need, and so
large-scale ecological processes are thus often disturbed
and cannot develop the necessary basis for efficient
habitat and biodiversity protection.
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Map 20: Forest Categories in the EUSALP Space
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Table 15: Accumulated Forest Size Categories Within the “A ‘wilderness map’ for Europe has been published by EEA
EUSALP Perimeter (2010). This map was based on the work of the University
of Leeds and used a set of criteria linked to remoteness
Forest Total area W“ri"t 4 Protected and naturalness. The maps show that the highest values
q
category (km?) :r:afc c (%) of wilderness index may be found in the Boreal and
Alpine regions, and to some extent in the Mediterranean
Broad-leaved 5 , .
F— 51,043 14,243 27.9% region. Smaller and more isolated areas may also occur
: in other areas of Europe”. (European Union 2013, p. 17,
CORICIORs 72,189 22,758 31.5% pe’- (Europ p-17)
forest
Mixed forest 40,753 12,700 31.2% Table 16: Distribution of the IUCN Categories la, Ib and Il
Within the Perimeter of the Alpine Convention Based on
*The forest surface inside a nationally designated area the World Database on Protected Areas

inside the EUSALP perimeter

% Distribution of each category within the
total surface covered by la, Ib and Il

IUCN Category

The size of wilderness areas across the Alpine arc are & 6.6%

very small. The Map 21 gives an overview and shows the Ib 2.1%

distribution of these areas concerning mainly the core zones I 94.9%

of IUCN category Il (National Parks) and category la/b

protected areas. They demonstrate that current protection of “The result corresponds to the proportion between the
natural processes is unsatisfactory, even though, compared surface of the category over the total surface covered by
to many other areas in Europe, the presence of wilderness the three selected categories, as there is overlay between
areas in the Alps is relatively high. the categories, the aggregation of the three proportion

will exceed 100%


https://www.eea.europa.eu/data-and-maps/figures/wilderness-quality-index

Map 21: Distribution of IUCN Categories la, Ib and Il
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The tables below show that the percentage of surface
covered by strong protections measures within the
Alpine Convention perimeter is rather small. The number
of category la/b protected areas with a surface of over
3,000 ha' is particularly limited, as only six protected areas
fall into this class, covering around 39,000 ha or 0.4% of
the Alpine Convention. If we consider the core zones of the
existing IUCN category Il areas, there are an additional 12
protected areas (Alpine National Parks) to include, which
cover a significantly larger area. It is important to recognise
that process protection is not guaranteed on all the surface
of these areas. Nevertheless, if we consider the core areas
of the alpine National Parks with the goal of 75% of their
total territory which is currently not always achieved, we
could conclude on an additional surface where natural
processes can take place of around 820,000 hectares (if
all National Parks will achieve this IUCN rule within the next
decade). This would mean that between 4.2 and 4.3%
of the alpine territory according to the Alpine Convention
perimeter could be considered as strong protected areas.

Note: This map makes no claim to be exhaustive.
March 2023

Table 17: Accumulated Size of the IUCN Categories la,
Ib, II, lll, and a Selection of IV Within the Perimeter of
the Alpine Convention Based on the World Database on
Protected Areas

IUCN Category Surface Km? :;oo'::,‘;i:ﬁon
la 514 0.3%

Ib 164 0.1%

Il 7,526 3.9%

i 139 0.1%

Y, 12,046 6.3%
Weighted surface

according to over- 19,900 10.4%

laps (redundancies
between PAs)*

IUCN protected areas categories with the strongest protection

' Please see the descriptions and definitions given above and especially in Table 13 for the recommended minimum size of wild areas.
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In a more detailed analysis of the surfaces covered by
each category, the number of protected areas under the
IUCN category IV is greater and much more variated on
the subcategories (at least 26). Followed by the areas
categorized as la and at least 1/3 of the surface covered
by this category is explained by the presence of the Swiss
National Park and as shown on Table 18, most of the
areas under this category present a surface under 100 ha.

The areas under the IUCN category Ib have the lowest
number and the smallest surface covered among the
selected categories, these areas are located in Slovenia,
Liechtenstein and Austria.

The National Parks under category Il have the largest
coverage among the selection, the representativity of
core zones of National Parks compared with the surface
of the perimeter of protection of the Alpine Convention
allows to evidence the importance of the instauration of
large protected areas that even being less numerous are
essential for ecological continuity.

Map 22: Comparison ALPARC/ IUCN Selected Categories

: 11
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Table 18: Surface Partition of IUCN Categories la, Ib, I,
I, and IV Protected Areas Within the Perimeter of the
Alpine Convention Based on the World Database on
Protected Areas

IUCN Al Surface SITEEE SILIEED
Catego categories <=100Ha 199~ =LY
gory 9 = 10.000Ha  Ha

la 434 394 39 1
b 30 18 12

Il 12 12
I 260 234 26

I\ 4,564 4,128 412 24
Total la/

Ib, 11, 1l 5,300 4,774 489 37
and IV

A comparison between the coverage of the ALPARC
strong protection selection (Italian Nature / Regional park,
Nature reserves and National Parks) and the selection of
the IUCN categories (la/lb, II, Il and V) allow to evidence
the similarities of both concepts in most of the categories,
the differences are explained on one hand of the selection

IUCN Cat ies I Overlay IUCN Categories /
la i ALPARC Categories

— [ strong protected areas
" [J Alpine Convention

A (alparc

Sources: Data from different national and regional authorities and protected
area managements for delimitations of Alpine protected areas; Permanent
_ Secretariat of the Alpine Convention for the Alpine Convention perimeter;
~ OEuroGeographics EuroGlobalMap opendata (Original product is freely
available) for rivers, lakes, built-up areas and localities; ©EuroGeographics for
the administrative boundaries. UNEP-WCMC and IUCN (2020), Protected
50km . Planet:The World Database on Protected Areas (WDPA), Cambridge, UK: UNEP-
WCMC and IUCN. Available at: www.protectedplanet.net. Basemap: ESRI.
Note: This map makes no claim to be exhaustive.
March 2023



of the Italian Nature / Regional parks which includes some
of the spaces classified under the category IV in Italy but
excludes some spaces from this category located inside
regional parks from other countries, on the other hand, the
differentiation is related with some of the subcategories
included on the IUCN - IV Habitat/Species Management
Area, specifically the Hunting Reserves (National and
Federal) and the Rest areas that are not compatible with
the three categories included in the ALPARC concept.

Table 19: Comparison ALPARC/ IUCN Selected
Categories

IUCN ALPARC

Surface Surface S:::::gte d
IUCN Category Kmzinside Kmzinside P o
AC AC’ areas Km
inside AC
la 514 514
Ib 164 164
I 7,526 7,526
I 139 139
vV 12,046 9,313
Weighted surface
according to over- g g, 17,736 18,425
laps (redundancies
between PAs)*
Coverage over CA  10.4% 9.3% 9.7%

According to the definition in the German National
Biodiversity Strategy - to take a concrete example of
strategies of strong protected areas - wilderness zones
should comprise at least 1,000 ha in mountain regions,
preferably 3,000 ha. After 10 years, 30 years in exceptional
cases, there should be no further human interference with
natural processes. This time span is considered necessary
to bring the ecosystems to a good starting point to allow for
natural processes to develop appropriately. The definition is
aligned with [IUCN category Ib and the definition of the Wild
Europe Initiative as described above. Most of Germany’s
wilderness areas are found within National Parks or other
protected areas.

“Irrespective of this, all core zones of National Parks and
large, contiguous core zones of biosphere reserves are
classified as wilderness areas within the meaning of the
NBS [National Biodiversity Strategy]. Particularly large
wilderness areas in the sense of “wilderness areas” should
not fall below the size of 3,000 ha recommended by the
Wild Europe Initiative”.

Translated by the author (BfN 2018)
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“Wilderness areas in the sense of the NBS are sufficiently
large, (predominantly) non-fragmented areas free of
intrusive or extractive human activity. They serve to
permanently provide for the ecological functioning of
natural processes without human interference”.

(Finck et al. 2013, p. 343)

Across the Alps, there are several national strategies for
wilderness areas as listed below.

e Austria and Germany: 2% national target in their
National Biodiversity Strategies. Germany also has a
5% forest wilderness target.

e France: in 2012 a specialist Wilderness Group
was established, within the IUCN National
Committee, to assess potential for a wilderness
strategy. The national strategy for protected areas
2030 establishes a target of 10% of the territory
under a strong protection category? “(nature
reserves, National Park core areas, biological
reserves, areas under protection orders)” by 2022.
(Ministere de la Transition écologique 2021)

1 The Hunting reserves (National and Federal) and the Rest areas are not
comparable with the Strong Protected Areas categories of the ALPARC
database and other protection designations included on the IUCN
category IV. In order to ensure consistency with our concept of Strong
Protection for the Alps, we will exclude the categories mentioned in the
analyses elaborated in chapter 4 where the IUCN category IV is included.

2 https://www.ecologie.gouv.fr/sites/default/files/DP_Biotope_Ministere_
strat-aires-protegees_210111_5_GSA.pdf




130

SIZE OF THE PROTECTED
AREAS

The size of protected areas plays an important role in the
protection of habitats, ecosystems, ecological processes,
and thus biodiversity. In general, the larger the area, the
higher the number of species and individuals and of
natural processes taking place. The smaller the area, the
bigger the risk of impact from negative external influences,
including insular phenomena that undermine genetic
exchange. In the long run, species protection will be
undermined by inadequate, unconnected protected areas
for many animal and plant species (Broggi et al. 1999, p.
80-81). It is also important to establish buffer zones to
reduce the boundary effects and to form bridgeheads for
migration corridors and ecological connectivity.

Natural processes are particularly dependent on sufficient
size of the PAs on order to function properly. If the size
is too small, there is also the danger that settlements,
infrastructure or other anthropogenic facilities will be
damaged if the processes are allowed to run free (erosion,
landslides, pest infestation, etc.). For existing internationally
proposed standards and more detailed analysis of the
relation between the size of protected areas and natural
processes please refer to the previous chapter D.3.1.1.

The size of a given protected area should always be seen
relative to the habitats, ecosystems, or species to be
protected. Whereas there are no general standards for
absolute size, the minimal territorial requirements for many
species are known. For example, the lynx needs between
10,000 to 45,000 ha and a pair of golden eagles 2,000 to
10,000 ha (Haller 1991).

It is also important to underline the fact that the size of
a protected area must always be seen in relation to its
connections with other natural spaces. To a certain extent,
it can be stated that no matter how large a protected area
is, as an island it will not be able to meet all needs for all
species or for genetic exchange. Therefore, connectivity
and the state of the adjacent lands play an important role
in relation to protected area size.

Large, protected areas can thus be considered the
centrepieces for conservation, and, for those with strict
conservation regulations, places where natural processes
can freely develop and where many species can find a
safe haven to live, breed and reproduce. Nevertheless,
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small and very small protected areas (as well as other
effective area-based conservation measures and Green
Infrastructure) play an important role in ecological
connectivity. They can ensure stepping-stones to create
a network that links the larger areas and thereby provides
a significant contribution to the preservation of biodiversity
and habitats. We will not go further into details here as the
whole chapter 3 is dedicated to this topic.

In the Alps, it is important to understand that there is high
pressure from competing land-uses on the protected area
system. It is, therefore, difficult to establish or significantly
extend large-scale protected areas. This results in gaps
within the network of Alpine protected areas related to their
size. On the whole, especially at lower altitudes and in the
valleys, the protected areas size tend to be rather small.
Additionally, the strictness of the conservation measures
tends to be less in these areas. The reduced size is due to
two main factors:

1. The presence of human infrastructure for housing,
industrial use and transport reduces the available
space for protected areas.

2. The same is true for agricultural lands, which are
predominantly concentrated in the flat valleys. More
details on the elevation distribution of protected areas
will be given in the next subchapter.

Regarding the distribution of large protected areas with
strict conservation regimes, the western Alps are better
covered than the rest. The three French National Parks
(together covering 2,137 km?) and the Italian Gran
Paradiso National Park (710 km?) cover a large part of
the western Alps. In the central Alps, the only large-scale
area with strict conservation measures is the complex
of Stelvio/Stilfersjoch National Park (the second largest
National Park in the Alps with 1,301 km? and the
Swiss National Park (171 km?2), which shares the north-
western or south-eastern boundary. Triglav National Park
(652 km?) in Slovenia represents the largest of its kind in
the eastern Alps with a compact shape. Hohe Tauern
National Park is one of the largest in the Alps with nearly
1,856 km? (Nationalpark Hohe Tauern 2019), but its shape
is rather segmented and, in some parts, fragmented. The
northern Alps are particularly lacking in National Parks with
only three small areas, Berchtesgaden National Park in
Germany (210 km?), Kalkalpen National Park (208 km?2) and
Geséuse National Park (110 km?) in Austria. In conclusion,
the protection of important habitats and processes that
depend on sufficiently large areas is in jeopardy.



ELEVATION COVERAGE

One of the most critical points for the gap analysis is the
protected area coverage of the different altitude levels in the
Alps discussed in the two previous subchapters, because
both process protection and the size of protected areas
are strongly correlated to altitude levels. Some further
description and analysis are, nonetheless, necessary. In
general, the higher the altitude the higher the percentage
of stricter conservation regulations. At lower altitudes, the
coverage of protected areas is generally less, and these
protected areas are subject to less stringent conservation
regulations, such as (regional) nature parks (equivalent to
IUCN category V)'. If we talk about higher altitudes, the
reference in the literature is often set at 1,500 m a.s.l. The
coverage of National Parks is significantly higher above
2,000 m. For most protected area categories, it has
been shown that the altitudes above 1,500 m are well
represented while the areas below are underrepresented.
At this altitude, the habitats are already very limited and
are composed mostly of Alpine meadows or rocky areas
bare of significant vegetation cover.

The most obvious reason behind the described distribution
of protected areas is the simple fact that most human
activities, including living, transportation, agriculture and
industry and the related infrastructure, are concentrated
at the lower altitudes and especially in the Alpine valleys.
The unequal distribution of protected areas and the fact
that protected areas are more likely to be established in
certain kind of areas than others is not specific to the
Alps but is a phenomenon that can be observed on a
global scale. “Indeed, in general, terrestrial protected
areas have tended historically to be biased toward higher
elevations, steeper slopes, and lands of lower productivity,
lower economic worth, and low human density e.g.
(Armesto et al. 1998), (Cantu et al. 2004), and toward
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boundaries between geopolitical units (increasingly
providing the basis for transboundary or transfrontier
protected areas). Recent and proposed additions may
often lessen such biases, but they nonetheless remain”.
(Gaston et al. 2008)

The uneven distribution of the protected areas is
problematic as the representation of the different altitude
levels would be crucial for inclusion of the habit range of
many species, especially regarding seasonal movement
patterns. The altitude plays a special role for the habitats in
the Alps as it has a fundamental influence on all ecological
processes via the climatic gradient.

It is, nevertheless, important to note that, at the same
altitude, mesoclimatic conditions and consequently
floristic and faunistic habitats vary significantly throughout
the Alps. There are important differences according to the
different zones of the Alps: north, south, east, west, central,
marginal, exposure, etc. An emblematic representation
of these differences is the climatic timberline, which
fluctuates between 1,800 m and 2,400 m a.s.l. Generally,
one can distinguish three basic categories of the Alpine
environment: the linear structures of the valleys, the
forest belt and the insular structures of the high-Alpine
ecosystems. Overall, one can distinguish six levels of
vegetation: colline, montane, sub-alpine, alpine, sub-nival,
and nival. These levels have clear definitions and can
usually be easily recognised in the landscape by the
presence or absence of certain tree species or trees in
general (Broggi et al. 1999, p. 69-77; Batzing 2005). These
spatial differences must be considered when evaluating
protected area coverage.

The coverage of lower altitudes with protected areas of
less strict protection is generally more important. The fact
that the protection status is less strict leads to reduced or
ineffective protection of biodiversity. This is especially true
for the regional parks and protected landscapes without
a clear nature protection mission and without a specific
regulation towards this objective.

' This phenomenon is also observed in other world regions (e.g., UNEP-WCMW 2005, p. 43-44).
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HABITAT COVERAGE

Habitat coverage of protected areas is a fundamental
prerequisite for species and ecosystem protection. It is
important that the spatial habitat coverage of the protected
area system be fairly extensive to assure long-term
conservation goals.

One problem with the analysis of habitat coverage of protected
areas is the availability of data as described at the beginning
of this chapter. There is no Alpine-wide, comprehensive
system of habitat mapping. The lists foreseen in the Alpine
Convention, providing information on critical species and
habitats, have not yet been submitted by the contracting
parties' We did not address certain existing concepts, such
as the target species concept, because there is too much
inconsistency in the choice of the target species and the
availability of relevant data (Laubhann et al. 2010).

Therefore, it was decided to base the analysis of habitats on
land use and landcover data. This includes the major habitat
classes in the Alps or, more generally, in mountainous regions.
The table below shows the identified habitat types as well as
their area coverage in general and in protected areas.

Table 20: Habitat Types and their Distribution in the
Alpine Arc

Within

Habitat type '(I;g::a;)area protected :Z;:;tected
area

Snow, ice and rock 29,747 15,572 52%

Alpine and meadows 18,236 7172 39%

Conifer forests 42,719 11,757 28%

Broadleaf forests 12,973 4,990 38%

Steppe and scrub 13,433 5,839 43%

Freshwater 1,140 407 36%

Wetlands 238 101 42%

Cultivated and

artificial habitats 33,935 8,012 24%

(incl. agricultural land)

Mixed forest* 20,440 6,444 32%

“The mixed forest category is an additional category to
the referenced habitat types categories.

Source: Habitat types have been taken from (Broggi et al.
1999, p. 69-77; Bétzing 2005), the calculation is based
on Copernicus Landcover data.
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Habitats rely in many ways on the factors discussed in the
previous subchapters; they depend on functioning natural
processes, which, in turn, depend on adequate undisturbed
surface and the inclusion of all necessary altitude levels.

We used a range of datasets for habitat coverage for single
species (conservation targets) and onan aggregated level. The
former was identified through a scientifically sound selection
process mainly ensured by the project ECONNECT? (2011).
The latter comprise aggregated data from multiple sources,
compiled by international organisations and institutions,
identifying areas of elevated importance for biological
conservation. Those include (as mentioned before):

Key Biodiversity Areas

Important Bird Areas
IUCN Red List of threatened species
Corine Landcover Data

The data from the IUCN Red List of threatened species for
the Alps is far from exhaustive. We examined the species
of vertebrates and amphibians. Only a few species are
included that help to identify gaps in the coverage of their
habitats.

It was, nevertheless, possible to identify several larger
habitat types that are not sufficiently represented or
protected through the existing network of Alpine protected
areas. Here again, this stems from the combination of the
geographical and altitudinal distribution of protected areas
and the grade of conservation regulations defining the
different protected area categories.

The habitat types less well covered by protected areas
or any kind of management measures, which also lack
scientific research and knowledge, are to be found in the
lower altitudes of the Alpine arc. These include wetlands,
bogs, and aquatic systems, but also certain types of forest
ecosystems, mainly those dominated by deciduous tree
species. The reasons probably relate to their proximity
to settlements and infrastructure. For some of these
“low land areas” of the Alps. there may be compelling
reasons safeguard ecological and nature protection in
the future in order to ensure ecological processes and
a sufficiently diverse habitat mosaic of Alpine nature.
Previously abandoned areas of the Alps that are no longer
economically interesting for human activities may provide
an opportunity in this regard.

1 Article 14(2) of the Alpine Convention: “Within two years of the entry
into force of this Protocol, the Contracting Parties shall designate for the
establishment of Alpine lists those species for which special protective
measures are necessary because of their specific risk”.

2 http://www.econnectproject.eu/cms/
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PROTECTED AREA
MANAGEMENT
CRITERIA

Protected area objectives and the level of protected area
management are fundamental factors for the conservation
of functioning ecosystems. An adapted management of
protected areas is crucial for biodiversity and ecological
processes.

Having presented and analysed the biological criteria of
the Alpine protected areas in the previous chapters, we
now analyse the protected area management criteria of the
network. This chapter will divide management into several
sub-topics which will be then analysed as described in
chapter D.1.2.2 on the methodology.

“The other set of information needed to carry

out the gap analysis is the current extent and
location of protected areas. Ideally, three pieces of
information are helpful:

Distribution: the existence of a protected area
network (ideally maps of the location, area and
boundaries of all protected areas, including
federal, state, municipal and private protected
areas).

Protection status: the management objectives
of these areas as indicated by the IUCN
management categories.

Management effectiveness status: the
effectiveness of management of protected areas”.

(Dudley and Parrish 2006, p. 46)

“Within point 2 (protection status), three key issues
are crucial to evaluate:

o Management objectives
e (Governance regimes

e Management effectiveness and
performance”.

(Dudley and Parrish 2006, p. 48)
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Of the three pieces of information considered helpful to
analyse a gap analysis quoted in the table above, the first,
distribution, has already been dealt with in the previous
chapters on biological criteria. What interests us most
in this chapter is the second point, the protection status
linked to the management objectives. According to the
work of Dudley and Parrish (2006), there are three key
issues that need our attention to best capture existing
gaps in the network of Alpine protected areas: the
management objectives, the government regimes
and the management effectiveness and performance
of the protected area categories.

Therefore, our report uses these three key elements for
our analysis. We will also discuss the integration of the
different protected area categories into their surrounding
landscapes in terms of natural environment but, more
importantly, into the administrative and socio-economic
environment.

MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES

Management measures for a given area are usually directly
linked to the protected area category and the respective
management zones. Therefore, it is helpful to have clear
definitions of both, categories, and management zones.
Unfortunately, this is not always the case, and, even within
one country and within one protected area category, the
designation and management objectives for a given zone
can differ significantly (Gehrlein et al. 2015).

Throughout the Alps there are several categories whose
primary management objective is the conservation of
biodiversity and habitats. These include all areas listed
under IUCN categories la/b, Il and i, and other areas,
such as the core zones of the biosphere reserves or the
Natura 2000 sites!. All these types of protected areas
have a legal mandate and the related tools to enforce
conservation measures. This is a significant difference
to other types of protected areas. In protected areas of
IUCN categories la/b, the main management objective is
to allow for natural processes to take place over the entire
area. Other objectives, such as research or recreation
are complementary and subordinate objectives. This is
coherent across the Alpine arc.

When it comes to IUCN category Il, protected areas
(e.g., all National Parks except for the Swiss National
Park, which is part of IUCN category la) this objective

T Those areas are, in most cases, congruent with otherwise designated protected areas.



of natural processes remains the primary objective. But
two major differences exist in comparison with the la/b
protected areas. Firstly, the free development of natural
processes is allowed only on a certain percentage of the
area covered. Some of the National Parks have met the
IUCN recommendation of 75% of their area while others
are still on track to reach that minimal limit.

Secondly, other objectives are becoming increasingly
important. These include education, recreation and often
integration into the regional economy, mostly through
tourism and the promotion of regional artisanal products,
often linked to sustainable agriculture and extensive
livestock husbandry. These objectives are shared by all
National Parks even though their relative importance
varies between the different parks. Generally, these
objectives are becoming increasingly important to justify
the existence of the parks (“alibi function”). Conscientious
management of these activities is time-consuming, but
it helps to increase awareness about the importance,
the functioning, and the threats to biodiversity and initial
acceptance by the local population.

These protected areas (category la, Ib and ll) are thus the
most important and interesting for the actual protection of
biodiversity and habitats. And yet, the protected areas that
fall into these categories cover only a small percentage of
the Alpine territory. As shown in Table 17, no more than

Go to section: E E E E E E E IE

4.2% of the surface of the Alpine Convention is covered
with this kind of protected area. The most significant gap
that we could identify is that IUCN category la/b protected
areas are few and are seldom large enough to ensure the
viability of natural processes. Only six protected areas of
these categories are larger than 3,000 ha, and of these
only the Swiss National Park is larger than 10,000 ha. This
is partially made up by the figures on National Parks that
help to provide space for the free development of natural
processes.

In other protected areas, such as numerous regional parks
in the Alps, conservation of biodiversity and habitats is
only a secondary objective or at best on the same level
than other management goals. Sustainable regional
socio-economic development, often by means of touristic
development, is usually the main intention of these areas.
Thus, the parks are often seen and managed as an engine
for regional development. It is, nevertheless, important that
these areas are designated as protected areas and have a
higher consideration for conservation measures than areas
without any status. They must be seen as complementary
to the protected areas described above. Their objectives
do not include the protection of natural processes at large
scale, but usually include the “preservation of the natural
heritage” and cultural landscapes, which is a relatively
vague expression.
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GOVERNANCE REGIMES

Governance is a main factor influencing the efficiency and
effectiveness of protected area management and thus
the achievement of the set objectives. The choice of the
right governance regime determines, to a certain extent,
if biodiversity and habitats can be protected and if the
stakeholders are on board or if they choose to oppose
park management.

The governance types and thus the ownership of the
protected areas can be classified into four categories as
proposed by IUCN (see Figure 13 below).

Inclusive and participative governance structures are
important because they incorporate local authorities and
populations. This strengthens the acceptance of protected
areas and includes local knowledge. Nevertheless, the
design must be carefully chosen in order not to hinder
management processes through ineffective approaches
and tedious procedures (Simmen and Walter 2007).

While most of the protected areas considered in this
analysis are administered by government (and hence
belong to the first category in the table below), one major
issue regarding the governance structures of the Alpine
protected areas is the heterogeneity of protected area
classification and management structures as well as
the varied objectives. This makes it difficult to compare
protection measures and effectiveness on the Alpine
level and thus hinders the development of a coordinated
conservation approach (Broggi et al. 2017).

Nonetheless, it is important to consider all four forms of
governance to build a strong, representative, and resilient
protected area system. The integration of other governance
types can thus be considered a chance to improve the
general conservation effects of Alpine protected areas.

Figure 13: Governance Types According to [UCN

e (Governance by government (at various levels)

e Shared governance (i.e., governance by
various rightsholders and stakeholders
together)

o Governance by private individuals and
organisations

e Governance by indigenous peoples and/or
local communities

Source: (Borrini et al. 2013; Worboys et al. 2015, p. 180)
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In some countries, other governance regimes do exist and
include government owned land, private proprietorship,
and associations. Some parks are co-owned while others
are completely under one tenure. Shared ownership can
lead to conflicting interests between the parties, which
might turn into management problems and sub-ideal
conservation (BfN 2013, p. 31).

The concept of PA governance is evolving steadily, but
nevertheless lags behind the evolving social and ecological
realities. Jungmeier developed the concept of parks of a
third generation, parks 3.0 (Jungmeier 2014). For more
details on the differences between the three generations
of protected areas please refer to Table 31, p. 312.

“From the results, the author draws the conclusion
that PAs, stringently put into the context of sustainable
development, form a “third generation” of PAs. The most
important and distinctive elements of this new generation
are the new mechanisms of steering and governing, an
increasing number of scientific disciplines and a new
understanding of the socio-sphere in the eco-sphere.
The management has increased in complexity and thus
requires particular personal and technical competencies”.
(Jungmeier 2014)

The focus of protected area management appears to be
diffusing. While the actual aim of protecting biodiversity still
prevails, the socio-economic benefits and the positioning
of the protected areas as touristic destinations is gaining
ground and taking up evermore resources (money,
time, people, etc.) of the park management (Scheurer
2019). While it is generally a positive development, park
management must be careful not to overstretch the scarce
resources available.

In order to strengthen local populations’, share of
governance in protected areas including UNESCO
biosphere reserves, several procedures have been
developed may dating back to the 1980’s. While Alpine
National Parks allow participation of locals via formal
institutional bodies of the park, such as diverse “councils”
(scientific, planning, landowner etc.), other protected
areas, especially regional nature parks and sometimes
biosphere reserves, aim for greater involvement of local
populations. Sometimes this is accomplished by having
them participate during the establishment of the protected
area (France, Austria, Switzerland) and in some cases
even by letting the local population decide whether the
park should be created or not (Switzerland).

Increasingly, stronger governance of the common
territory and its resources is considered as a fundamental
in modern protected area management in the Alpine
arch. Nevertheless, it still depends on different political
systems (federal or central) in the Alpine states and the
understanding of local democracy and its consequences
in the management and conservation of biodiversity.



Figure 14: Reasons for the Importance of Governance

e Governance is the variable with greatest
potential to affect coverage. In many cases,
it is only by addressing issues of governance
that countries will be able to expand the
coverage of their protected areas and “other
effective area-based conservation measures”
to meet Aichi Biodiversity Target 11 of the
CBD Strategic Plan 2011-2020.

e Governance is a main factor in
determining the effectiveness and
efficiency of management. Because of this,
it is of great interest to governments, funding
agencies, regulatory bodies and society in
general.

e Governance is a determinant of
appropriateness and equity of decisions.
Improving governance can help to maximise
the ecological, social, economic and cultural
benefits of protected areas without incurring
unnecessary costs or causing harm.

e Governance can ensure that protected
areas are better embedded in society.
Governance arrangements that fit their
context nourish linkages to the wider
landscape/seascape and help to make
sure that protected areas are considered in
broader decision-making.

o CBD Parties have agreed to report about
governance of protected areas as part
of their obligations under the Convention
on Biological Diversity (CBD). Indeed, this
very document was requested by the CBD
Secretariat to help Parties monitor their own
progress.

e Governance can be improved and
provide precious help in facing ongoing
challenges and global change. Far from
being immutable, the institutions and
rules governing protected areas must be
dynamic and adaptive in response to existing
challenges and global change. Processes of
“adaptive governance” should be cautious
and well-informed, but also visionary. This is
what this document strives to promote.

Source: (Borrini et al. 2013)
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LEGAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE
FRAMEWORK

The legal and administrative frameworks for protected
areas differ substantially between the Alpine countries
and the respective protected area categories. As shown
in chapter 1, it is an enormous challenge to try to compare
them, and it is a daunting task to try to harmonise such
a diverse legal environment. The questions that are the
most relevant for our analysis are the legal provisions
for protected area management, including governance
regimes and its integration into other, more sectoral
policies with impact on land-use as well as the integration
of protected area management into administrative
procedures and implementation.

We take here only the example of some of the Alpine
National Parks. The situation of the legal and administrative
framework for regional parks and other protected areas
differ even more according to the Alpine countries. Please
refer to chapter 1 for a more substantial description of the
various situations.

One difference that impacts the legal provisions is the
level of governmental responsibility. In Austria, there is
no national legislation on protected area governance, but
the Federal States are in charge of providing the legal
framework. What exists on federal level is an umbrella
organisation called “National Parks Austria”. It provides
concepts fixing general principles for National Park
management on a national level: Austrian strategy for
National Parks 2020+, guiding principles on research and
hoofed game management, position papers on wilderness
and process protection, bark beetle management and on
National Parks and renewable energies.!

In France, there is a national law on protected areas, which
was comprehensively revised in 2006 and includes regulations
for National Parks and regional nature parks. There is also
a new strategy on French protected areas 2020-2030?2
that is taken into account in this report but which touches
more on the other topics of protected area management and
less on the legal and administrative framework. An important
element is that the park managers should be more involved
in other sectoral policies with an impact on land-use.

In terms of management planning a large variety of
approaches exists and these vary significantly between the
different types of protected areas and between countries.

" https://www.nationalparksaustria.at/de/pages/downloads-40.aspx#470
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National Parks often come with a general management
plan and/or with several more specific management plans,
e.g., for wildlife, monitoring or tourism management.
Nevertheless, not all Alpine National Parks have this kind of
documentation, as do French National Parks, for example,
which work on the basis of Chartas (Charte Ecrins NP).
These documents function similarly to management plans
and provide information on management activities and
restrictions of use in the respective zones. These plans
include the three zones of French National Parks: core
zone (le coeur du parc), accession zone (zone d’adhésion)
and wilderness areas (réserve intégrale) which may lay
within the core zone). (Guillebon 2016)

The legislation within the core zone is legally binding for this
sector, whereas the membership of the communes located
within the buffer zone is voluntary. Once a community has
officially signed the Charta, it automatically adheres to its
values, principles, orientations and can chose to commit
to contractual measures. The Charta is not legally binding
though. In certain aspects, the Charta goes beyond the
scope of management plans as it contains orientation
for sustainable development of the buffer zone, and thus
encourages sustainable forms of development beyond the
core zone of the park.

The basic idea is to create a more participative approach
to the management and governance of the National Parks
through contractual inclusion of diverse stakeholders. For
the communes, the agreement offers the advantages of
access to financial and technical assistance from the park
and to work on common projects between the park and
the other participation communes. The Charta is valid for
15 years, and, after 12 years, a consultative process of
revision is triggered the final three years.

“But the main part concerns the accession zone and
consists of guidelines and contractual measures. It is a
“field of possibilities” to which each municipality will be
able to contribute actively by choosing its priorities and
establishing a work programme with the Park. A sort of “a
la carte” charter”. (PN Vanoise)

One particularity of two of the Alpine National Parks, Hohe
Tauern (AT) and Stelvio (IT) National Parks, is that they are
spread over three provinces with separate management
authorities. While it is good to have the parks spread
across regional boundaries, it also entails challenges like
transboundary management across national borders.

Finally, one strength of the Alpine protected areas is
that they share a common framework that helps them
to foster cooperation across political and administrative
boundaries. (Vasilijevi¢ et al. 2015, p. 40)

2 Stratégie nationale pour les aires protégées 2030, January 2021 (https://www.ecologie.gouv.fr/sites/default/files/DP_Biotope_Ministere_strat-aires-

protegees_210111_5_GSA.pdf).


https://www.ecrins-parcnational.fr/sites/ecrins-parcnational.com/files/fiche_doc/9243/1901pneccharte-maj-versionweb1.pdf

Other forms of protected areas usually do not have
management plans in the strict sense of the term but
single legal arrangements or more general strategies.

FINANCIAL AND OTHER
RESOURCES

Financial and other resources are at the base of all
implementations of protected area management. These
other resources include, firstly, human resources, the
people working for the protected areas. This also
includes their training and continuous management.
Other resources encompass the material necessary for
daily work in the offices and in the field, time and money
for research activities, public relations, education, and
touristic development.

Concerning human resources, it is important to have a
motivated and well-trained staff. This is true for all jobs in
the parks, in the offices and in the field. In order to maintain
motivated staff, several aspects must be considered:

Appropriate salaries

Appreciation of their work

Possibilities to evolve within the park

Continuing training and capacity building

Appropriate equipment

Political support

“The capacity to manage is the product of
willingness, competence, skills, capability, and
adequate resources”. Qualified, competent,

and committed staff are central to the success
of protected areas. It is therefore not surprising
that strengthening the capacity of protected area
agencies and the individuals working in them has
become one of the priorities in the development
of PA systems over the last decade.

(Kopylova et al. 2011, p. 1)

The features listed above are essential for the staff to feel
motivated to fulfil their tasks. But even if not all items on that
‘wish-list’ can be always guaranteed to all staff members, it
is important to strive for this ideal. We will not go into details
for all the points as they are practically self-explanatory but
will pick a few to comment on in more detail.
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Providing staff with the possibilities to access continuing
training and capacity building has become an essential part
of protected area management. The specific needs for the
respective protected area categories must be considered.
The training should then be tailored to the identified and
anticipated needs. In the Alpine context, such capacity
building measures should be adapted to the specific natural
and cultural framework. The need for ongoing training
becomes ever more obvious with the growing spectrum
of tasks being attributed to protected area managers,
requiring interdisciplinary skills and knowledge not only
in natural and social science but also in management,
finance, tourism, etc. There is a direct correlation between
trained staff and management effectiveness (Don Carlos
et al. 2013).

It is also important that the protected areas have access
to adequate resources to fulfil their responsibilities. This
is relevant for both general categories of workplaces, in
the office and in the field. In the office of the 21t century,
[T-equipment probably holds highest prominence.
This includes soft- and hardware that is up to date and
adequate for management needs, especially regarding
data management. Data in protected areas often have a
spatial reference and are hence to be handled in GIS. It
is important to provide the staff with suitable computing
capacity to set up a functioning data management system,
including back-up systems and interconnectivity with other
protected areas on a national and potentially international
level.

In the field, the staff needs to be well equipped to
accomplish multiple tasks. Adapted clothing and gear are
necessary in order to collect data that feeds into the above-
mentioned databases. Infrastructure must be suitable for
mobility, data collection, monitoring and law enforcement.
Still, it must have the least intrusive impact possible on
biodiversity.

Generally, and according to various authors and experts,
underfunding and instability of financing are constant
variables in the management of protected areas
management. “Funds do not evolve over time and thus
do not consider rising costs, inflation etc. leaving the parks
with considerable gaps in financial resources”.

(Gehrlein et al. 2015, p. 17-20)

The issue of quantity and competence of staff, as well of
the length of employment and possible turnover rates are
directly linked to the management goals and missions.
Short term contracts do not lead to sustainable protected
area management where a territorial knowledge and a
social competence in the relation with local and regional
stakeholder is crucial.
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STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT
AND INTEGRATION INTO THE
WIDER (INSTITUTIONAL)
LANDSCAPE

Stakeholder involvement depends strongly on the type
of PA in question. One very basic distinction is whether
people live in a park or not. If there are people, they must
be integrated into management and decision-making
processes. The range of permitted activities within park
boundaries determines the scope and aim of stakeholder
involvement. But even if the people do not live in the park
but rather in adjacent areas, it remains important to assure
a certain level of participation to improve acceptance and
strengthen management effectiveness.

Participation in protected area management has become
a central part of modern approaches to conservation
(Worboys et al. 2015, p. 413-440). The level and scope
of the influence of the different stakeholders or the general
public can vary greatly and has to be well balanced in
order to obtain valuable input and to create ownership
without slowing or blocking the planning and management
processes. Participation often comes along with adaptive
management and can help integrating local knowledge
into the work of park managers. There is a wide range
of different methods and options for participation, and
park management must choose wisely in order to obtain
the best outcomes for a given goal. The basic guiding
questions while choosing an approach must be: who and
why, how and when.

MANAGEMENT MEASURES
AND EFFECTIVENESS

The management measures implemented aim to achieve
defined objectives. In the case of wilderness areas, where
natural processes run freely, this includes explicit non-
management. These activities are usually laid out in some kind
form of management document. Ideally, these documents
address the different challenges and stakes of the park and
the surrounding environments.

This includes participative approaches where the stakeholders
concerned are integrated into the planning process and

possibly even during implementation. Furthermore, the
management measures should be based on sound science.
There are multiple links and cooperation between protected
areas and research bodies, such as universities or others.
Besides the frequent regional cooperation, there are also a few
research institutions that strive to cover the whole Alpine arc’.

The management measures covering Alpine protected areas
vary by the type of protected area. The fields of management
can include: forestry, wildlife and hunting, water, education,
sustainable socio-economic development, research and local
development strategies and activities.

Several approaches for the evaluation of the effectiveness
of single measures or single protected areas exist, and
some have been mentioned in the beginning of this chapter.
Nevertheless, it is not the objective of this work to provide
exhaustive evaluations.

A central element is the cooperation of protected areas
with their surroundings, other protected areas of the region
or transboundary protected areas and the cooperation
within national and international networks. This level of
cooperation allows for better harmonisation of goals,
management procedures and effectiveness for a whole
region such as the Alps. This aspect is covered in the
following chapters of this work.

SUSTAINABLE REGIONAL
DEVELOPMENT / INTEGRATION
OF PROTECTED AREAS INTO
THE WIDER LANDSCAPE

As mentioned above, in this report, we cannot analyse gaps
in the protected area management regarding sustainable
regional development in detail. Yet it is important to analyse
the integration of the different protected area categories into
the wider landscape, landscape in the literal sense and in
the sense of administrative and socio-economic landscape.
Nowadays, all protected areas have relationships with
their surrounding communities and stakeholders; this
has become part of the standard modern management.
Some protected area categories go much further and have
regional incorporation deeply rooted in their management
and their objectives. Nevertheless, the aspect of regional
development and its contribution to a more sustainable
lifestyle as well possible improvements for the protection of
nature is not treated here.

1 International Scientific Committee on Research in the Alps http://iscar-alpineresearch.org/, Mountain Research Initiative (sustainable development)
https://mountainresearchinitiative.org/, Global Biodiver-sity Assessment (biodiversity) https://www.gmba.unibe.ch/
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ASSESSMENT OF GAPS IN THE
EXISTING NETWORK OF ALPINE

PROTECTED AREAS

In this part we will point out several aspects presented in
the previous chapters that are currently not sufficiently or
systematically integrated within the Alpine protected area
system or incorporated into the management of respective
protected area categories.

Example Germany:

“Despite the high proportion of large protected
areas in the area of Germany, the preservation

of biological diversity continues to be poor. This
is shown, among other things, by the Red Lists
of Biotope Types, Plants and Vertebrates. The
most important causes of this have been known
for a long time and include above all too intensive
agricultural and forestry use, drainage, excessive
pollutant and nutrient inputs, fragmentation of
valuable biotopes, soil sealing, raw material
extraction, water maintenance, abandonment of
extensive ecosystems, grassland upheaval, the
immigration of non-native species as well as non-
nature-friendly recreational and recreational use
(e.g., Glnther et al. 2005; Riecken et al. 2010)”.

(BFN 2010)

This statement probably is valid for all Alpine countries and
the Alps-wide situation of biodiversity too, related to the
Alpine environment and situation. Data on an Alps-wide
level are nevertheless difficult to obtain or are simply not
available.

Example Bavaria (D):

“In the current Bavarian Red Lists, 6,480 (40%)

of the assessed animal species (around 16,000
of the estimated 30 - 35,000 native species) are
listed as extinct, lost or threatened (Voith 2003).

A further 11% are about to be included in the Red
Lists. A similar picture emerges with the plants.
More than half of Bavaria’s vascular plants are
now part of the Red List. Only about a third are
still considered unendangered. 915 animal and
78 plant species are now listed as extinct or lost
(5.7% of all evaluated animal species and 3.5% of
all plant species)”.

(Bavarian State Government 2014, p. 36)




Notwithstanding all the efforts being made to stop or at
least slow down the loss of biodiversity on a global level,
it is widely accepted that we are currently experiencing
the sixth wave of mass extinction in world history. What
makes this phase different from the previous five is that it
is the impact of human activities is at the very base of it
(Ceballos et al. 2017). Global assessments assume that
about one million species are threatened with extinction
within the next decades if the current trends are not
fundamentally altered. (IPBES 2019)

The Alps are not excluded from this evolution, and it is
against this background that the gaps in the existing
network of protected areas in the Alps need to be analysed.

The elements covered by the assessment of gaps of the
Alpine protected area network in this work are comparable
with international standards and requests of current
intergovernmental cooperation structures and scientists
as underlined in the documents of IPBES!.
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Indeed, one of the outputs from a workshop of 50 of the
world’s leading biodiversity and climate experts of IPBES
and IPCC - the first ever collaboration between these two
intergovernmental bodies — concerns the contribution of
protected areas to limit the loss of biodiversity in the light
of climate change (see the box below).

According to the IUCN Red List, more than 30,000 of the
approximately 112,000 assessed species are threatened
with extinction, that is 41% of amphibians, 25% of
mammals, 34% of conifers and 14% of birds.

There is a mismatch between the species listed in the
Annexes of the EU Directives and the [IUCN Red List. A
relatively weak representation of globally endangered
species in the Annexes could result in an unfavourable
conservation status of these species and thus for the
achievement of the targets of the EU Biodiversity Strategy
2030. (Hermoso et al. 2019, p. 2)

' https://ipbes.net/sites/default/files/2021-06/20210606%20Media%20Release%20EMBARGO %203pm%20CEST %2010%20June.pdf.

“Enhancing and better targeting conservation actions,
coordinated with and supported by strong climate
adaptation and innovation. Protected areas currently
represent about 15% of land and 7.5% of the ocean.
Positive outcomes are expected from substantially
increasing intact and effectively protected areas.
Global estimates of exact requirements for effectively
protected and conserved areas to ensure a habitable
climate, self-sustaining biodiversity and a good
quality of life are not yet well established but range
from 30 to 50 percent of all ocean and land surface
areas. Options to improve the positive impacts of
protected areas include greater resourcing, better

management and enforcement, and improved
distribution with increased inter-connectivity between
these areas. Conservation measures beyond
protected areas are also spotlighted — including
migration corridors and planning for shifting climates,
as well as better integration of people with nature

to assure equity of access and use of nature’s
contributions to people”.

Workshop report “Tackling Biodiversity & Climate
Crises Together and Their Combined Social Impacts”.
(IPBES 2021)
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Figure 15: Overview on Current Global Extinction Risk
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Figure SPM '8 A substantial proportion of assessed species are threatened with extinction and
overall trends are deteriorating, with extinction rates increasing sharply in the
past century.

0 Percentage of species threatened with extinction in taxonomic groups that have been assessed comprehensively, or through a
‘sampled’ approach, or for which selected subsets have been assessed, by the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN)
Red List of Threatened Species. Groups are ordered according to the best estimate for the percentage of extant species considered
threatened (shown by the vertical blue lines), assuming that data deficient species are as threatened as non-data deficient species.
9 Extinctions since 1500 for vertebrate groups. Rates for reptiles and fishes have not been assessed for all species. 0 Red List
Index of species survival for taxonomic groups that have been assessed for the IUCN Red List at least twice. A value of 1 is equivalent
to all species being categorized as Least Concern; a value of zero is equivalent to all species being classified as Extinct. Data for all
panels derive from www.iucnredlist.org (see Chapter 3 Figure 3.4 and Chapter 2 Figure 2.7).

(Diaz et al. 2019)
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ASSESSMENT OF THE ALPINE PROTECTED AREA
NETWORK

The procedure for the assessment of the functionality
and efficiency of the Alpine protected areas network as a
whole is based on the metrics for Alpine Protected Area
Management Objectives in International Standards and
realised with the help of the criteria for the Evaluation of
the effective conservation of ecosystems and habitats as
discussed previously.

The assessment of gaps relies on criteria including a
differentiation of protected area categories before coming
to a more holistic conclusion.

Based on the analysis of existing approaches and
international standards, we defined the following main
criteria describing the situation of protected areas within
the Alps. The analysis of the previous chapters led us to
select these eight main criteria for the gap analysis of the
current situation to evaluate current efficiency of the Alpine
protected areas system:

1. General distribution of protected areas in the Alps

2. Protection status (categories) of Alpine protected
areas

3. Process protection within protected areas
4. Size (extension) of Alpine protected area

5. Elevation distribution of the surface of Alpine
protected areas

6. Representativity of protected areas for biodiversity

7. Connectivity potential of Alpine protected areas
(Alpine ecological network)

8. Management and cooperation of protected areas
(individual area and international cooperation)

To proceed with a concrete tool for the evaluation of
these main criteria in the Alpine situation, a set of general
indicators has been defined within each of the main criteria
categories.

To demonstrate the Alpine situation and to illustrate those
criteria for the Alps, we refer to the following available data
and apply them to the ALPARC GIS system and other
former project and research outcomes of the last years.
So far, mainly so-called “large protected areas” have
been considered within evaluations of the effectiveness
of protected areas systems because only large protected
areas present an active management with its own staff.
The ALPARC definition of large protected areas has been
defined as 100 hectares. This is also the minimum size

cotvsscon. [A [8[c [0 [€ [F [0 [W

where one can consider that ecological processes are
possible on a small scale. Nevertheless, smaller protected
areas have an important role (e.g., as stepping-stones) to
link larger natural spaces as we will present it in chapter E.

To provide results that are applicable to all protected area
categories in the study area and with the intention of
making the results accessible to the wider conservation
community well beyond the Alps, we have chosen to use
the IUCN protected area categories as a global reference.

A stronger integration of Natura 2000 sites into the
management approaches and biodiversity strategies
would allow for enhanced efficiency. There is a high
probability that more efficiency of biodiversity protection
would be possible if more emphasis were put on the
integration of the two systems (Protected Area Network
and Natura 2000 Network). Currently, these systems
work more in parallel rather than jointly toward a stronger
common strategy of nature protection in the Alps.

The working hypothesis presented in the beginning of this
chapter will be a guideline of the gap analysis that follows.

DISTRIBUTION, PRESENCE,
AND ZONING OF ALPINE
PROTECTED AREAS

Indicators:

Geographical scope,
Concentration

Zoning

Distribution in the Alps

National legislation and strategies

Development and industrialisation (Alpine valleys)

This subchapter concerning the distribution of Alpine
protected areas illustrates how much the current situation
of the localisation of protected areas relies upon criteria
that are not always linked to the main objective of nature
or landscape protection.

In this first rough overview, we analyse the general
distribution of protected areas in the Alps according to
their geographical position.
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Map 23: Protected Areas in the Alpine Convention Area
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Alpine protected areas don’t follow any pan Alpine
distribution logic but are, instead, based only on national
strategies. Their localisation may be based on opportunities
and/or biological and ecological aspects — usually a
combination of both. All Alpine countries have National
Parks apart from the Principalities of Liechtenstein and
Monaco due to their geographical situation and their very
limited area. Furthermore, all the large Alpine countries (A,
F, I, CH, D, SI) have different forms and types of regional
or nature parks, often with a strong orientation towards a
mission of sustainable development, and all of them have
nature reserves as the strongest form of nature protection.

Generally speaking, the geographical distribution over the
Alps initially appears quite balanced with some exceptions
in the central Swiss Alps and in the Eastern Alps. It is
important to appreciate, however, that most of the surface
of the large Alpine protected areas with an important
protection status is located in the central Alpine range and
primarily in the high mountains.

Furthermore, no international coordination exists in the
Alps for the creation of protected areas with a strong

protection status and the goal of the conservation
of biodiversity. The individual national considerations
regarding nature protection, limit an efficient Alps-wide
nature protection system of biodiversity. Even international
instruments, such as the Alpine Convention, are not
sufficiently implemented in this specific field,

International coordination for the establishment of
protected areas with a strong protection status, especially
for those in border areas, would make sense. A common
basis of criteria exists with the IUCN categorisation and
could be further defined with the work and expertise of the
Alpine Convention.

The zoning in different sectors of protected areas (e.g.,
for some National Parks and biosphere reserves) is an
important factor for both their spatial extent and the level
of protection within a protected area. The peripheral
zones of protected areas cannot always be considered
as sectors contributing directly to biodiversity and
protection goals, but they can play an important role for
ecological connectivity and sustainable land use (see next
subchapter).
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Map 24: Alpine National Parks, ltalian Nature / Regional Parks and Nature Reserves
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Zoning is an important tool that helps in targeting
management objectives and activities. To use that tool
most effectively on the Alpine level, it would be best if
the zoning would use the same or at least comparable
categories and designations with similar management
purposes all over the Alpine arc. So far this is not the case
within all countries.

This makes the evaluation of management effectiveness
more difficult and less comparable between the different
zoning categories as stated by (Gehrlein et al. 2015) for
the Austrian National Parks.

“At present, there is a variety of terms in the
zoning of Austrian National Parks. The lack of
definition of the management permitted in the
respective zone makes it even more difficult to
assess the actual level of development of the
National Parks”.

(Gehrlein et al. 2015, p. 25)
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Generally, large strong protected areas are concentrated
in the central parts of the Alps and strong protection of
large areas in the margins and lower Alpine regions is
lacking. This is, of course, directly linked to the conflicts
of land use concerning the most industrialised, settled or
intensively used parts of the land for agricultural purposes.
All this is understandable and logical, but it does not
sufficiently support a positive conservation status of Alpine
eco-systems in the long term.

The following two maps illustrate strongly protected areas
according to an ALPARC definition (Nature reserves,
National Parks, Italian Nature parks). This assessment is
submitted to internal evaluations of the protection status
and may offer a partially subjective impression. The same
is true for the other map, covering the categories |, II, lll
and IV of the IUCN categories.

The maps reflect the concentration of stronger protected
areas mainly in the centre of the Alps, with some
exceptions: mainly some larger nature reserves and nature
parks of Italy.
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Map 25: Strong Protected Areas — Alpine Context
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The next two maps show the distribution of weaker
protected areas, first according to the ALPARC definition
and again the IUCN definition of the categories V and VI
(as far as possible as not all protected areas have an [IUCN
category definition).

Go to section: E IE IE E E E IE E

The fact that weaker protection is often to be found around
the pre-Alpine valleys and the Alpine periphery relates to
the fact that those areas often serve as local recreation
areas for the populations around or at the margin of the
Alps. Often, the pressure of development, settlement,

infrastructure, and traffic is very high in those regions and
not adapted to large and strong protected areas.

Map 27: Weak Protected Areas — Alpine Context
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Map 28: IUCN Categories V and VI
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The distribution of less and strongly protected areas
demonstrates a better protected core area of the Alps
with the more highly protected areas in higher altitudes
and less protected areas in lower Alpine regions and the
borders of the Alps, which often create transition zones in
the Alpine periphery.

In conclusion, Alpine nature protection through protected
areas relies too heavily on national or regional legislation
and avoidance of land-use conflict rather than landscape
features. These areas do not always represent the highest
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level of biodiversity. Comparative studies of the richness
of biodiversity in and outside of Alpine protected areas
have not sufficiently examined the Alpine space to allow
final conclusions. For this reason, it is crucial to consider
the gaps described in the following subchapter. Following
an analysis of the status of Alpine ecological connectivity
(chapter E), these gaps will highlight the crucial
element of linking hotspots of biodiversity and inform
recommendations in chapter E concerning the vision of a
protected area landscape by 2030.
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m e Special protection forms according to the national
status

CATEGORIES OF PROTECTED  ° Ciooe PhiEsco Ceopans

e UNESCO World heritage

AR EAS AN D T H EI R o UNESCO Biosphere reserves or parks
P ROTECTI 0 N ST ATU S e Special protections (all other forms like protected

landscapes, etc.)

Indicators:

e Protection status Most of these broad categories have sub-categories
with special objectives and missions. Nature reserves
may have a clear goal and protection mission for specific
habitats or species. Regional and nature parks may have
different orientations if they are in a structural weak region
as opposed to an overcrowded touristic destination of the
Alps. Protected areas’ missions are defined in a general
way by their category (e.g., nature and process protection
by National Parks or nature reserves) or regional and nature
parks by their management goal (e.g., local sustainable
touristic development or management of overly used
areas). For these reasons, protected areas, beside their

e National legislation
e Mission

The Alps contain a wide variety of protected areas that
depend on national or regional legal status as well on
private or public law according to their ownership. Please
refer to the chapter 1 of this work (B). To make our analysis
and overview of the Alpine situation more comprehensive,
we identified the following main categories:

e National Park consideration within an ecological environment, should

e Regional or Nature park or Regional Nature park always be considered within their integration in the social-

o Nature reserves economical context and the anthropogenic use they are
exposed to.

Map 29: Alpine Protected Areas Larger than 1 km?
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The different Alpine countries have created and developed
category definitions and established areas according to
criteria which are often very specific and not always
comparable.

The protection status is generally strong for the National
Parks and the nature reserves, but the details depend
on the national or federal systems of regional legislation
(Bavaria, Austrian L&nder). The area is essentially
subdivided into a core area and a peripheral zone. Some
peripheral areas are very large. The IUCN criteria for the
category Il require that at least 75% of the area must be
within the core area and strongly protected (the main
conservation purpose must be applicable on at least 75%
of the area — this generally means on the core zone). The
protection also includes some minor differences between
the Alpine National Parks, habitat, species, and process
protection.

Go to section: E E E E E E E IE

PROCESS PROTECTION
WITHIN PROTECTED AREAS

Indicators:

e Size (min. 1,000 ha up to 10,000 ha) depending on
ecosystems

o No human intervention
e Open ended nature dynamic
e Protection status

Ecological processes need space. So, process protection
is directly linked to a sufficient surface of the protected
area. Experts suggest at least 3,000 ha - better a
minimum of 10,000 ha- as the area for efficient ecological
process protection. This surface depends, of course, on
the ecosystems concerned. The most important feature is
that no human intervention takes place or that only limited
traditional activities that respect the natural cycles, and a
sustainable resource management are the basis of any
anthropogenic presence in the area.

Map 30: Large Protected Areas — Strong Protection > 3,000 ha
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Map 31: Large Protected Areas — Strong Protection > 10,000 ha

GERMANY

\Basel _

Dijon
L Zirich

~ “SWITZERLAND

FRANCE

Milano
B

Piacenza

I Genova

2 Spedizy

e

MONACO

TiMarseille

These features depend on a certain protection status of
the areas devoted to free ecological process development.
Currently, in the Alps, there are no areas specifically
nominated “protected areas of ecological processes”.
Indeed, our vison of protection is still a static one,
characterised by a high number of species considered as
“protectable” and of habitats considered as spectacular
landscapes or “visually” attractive habitats.

In the end, what process protection of ecosystems really
means is wilderness, a term that, until recently, included
certain management possibilities in those areas. But
wilderness means no management and no possibility of
intervention for long periods — longer than several human
generations — so un-touchable in one individual’s lifetime.

The map clearly shows, on an Alps-wide scale, the
disappointing number of protected areas large enough
and protected enough to ensure ecological processes
protection at a large scale. Only a few areas can provide the
system of a large area surrounded by a buffer area avoiding
direct impacts of human presence or activities to the core
area that would allow such processes as described in
chapter D.3.1.1.

This situation could be improved by creating large scale
areas as ecological links between well selected protected
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areas with a sufficient surface area. Currently, the overall
situation in the Alps is poor in this sense because it is
rare to find the combination of large-scale areas with an
important protection status that ensure both vertical and
horizontal coverage and also fulfil the criteria of ecological
representativity and buffer zones to prevent human impacts.

The following maps illustrate the main large scale protected
areas meeting the criteria of a high protection status,
altitudinal representativity and important surface with buffer
zones possibilities:

The long-term assurance of protection and provision
of “open end” ecological processes is crucial. Only after
long years of non-intervention, can ecological processes
occur within intact biotopes and within healthy systems of
biocenosis.

Such systems are more resilient against parasites and
diseases. In fact, we have a vested interest, for human
health reasons, in maintaining areas that are the most
resilient against proliferation of virus and bacteria. The best
way to do so, is the protection of large-scale natural spaces,
healthy ecosystems that limit the development of pests.
The less naturally resilient areas humankind conserves, the
more vulnerable human health becomes. This is certainly a
worldwide truth, and the contribution of nature conservation
concerns all continents including mountain ecosystems.
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Map 32: Large-Scale Ecological Conservation Areas and Strongly Protected Areas
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Indicators:

e Absolute Size and minimal size

e Combination size and protection status
e Zoning

e Number per country and category

As mentioned in the chapter above, size matters! Healthy
coexistence of the earth’s species can only be safe
guarded by protecting appropriate surface areas through
efficient long-term protection of biotopes as a basis for
healthy biocenosis. The minimum size of protected areas
depends on the home range of local species and on the
ecological processes and their time scales.

Generally, the stronger the protection status is, the smaller
the surface of the concerned area. There are some
exceptions in the large Alpine National Parks, especially
in France (Les Ecrins, Vanoise) and both largest protected
areas of the Alps — the parks of the Hohe Tauern (if taken
all three parts or the park together: Tyrol, Carinthia, and
Salzburg / A) and the Stelvio National Park (also comprised
of three parts: Alto Adige, Trentino and Lombardia / I).
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Nevertheless, these last examples confirm the rule stated
at the beginning of the paragraph since they have long
been categorised only in category V of the IUCN before
being re-evaluated after changes in the management
goals and protection measures including a new zoning in
category Il

It has been and is still difficult to establish political and
social acceptance for large and strong protected areas.
The largest Alpine parks are generally regional parks (e.g.,
France, Switzerland) and UNESCO Biosphere reserves
that generally have a weaker protections status, very often
under the IUCN V category.

Nevertheless, there are exceptions, like large scale nature
reserves having a strong protection status, such as the
Austrian “Wildalpener Salza” Valley, which is located at low
altitude or the high plateaux of the Vercors and Chartreuse
Regional Parks, which, in contrast, are situated in higher
altitude.

Another important feature is the zoning of protected areas.
Generally, zoning distinguishes the rules and protection
levels according to different parts of the protected area. The
core area is mostly afforded a stronger protection level than
the surrounding zones. Such zonings are often present in
National Parks and in Biosphere reserves. For the latter,
zoning is mandatory according to the UNESCO Biosphere
concept. For this reason, an evaluation of the surface of
strong protection areas by only category is misleading.



Table 21: Extension of Alpine Protected Areas

Surface km?

Category inside AC
UNESCO Biosphere reserve — Transition area 18,560
Nature / Regional park 25,708
Particular protection status 16,912
National Park — Core area 7,073
Nature reserve 5,512
UNESCO World heritage 2,650
Weighted surface according to overlaps (redun- 54,356

dancies between Pas) — all categories*

The weighted surface of the selection of the Alpine
protected areas in the EUSALP macro-region perimeter
with a surface over 100 hectares is climbing to 61,259 km?,
within the Alpine Convention to 54,356 km?.

The surface of all strong protected areas (National Parks,
Nature reserves and ltalian nature parks) encompasses
18,425 km?. Considering only the Alpine space according
to the Alpine Convention perimeter, this makes little

Map 33: Alpine Protected Areas Surface
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difference. Again, this shows the importance of the Alps
and the Alpine Convention to central areas as a legally
binding tool for nature protection in the heart of Europe.

The map 33 illustrates the surface of the Alpine Protected
Areas, most of the PA's are smaller than 1,000 km?; this
includes almost all the National Parks and some Nature
parks; the smallest PA in brown colour, are mostly
distributed among Nature parks and Nature reserves.
The biggest PAs identified on the map have different
particularities, on the one hand, there is no strong
protection category among the largest PAs, on the
other, most of the largest PA’'s belong to some UNESCO
categories (Biosphere reserves and Geoparks); in the
case of the Geoparks it is a perimeter built around the
geological sites and landscapes, and for the Biosphere
reserves, the perimeter is in fact the transition area; in both
cases the perimeters allow the development of economic
activities which is incompatible with the criteria of strong
protection.
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Note: This map makes no claim to be exhaustive.
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Table 22: Extension of Strong Protected Areas

Category Surface km? Surface km? AC
National Park 7,703 7,073

Nature / Regional Park 6,826 6,116

Nature reserve 5,646 5,612

Total* 19,226 18,425
Percentage over AC 9.7%

*The total surface calculation avoids double counting of
the surface that overlap between each of the categories.

Even if currently the overall surface within the
perimeter of the Alpine Convention is covered

by approximately 28.5%, the total surface

of strong protected areas according to our
(ALPARC) definition is rather low (9.7%) and
unequally distributed among the Alpine countries
(without taking in account the regional parks).
Nevertheless, the following would be achieved
according to the 30/10 strategy of the EU
biodiversity strategy 2030:

Target 1 — Legally protect a minimum of 30% of
the EU’s land area and a minimum of 30% of the
EU’s Sea area, and integrate ecological corridors,
as part of a true Trans-European Nature Network.

Target 2 — Strictly protect at least a third of the
EU’s protected areas, including all remaining EU
primary and old-growth forests.

(According to EU Biodiversity strategy 2030)

For the French and the Swiss Alps, the percentage is even
higher: 44% (18,121 km?) and 39% (9,944 km?) according
to the total surface area of all categories mixed for the Alps
within the Alpine Convention. The Slovenian Alps occupy
an average value of 17% as almost the whole Julian Alps
are covered by the Triglav NP, while Germany occupies
a value of 28%, and lItaly and Austria represent below
average values with 21% and 20% respectively. These
figures must be put in context as both countries occupy
the largest territories of the Alps for single countries.

The following table shows the number of PAs and different
categories in the Alpine countries as well as their total
surface. The last feature is important as it illustrates the
cover of protected areas per country and Alpine region.
This is more significant than the surface of single areas
considering the interconnectedness of those protected
areas (see as well Annex H.3).
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Table 23: Number of Alpine Protected Areas

Number of Alpine Protected Areas

Type AT CH DE FR IT LI Sl Total

Nature
reserve

128 53 37 36 83 1 15 353

National Park 3 1 1 S 4 1 138
Regional Park 33 9 2 10 45 2 101
Particular 57 453 76 54 12 20 672
protection

Biosphere

Reserve 4 2 1 8 4 1 15
(UNESCO)

World

Heritage Site 5 3 1 9
(UNESCO)

Geopark

UNESCO 3 4 2 1 10
Total 233 521 117 110 151 1 40 1,173

The distribution and the total surface of protected areas of
a same category varies widely among the Alpine countries,
and the number of protected areas depends, to some
extent, on extension of the national part of the Alpine
territory. France and ltaly have an important and historical
tradition of creating large National Parks, while Switzerland
still has only one — even if it is the first one (established in
1914) as two projects have been refused by referendum
on a cantonal level in 2016 and 2018. The federal structure
seems to be an obstacle for the implementation of new
strong protected areas. Germany and Slovenia have one
National Park each, which is very much dedicated to the
limited Alpine territory and, for this intensive land-use,
conflicts with mainly touristic and agricultural activities.
The Austrian situation is an interesting one: only three of
the six National Parks are situated in the Alps. Two of them
are rather small compared to the largest Alpine National
Park — the Hohe Tauern- and are significantly younger. The
largest parks of the Alps were created before 1980. Since
this time, the establishment of large and strong protected
areas in the Alps has stalled during a period of highest
biodiversity lost and habitat destruction due to more and
more intensive human activities (especially touristic) and
landscape fragmentation.

The importance of nature parks in the Alps differs from
country to country— France and ltaly have a long-standing
tradition of large nature or regional parks. The main
difference consists in the protection status of those nature
parks. While the ltalian parks can be considered as tools
contributing to biodiversity and habitat protection, the
French ones are more clearly orientated to a sustainable
development strategy of their region with no legal
possibilities for nature protection. The recent Swiss creation



of nature parks follows the French model, and in Austria,
the majority of the regional parks lack legal protection
measures. In Germany, the Naturpark Nagelflunkette is the
first bilateral nature park between Austria and Germany. In
spite of important activity in nature protection strategies
and measure, it has no legal tools to protect biodiversity
or habitats. The overall strategy here is the involvement of
the population for sustainable management of the areas
and common activities in favour of nature and species.
In the case of the Naturpark Ammergauer Alpen, the
management of visitor flow and adapted offers seem to
be an important priority without a legal toolset for nature
protection.

An important indicator is the number and surface of nature
reserves as these are forms of strong nature protection.
The situation differs widely between the Alpine countries
as does the surface they occupy within the Convention
perimeter. The most important number and surface of
nature reserves is held by Austria (128) with a total surface
of almost 2,700 km?, Germany with only 37 but a surface
of 1,042 km?, Switzerland with 53 (645 km?); followed by
France with 36 (586 km?); Italy 83 (507 km?) and Slovenia
with 15 nature reserves covering 69 km?.

Despite the number and the extent of those nature
reserves, it is crucial to analyse the elevation distribution
as well especially with regard to strongly protected areas
in the Alps.

Map 34: Elevation Segments Alpine Protected Areas
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ELEVATION DISTRIBUTION OF
ALPINE PROTECTED AREAS

Indicators:
e Altitudinal categories linked to protection status

The general rule for the Alpine range concerning protected
areas is the following one: the stronger the protection status
of a single park or reserve the higher in elevation it is situated.
This is because of the issue of land-use conflicts. Generally,
land use conflicts are fewer at high elevation areas than in
lowlands or mid altitudinal ranges of the Alps. Nevertheless,
there is the exception of tourism (ski resorts or excursion with
cable cars e.g.), energy production (hydropower production
and high-tension lines e.g.) and sometimes pastures. In
those cases, these areas are excluded from the strong
protection status by zoning or exceptional permissions.

The representation of strongly protected areas in the lowlands
is underdeveloped. We take as an example some figures:

e Two-thirds of the total surface of all 13 National Parks
of the Alps are located over 2,000 m a.s.l.

e > half of the total surface of all nature reserves of the
Alps are located over 1,500 m a.s.l.
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For some of the protected areas with a strong conservation status, we made the following analysis:

Table 24: Elevation Segments by Category of Protection

% over total category surface

Elevation i
WORMANIIIN | otoral | Newre  Rogional  Paeusr e reservs
UNESCO UNESCO

Under 1,000 5% 19% 47% 35%
1,000 and 1,500 11% 27% 20% 19% 8% 15%
1,500 and 2,000 18% 33% 13% 15% 25% 11%
2,000 and 2,500 30% 14% 11% 15% 36% 8%
2,500 and 3,000 28% 5% 8% 12% 18% 4%
Over 3,000 7% 2% 1% 5% 9% 0%

Table 25: Elevation Segments National Parks — Nature — Regional Parks Selection

National Park / 2,000 - 3,000

Nature - Regional park Ha Total surface (Ha)
Hohe Tauern (AT) 37,406 20% 139,803 75% 8,622 5% 185,600
Les Ecrins (FR) 118,176 47% 121,098 48% 13,496 5% 252,608
Triglav (SL) 7,7432 92% 6,663 8% 83,982
Berchtesgaden (DE) 17,700 85% 3,220 15% 20,800
Swiss National Park (CH) 3,432 20% 13,668 80% 89 1% 17,030
Prealpe Giulie (IT) 8,882 94% 520 6% 9,402
Gran Paradiso (IT) 17,143 24% 44,815 63% 9,093 13% 71,051
Gesause (AT) 11,686 96% 429 4% 12,118
Naturpark Schlern (IT) 4,380 61% 2,850 39% 7,230
Total 296,237 45% 333,066 50% 31,200 5% 659,821

Concerning the nature reserves we made an analysis of the 10 largest nature reserves of the Alps.
The result is as follows:

Table 26: Elevation Segments — 10 Largest Nature Reserves of the Alps

2,000-3,000

Nature reserves . 7 Total surface (Ha)
Karwendel (AT) 43,678 81% 10,186 19% 53,863
Widalpener Salzatal (AT) 50,767 99% 268 1% 51,034
Ammergebirge (DE) 28,785 100% 54 0% 28,839
Kalkhochalpen (AT) 14,199 59% 9,735 41% 23,935
Allgéuer Hochalpen (DE) 18,469 89% 2,192 