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FOREWORD

Nature conservation and protected areas continue to offer hope to the world un-
der circumstances through which the planet faces many profound challenges. De-
spite the ongoing destruction and degradation of natural ecosystems as a result of
human development, persistent poverty, natural and man-made disasters and accel-
erating global climate change, the protected area systems of the world continue to
grow in number and extent and attract an increasing share of investment of gov-
ernments, development agencies and a wide variety of public and private interests.
The Protected Planet Report 2012 provides quantitative measures of this success. It
also points towards challenges that remain pertinent, including the challenge of
achieving most dimensions of protected area quality. Despite of all the good work,
there remain many situations in which protected areas are not managed effectively
and at the same time degraded, in which poor governance results in ongoing con-
flict and harm, and either as a result of or perhaps leading to situations of unsus-
tainable financing.

Developing capacity for the professional management of protected area systems
and sites, on land and in freshwater, on coasts and in the marine environment,
remains top of the agenda. Graduates of Klagenfurt’s Masters Programme in Pro-
tected Areas are among the most highly qualified of these professionals. Combined
with their experience in the field, the graduates will prove to be the most effective
of these managers. But the question of what kinds of capacity are most needed
must still be answered and addressed by tertiary institutions involved in education
and training in this field. In the past, it may have been sufficient to set out what
kind of curriculum was needed to foster this learning, with an emphasis on educa-
tion to ensure that protected areas are well-managed. Today, this question has
become quite broad. Protected area systems not only have to be managed to
achieve the conservation of representative ecosystems, demanding the application
of complex ways of undertaking systematic conservation planning, they also have
to fully embrace the social and economic dimensions of development planning at
landscape and seascape scale and to address challenges which previous generations
of protected area managers have not been aware of. While an increasing focus must
be placed on skills to secure the diversity and quality of management effectiveness,
good governance and sustainable financing, new skill sets and competences are
required to deal with understanding and making the case for investment, in com-
munication to a much wider group of stakeholders, engagement with non-
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traditional partners and an ability to become part of the wider discourse that could
lead to sustainable development, including influencing development policy and
practice, trade and consumer behaviour, a rapidly urbanizing global population and
an increasing competition for space disregarding even planetary boundaries.

Capable, wise, and above all, professional protected area managers, along with
institutions such as Alpen-Adria-University Klagenfurt and the Masters of Science
Programme on Management of Protected Areas are an essential community that
can and must engage in this enterprise, not just “drawing lines in the sand” or
speaking from a privileged position inside a protected area, agency or university
but be willing to be part of the discussion, the trade-offs and the uncomfortable
realities of helping to solve the world’s problems through nature conservation. We
all need to inspire one another to face up to this challenge and to be the visionaries
of the world that inspire us to become protected areas managers.

Klagenfurt’s Masters Programme is one of the premier institutions globally that
helps professionalizing protected area management and is involved in IUCN
WCPA'’s priority capacity development initiative to set quality standards for cur-
ricula, qualifications and resource materials that can be used to develop a new
generation of professional managers able to be the custodians of protected areas.
For more information on the initiative to professionalize protected area manage-
ment, please visit www.iucn.org/wcpa to read more, become involved or contribute
your ideas.

Trevor Sandwith

Director Global Protected Areas Programme

IUCN (International Union for Conservation of Nature)
wWww.iucn.org

Andrej Sovinc

Regional Vice-Chair (Europe)

IUCN World Commission on Protected Areas
WWwWw.iucn.org/wcpa



LAUDATION

The MSc programme “Management of Protected Areas” was awarded the 2012
European Environment and Natur Conservation Prize of the Binding Foundation
(Vaduz, Liechtenstein). Prof. Georg Grabherr of the University of Vienna is
member of the international selection committee of this award and held a speech at
the occasion of presenting the award to Michael Jungmeier and Michael Getzner in
Vaduz (Liechtenstein) on 9 November, 2012.

“Your Serene Highness, honoured guests,

the establishment of protected areas is — and will remain — the very backbone of
nature conservation, be they wilderness areas such as national parks, protected
areas according to the [UCN Categories One and Two, or areas emphasising nature,
such as biosphere parks, or national landscapes and nature parks belonging to the
TUCN Category Five.

Figure 1: Binding Award Ceremony in Liechtenstein
Andreas Adank, Stefan Forster, Dominik Siegrist, Michael Jungmeier, Michael Getzner, Georg
Grabherr (from left to right)

To provide an example, there are 4,885 national parks and 610 biosphere parks
worldwide. Their management represents an enormous challenge, and the
following quote continues to apply virtually everywhere: ‘Money is short, staff is
limited, problems are numerous.” The demands faced by leaders and managers of
protected areas of this kind mean that sound training and maturity are required. It is
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therefore all the more surprising that focused academic education has only become
available in the very recent past.

This year’s Binding Prize is awarded to three pioneering efforts in this field,
together with their promoters:

- to the Alpen-Adria-University Klagenfurt for the establishment of a study
programme, lasting 4 semesters and dedicated to the ‘Management of Pro-
tected Areas’ (Austria);

- to the HSR Hochschule fiir Technik Rapperswil with the specialist division
for Nature-oriented Tourism & Parks located within the Institute for Land-
scape and Open Space (Switzerland);

- to the Zurich University of Applied Sciences in Wéadenswil, with the spe-
cialist division for Tourism and Sustainable Development, belonging to the
Institute for the Environment and Natural Resources (Switzerland).

The study programmes and specialised university institutes have been designed
to meet the challenges of today and represent the pinnacle of the efforts made to
professionalize nature conservation. In addition to the establishment of protected
areas and parks as well as species conservation etc., progress, such as these new
study programmes, allows us to refer to nature conservation as a success story. In
doing so, we do not merely mean the effort of conservation but also the sustainable
ongoing development of and in protected areas. This is facilitated through eco-
tourism, environmental education but also with land use and economic systems that
are ecologically sound. It is precisely this combination of protection and gentle use
that is a distinguishing feature of the work of our three award recipients.

What, precisely, do these study programmes offer? The course of studies in
Klagenfurt is designed to follow on from a university degree and provides a
focused training programme for the management of protected areas; in Rapperswil
and Wadenswil the courses take the form of Bachelor and Master degree
programmes including an emphasis on planning activities. The prize is awarded by
the Binding Foundation in recognition of these initiatives that bring stability to the
relevant professional groups, while elevating the conservation of nature and of
landscapes to the highest possible educational level. Gratitude is also due to the
initiators and supervisors involved with the study programmes and institutes who
have joined us today.”

Georg Grabherr
Member of the international Binding Prize selection committee
Professor of Ecology at the University of Vienna



PREFACE

The fourth volume of our series, “Proceedings in the Management of Protected
Areas,” marks a turning point for the editorial team. The papers and chapters pre-
sented in this volume are from the last group of graduates at Alpen-Adria-
University Klagenfurt whom Michael Getzner has worked with as the co-director
of the 2009 class of our education programme “Management of Protected Areas.”
Future volumes will be edited by the new director, Prof. Heike Egner (Alpen-
Adria-University Klagenfurt) together with Michael Jungmeier.

Directing the programme, watching “our” students work in the fields of nature
conservation and pursuing their careers has been very rewarding. However, the last
year also brought about an important international recognition for our work in this
programme. The highly renowned European Binding Prize for Nature Conserva-
tion was awarded to this education programme. This is very honouring for the
Alpen-Adria-University Klagenfurt, and we are personally very pleased since this
award recognizes efforts that make “a substantial contribution to nature conserva-
tion” — and this quite special for an education programme.

We are also very thankful that WWF International supported students from Cen-
tral and Eastern Europe with a generous grant covering parts of the tuition fee and
travel costs of students.

In the fourth volume, there is again a great collection of the dedicated works of
our students, and we are proud to congratulate each one to their well-ecarned
graduation. A conglomerate of different experiences and views feeds the unique
think tank that characterizes this MSc programme and therefore is a steady stimu-
lus to further explore PA management challenges in-depth.

Regarding the chapters of the current volume, we have not restricted ourselves
to presenting our graduates’ works but we have included two additional chapters
submitted to us for publication in the collective volume. These two chapters very
well suit the general topic of the volume and may form the start of a new approach
in this series by calling for and including chapters from international experts and
scholars complementing the single volumes. Thus, we like to invite papers to be
included in the future volumes according to the specific overall topics presented.

The Centre of Public Finance and Infrastructure Policy (Vienna University of
Technology) as well as E.C.O. Institute of Ecology, Klagenfurt and the MSc. Pro-
gramme “Management of Protected Areas” at Alpen-Adria-University Klagenfurt
provided financial support for the current volume.
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Last but not least, we are also very grateful to the authors for their innovative
contributions, Prof. Hans-Joachim Bodenhdfer for leading the education pro-
gramme from 2010 to 2012, and to Anna Drabosenig, who significantly helped in
managing the editorial work of this volume.

Michael Getzner
Vienna University of Technology

Michael Jungmeier

E.C.O. Institute of Ecology
Alpen-Adria-University Klagenfurt
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1 INTRODUCTION, INTENT AND STRUCTURE OF THE BOOK
Michael Getzner, Michael Jungmeier

Learning, capacity building, communication, information and governance in
protected areas are the general keywords of the broad understanding of the
dimensions and tasks of the management of protected areas (PA). Already at the
1992 UNCED summit when the Convention on Biological Diversity was passed as
an international treaty to conserve the earth’s biodiversity and natural heritage,
many concepts and fundamental principles of biodiversity conservation and
management were acknowledged. For instance, issues such as burden and benefit
sharing, empowerment of marginalised social groups and governance were
discussed. Since then, the scientific debate as well as the practical implementation
and day-to-day management of protected areas has deepended our understanding of
these fundamental concepts. Still, with every gain in knowledge, more questions
arise, for instance, with respect to (social) learning in PA management, and the
transformation of governance systems to equally consider conservation
effectiveness, fairness and equity, economic efficiency and manifold cultural
perceptions and dimensions.

The second chapter — similar to the preceeding volumes of this series — presents
and summarizes works and projects finalized during the third course of Alpen-
Adria-University’s postgraduate M.Sc. programme on “Management of Protected
Areas” (2009 to 2011).

The presentation of the graduates’ works is divided into the following topics:

- planning of protected areas at the site level;

- planning and developing national and international protected area systems;

- participation, communication and governance in protected areas;

- ecological aspects in the management of protected areas;

- tourism and livelihood in protected areas;

- economic and social aspects in the management of protected areas.

The third chapter of this volume is written by Violeta Orlovi¢-Lovren, who
presents the main findings of her Ph.D. dissertation in the fields of learning and
capacity-building with respect to the management of protected areas. The author
emphasizes the wide range of aspects in learning, education and capacity building,
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for instance, by considering the human capital and financial resources but also the
(cultural) values and the attributes of the whole management system. Empirical
results are presented with respect to knowledge, leadership and responsibility, and
gaps are identified which may promote or hinder an effective and sustainable
management of protected areas.

Engelbert Ruoss discusses the concept of biosphere reserves as model sites for
sustainable development in the fourth chapter. He stresses the diverse elements of
biosphere reserves with the aim to contribute to a sustainble ecological, economic
and social development. His empirical analysis is concentrated on the discussion of
several case study regions where biosphere reserves are located. The impressive
results on the regional level are condensed by the author in the sense of a
comprehensive model whose basic attributes are defined. Finally, E. Ruoss
describes the concept of a “global region” as a best practice model for interlinking
the pillars of sustainable development based on “biocapacity” i.e. the natural
resources and limits of extraction and use for human development.

The final fifth chapter includes a description of the education programme and a
short documentation of the 2009 class and the excursions and courses students
were involved in.

We hope that the book is received well in the community and that one of the
main aims and visions of our programme — the effective and efficient conservation
of biodiversity worldwide — is supported by our and the students’ works.

16



2 PROTECTED AREAS IN FOCUS: ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION

2.1  Planning of protected areas on site level

2.1.1 Strategies to improve the protection of the Gorgany Nature Reserve,
Ukraine

Olena Slobodian

The Gorgany Nature Reserve in Ukraine is a
nature protection and scientific research
institution with the four objectives: protection
of natural complexes and objects, scientific
research and observations, elaboration of
scientific ~ recommendations ~ for  nature
conservation and dissemination of ecological *
knowledge. The ultimate goal of the reserve is
the protection of the unique primeval forests, in
particular those with Swiss pine (Pinus
cembra).

The reserve consists of two nature protection and scientific research divisions —
the Gorganske division and the Chernykivske division. Their total area is 5,000 ha,
and the protective (buffer) zone around it makes up 3,800 ha (Figure 2).
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Poland

Figure 2: Location of the Gorgany Nature Reserve, Ukraine
Source: Digital Vector Maps, www.protectedplanet.net (both modified by author), picture by Dmitriy
Polishcuk.

This study is a part of the effort to identify and create a proposal for future
activities for improving the protection of the Gorgany Nature Reserve. The aims of
the study were: identifying main stakeholders, analysing threats and challenges and
drawing proposals for improving protection of the Gorgany Nature Reserve.

The main methods such as situation analysis, stakeholders or participation
analysis, problem analysis, logical framework, interviews and meetings with the
most relevant stakeholders of the Gorgany Nature Reserve were used. Workshops
were organized during 2009-2011 with the staff of the protected area, stakeholders
and international experts. The data collection brought information about key
stakeholders and their role in the protected area and problems Gorgany Nature
Reserve faces. The study focused on collecting data from the workshops as well as
analyzing, summarizing and interpreting them.

Data analysis provided a list of stakeholders, the current and future situation of
the problems as well as it highlighted their importance. Based on a problem tree
and an objective tree, a logical framework was developed (Figure 3).
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Level of biodiversity
inthe Gorgany
Effect Nature Reserve is

decreasing

\
Figure 3: Causes of biodiversity decline in the Gorgany Nature Reserve

A number of 10 workshops with staff of Gorgany Nature Reserve and
stakeholders (stakeholders and problem analysis) were organized. The main results
of the meetings were as follows:

- 15 key stakeholders as well as their role and importance for the Protected
Area management were identified and analyzed;

- 11 threats and problems facing the Gorgany Nature Reserve were analyzed;
4 main threats were detailed and addressed for future management.

The relationship and cooperation between the nature reserve and stakeholders
was improved. The nature reserve administration has not yet worked with
stakeholders nor has it involved stakeholders in discussions or decision-making
procedures before. This was the first attempt for starting a real stakeholder
engagement and involvement in the management of the protected area. It was a
good practice and experience for both sides.

Recommendations

The analysis of causes and effects of the problems helped developing an
objective tree and future activities to reach the proposed objectives. The proposals
for improving protection of Gorgany Nature Reserve consisted of three main parts:
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Program 1. Research and conservation of the species, habitats and ecosystems.

Subprogram 1.1. Documentation of data on species, habitats and ecosystems.

- Collection of data on rare and common species of flora and fauna, habitats
and ecosystems;

- Creation of a database with information about results of researches.

Subprogramme 1.2. Monitoring programme

- Development of a monitoring programme based on an assessment of treats;

- Development of an action plan for research.

Program 2: Participation

Subprogramme 2.1. Programme on traditional grazing

- Organization of workshops with stakeholders to develop a programme for
traditional grazing in the surrounding area.

Subprogramme 2.2. Establishment of a trail network

- Creation of a net of trails in the territory which are adjacent to Gorgany Na-
ture Reserve;

- Discussion about future activities with local stakeholders.

Programme 3: Ecological education

Subprogramme 3.1. Cooperation with the public

- Development of an information plan to disseminate information about val-
ues of Gorgany Nature Reserve.

Subprogramme 3.2. Cooperation with NGOs, education institutions

- Identification of target groups;

- Development of a communication strategy;

- Promotion of the cooperation with and between Gorgany Nature Reserve
and non-governmental organisations in awareness-raising, education, train-
ing and other forms of communication.

The main expected results of implementing the proposed strategic plan are:

- comprehensive plan of research and conservation actions;

- close cooperation with stakeholders;

- communication and information strategy.
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2.1.2  Feasibility check for PAN Park certification of Tatra National Park,
Slovakia

Peter Puchala

There has been a quite growing interest in
wilderness and wild areas in the recent period
throughout the world and in Europe, which has
become an important concept of the management
of protected areas. Wilderness and wild areas are
vital because their indirect and direct relation to -
economic, health, social, research and cultural
values. Wilderness areas are laboratories for
research of biological diversity, natural and
ecological processes and provide genetic banks for
the future. They can also contribute to adaptation and mitigation of climate change
and provide a wide range of ecosystem services. Moreover, they are an important
part of the strategy for halting biodiversity loss and promoting natural ecosystem
processes and functions (Coleman and Aykroyd, 2009).

Recently, wilderness and its conservation has become a very important issue of
the European Nature Conservation Strategy. The European Commission and the
European Parliament approved documents to ensure biodiversity and wilderness
conservation. These documents are the EU Biodiversity Strategy for 2020, which
pursues the headline target of halting the loss of biodiversity and degradation in the
EU by 2020 and the European Parliament Resolution on Wilderness in Europe.
This resolution urges the commission and the member states to develop wilderness
areas, stresses the need for the provision of special funding for reducing
fragmentation, careful management of re-wilding areas, development of
compensation mechanisms and programmes, raising awareness, building
understanding and introducing wilderness-related concepts such as the role of free
natural processes to the monitoring and measurement of favourable conservation
status. This should be accomplished by cooperating with the local population and
other relevant stakeholders.

The PAN Parks initiative has identified several areas of wilderness in Europe in
order to find a sustainable solution for European wilderness (PAN Parks, 2008).
The initiative certifies selected protected areas. It is considered an incentive for
conservation, tourism and sustainable development and creates a European
network of the best managed protected areas. The aim of this network is to
improve the management of protected areas and nature conservation using
sustainable tourism as a tool. All certified protected areas have to meet the PAN
Parks quality standards, which cover wilderness protection, socio-economic and
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cultural aspects. The core idea of PAN Parks is to develop and preserve large
natural areas of wilderness which welcome visitors and provide an outstanding
access to wildlife.

The Carpathians host a few pieces of the last remains of the European
wilderness. Most of the large areas that could be qualified as wilderness are already
part of established national parks or other types of protected areas. One of the
potential candidates for PAN Parks in Slovakia is Tatra National Park (TANAP),
which represents one of the oldest national parks in the country. The national park
has a lot of natural values and high biodiversity concentrated in a relatively small
area and a relatively unfragmented and large area without interferences. Thus, the
park shows great potential to become a certified PAN Park.

The Tatra National Park was established in 1949 by the Act of the Slovak
National Parliament as the oldest national park in Slovakia. The national park was
included in the UNESCO’s Man and Biosphere Programme and recognized as a
biosphere reserve together with Tatrzanski Park Narodowy in Poland in 1993.
When Slovakia became a member state of the European Union in 2004, the
national park was designated as a part of Natura 2000 network. Totally, the
national park in its current borders covers an area of 73,800 ha. Buffer zones of the
national park cover 30,703 ha (Figure 4 and 5).

Figure 4: Tatra chamois (Rupicapra rupicapra tatrica) — flagship species of the
Tatra National Park

Source: www.arollafilm.com

The aim of the current study was to assess the potential of TANAP for PAN
Park certification, to find out lacks and to recommend further steps for increasing
the chances of the national park for a PAN Park certification. Based on the
principles and indicators of PAN Parks (http://www.panparks.org/learn/apply-for-
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verification/principles-and-criteria), an assessment of the status and the
management of the national park was carried out.

From all five PAN Parks principles those representing natural values, habitat
and visitors management were chosen. Moreover, a SWOT analysis from a
wilderness point of view was conducted.

The assessment showed that Tatra National Park clearly fulfills all the criteria
and indicators of the principle regarding natural values. The national park complies
with all indicators dealing with legal status, international recognition and minimum
size of protected area as required by the PAN Park initiative. Regarding habitat
management, only 64% of the indicators are completely met, whereas one third of
the indicators are only partially accomplished. Some gaps and lacks were found in
dealing with the implementation of conservation strategies through a management
plan, in management planning and regarding the zoning system. In the case of
visitor management, only 28% of the respective indicators were fulfilled. Half of
the indicators are only partially fulfilled. Deficiencies were found in the planning
process of visitor management, monitoring of visitor management, in training
programmes for staff in this field and in the cooperation with tourism providers,
communities and other partners.

There are several deficiencies and problems which should be solved to increase
the national park’s chances to apply for PAN Park certification at the first step.
One of the most important tasks in this phase is the finalization of the management
plan and the process of zonation, which should be officially approved. The
management plan should consist of and fulfill all criteria and indicators defined by
PAN Park principles. There should be links between nature conservation
management, visitor management and regionally sustainable tourism development.
Management planning should be improved in several ways but particularly in the
field of participation and stakeholders’ involvement. Following this way, Tatra
National Park could become a model for effective management through modern
planning and governance arrangements. Currently, the level of communication and
participation of stakeholders is still insufficient and lacks a platform for
systematically involving stakeholders in planning processes. It could be improved
by establishing a consultative or scientific board in the national park. In further
steps, the creation of a local PAN Parks group can lead to improving the
participation as well.
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Figure 5: Koprova valley — core of the wilderness area
Source: www.arollafilm.com

Zoning was found as one of the crucial issues which should be fixed in
consensus with all relevant stakeholders and officially approved. It should be based
on the principles of the IUCN category system and be a tool for maintaining all
values of the national park. A critical key issue is the designation of a wilderness
zone without intervening with habitats and with sufficient size to protect the
natural systems and processes. In accordance with PAN Parks principles,
wilderness zones should be coherent, unfragmented and as large as possible.

There is also a need for a management plan for the wilderness zone which can
be a part of an overall management plan. However, the PAN Parks initiative
prefers it to be a separate document which defines all objectives and the
management of wilderness areas. Passive management is an important tool but
should be actively planned and included in this document (PAN Parks, 2008). The
management plan should ensure a clear strategy for the wilderness area with no
exceptions for cutting and removing trees and any interventions with natural
processes. This principle has significantly been violated several times in the last
years, for instance, when interventions following a wind storm in 2004 led to an
extraction of fallen and broken trees for a “sanitary logging” in the areas under the
highest degree of protection.

There are many strengths of TANAP and numerous opportunities which support
PAN Parks certification but there are also some weaknesses and threats which
could negatively influence the process of verification. However, strengths and
opportunities overwhelm existing weaknesses and threats could be minimized or,
in the best case, completely eliminated. There are several threats closely connected
to tourism development. It could be difficult to improve the situation and develop
sustainable ways of tourism but this should be the best way for sustainable
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development of the national park and its region. Development of sustainable
tourism seems to be the right option for the future of the national park.

PAN Parks certification is quite a big challenge for Tatra National Park.
Tourism should meet quality standards and be based on sustainable principles
instead of focusing on mass tourism. The requirements for PAN Park certification
are similar to the recommendations of an IUCN mission in 2005 (Crofts et al.,
2005), which stated that there should not be built any further tourist infrastructure
in the zones A and B (zones with the highest level of protection). There should be a
greater focus on improving the quality of existing infrastructure instead of building
anew one.

From the point of view of nature and wilderness conservation, PAN Parks
certification is the best option for TANAP. PAN Parks certification brings several
benefits to certified parks including improved wilderness conservation,
demonstration that the protected area is managed by complying with high quality
standards, effective expertise exchange of knowledge and international recognition.
Other benefits are in the field of tourism. PAN Parks certification provides
effective tools to develop sustainable tourism and control and monitor tourism,
which is a very important task for many protected areas. Finally, one of the very
important benefits is the improvement of cooperation with stakeholders and local
communities as well as branding and promotion activities opening up access to
new markets for small businesses.

Generally, the Tatra National Park has a great potential for PAN Parks
certification. However, many issues in management should be improved or
finalized and officially approved. PAN Parks certification is a great challenge and
opportunity as well, in particular for the improvement of the park’s conservation
status.
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2.2 Planning and developing national and internationally protected
area systems

2.2.1 Recommendations for implementing the IUCN protected area
management categories in Serbia

Goran Sekulic

The system of protected areas in Serbia has been
gradually developing for almost 70 years. This is a
rather long tradition which resulted in some good
examples of site-based protection. However, the
system faces a lot of problems and challenges
today and improvement is still crucial. National
coverage of protected areas is very low and many ‘
of them do not have adequate management. Current
total size of protected area is 518,200 ha what
amounts to only 5.86% of the national territory.
The period 1993-2002 can be considered as “golden days” for protected areas in
Serbia. During that period, total coverage of protected areas tripled. A positive
trend continued till 2008 when the area protected decreased for around 30,000 ha.

The current system of categories of protected areas is set by the law on nature
protection adopted in 2009. It consists of 7 categories:

- national park;

- nature park;

- landscape of exceptional features;

- natural monument;

- special nature reserve;

- strict nature reserve;

- protected habitat.

The international system of protected area categories (IUCN system of PA
categories) is a potentially very convenient tool for the improvement of national
systems. Starting with the analysis of the national system, this thesis explores
possibilities of improvement of the national system of PA by use of IUCN system
of PA categories.

The explicit tasks of the thesis were:

- to analyze the national system of categories of protected areas by use of ob-

jective and standard parameters;
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- to characterize every of the categories regarding legal definition as well as

real situation in the field;

- to check consistency within categories and to asses distinctiveness between

categories;

- to make parallels to the IUCN system of protected area management cate-

gories;

- to give general recommendations for applying the [IUCN system.

Main characteristics which were analyzed are: size of protected areas,
naturalness, zoning and conservational objectives.

According to the average size, categories can be generally grouped as:

- smaller areas (average size up to 1,000 ha);

- medium sized areas (average size from 1,000 to 10,000 ha);

- large areas (average size more than 10,000 ha).

Strict nature reserves, natural monument and protected habitats belong to the
group of smaller areas. Special nature reserves and landscapes of exceptional
characteristics are medium-sized areas while nature parks and national parks
represent large areas (Figure 6).
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Figure 6: Comparison of average sizes of protected area categories
SNR: strict nature reserve; SpNR: special nature reserve; NM: natural monument; NP: national park;
NuP: nature park; LEC: landscape of exceptional characteristics.

The analysis of size distribution shows problems of the categorization. First,

high inconsistency is characteristic for categories of strict nature reserves, special
nature reserve and natural monument. This is especially the case for the category
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“special nature reserve”, which shows great variation. Another problem is very
small size of some areas in these three categories. Around two thirds of the total
number of analyzed areas (n=303) are smaller than 10 ha. Having in mind that
strict nature reserves and special nature reserves are focused on the conservation of
individual habitats and species, it is really the question whether these target
features can be achieved with such restricted size.

Despite relatively low resolution of the data used in spatial analysis, some
general correlations of categories and naturalness can be shown. All categories,
except natural monuments, in average include high percentage of natural areas.
They differ mainly concerning the proportion of agricultural areas. The extent of
artificial surfaces is very low in five categories and it could be considered
insignificant (Figure 7).
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Figure 7: Average pattern of land cover in six categories of protected areas as a

measure of naturalness
SNR: strict nature reserve; SpNR: special nature reserve; NM: natural monument; NP: national park;
NuP: nature park; LEC: landscape of exceptional characteristics.

Clearly, the most natural areas are strict nature reserves. Naturalness is very
consistent in this category and all areas almost exclusively consist of natural or
semi-natural areas. The distinctly least natural category is natural monument
although by the legal definition, it should consist of mostly natural or slightly
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modified areas. Naturalness of natural monuments is probably biased by urban
parks which are recognized as artificial areas in the spatial analysis.

Zoning pattern has the most direct impact on management principles of a
protected area. Zones with different levels of protection actually define
management concept of a certain area. Legal provisions of the Law on nature
protection do not set different zoning principles for different categories. Three-
level zoning applies to all categories.

The comparison of average zoning patterns of six categories of protected areas
(Figure 8) shows relatively low differentiation. Again, the most distinct category is
strict nature reserve with 100% of areas under the highest level of protection.
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Figure 8: Average zoning pattern in six categories of protected areas
SNR: strict nature reserve; SpNR: special nature reserve; NM: natural monument; NP: national park;
NuP: nature park; LEC: landscape of exceptional characteristics.

A basic problem in the analysis of conservational objectives of protected areas
in Serbia is that they are mostly defined in vague and implicit manner. Legal
definitions of categories do not imply clear and specific determinants for
conservational management. Due to that, categorization of protected areas in
Serbia is not directly based on different management approaches.
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Table 1: Overview of management objectives in different categories of PAs

Management
objective

Science and research

Biodiversity
conservation

Providing of envi-
ronmental services

Conservation of
geodiversity or
cultural features

Tourism and
recreation

Education

Sustainable use

Cultural attributes

Dark grey colored cells (1) mean that a given objective is prioritized and frequent. The grey (2) stands
for common objectives of medium priority and the light grey (3) for objectives which appear rarely and
have a low priority. SNR: strict nature reserve; SpNR: special nature reserve; NM: natural monument;
NP: national park; NuP: nature park; LEC: landscape of exceptional characteristics.

Strict nature reserve and protected habitat are the only two categories which are
distinct considering their management objectives (Table 1). Management of strict
nature reserves is focused on biodiversity conservation with human intervention
reduced to a minimum. Protected habitat focuses on specific habitat or species and
allows different activities and interventions which are less prioritized.

After the analysis of the national system of categories of protected areas and a
comparison with the [TUCN system, the following conclusion can be drawn:

- national system of protected areas is based on the system of seven catego-
ries and as such it provides an appropriate set of different conservational
modes which allow adaptation to any of specific situations;

- categorization of national protected areas is not primarily based on man-
agement objectives but rather on content of areas (values) and on status of
the ecosystems;

- protected areas are not consistently classified as categories. There are no
clear distinction between some of the categories according to the character-
istics of protected areas they include;
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one of the main reasons for inconsistent categorization is lack of compre-
hensive definition of different categories and explicit criteria for their im-
plementation;

another significant issue is rigid and general zoning system. Such zoning
systems allow opportunistic mix of management principles and human ac-
tivities, which in general hardly differs between different categories;
differences in management principles of some categories are not clearly
visible. They have different names but they are managed in almost the same
way. Due to that, the actual array of implemented management categories is
narrowed;

the current national system is not fully compatible with the [IUCN’s system
and the international categories cannot be automatically transposed and im-
plemented on a national level,

general compatibility exists and [UCN’s system can be used as a reference
for the improvement of a national system of categories;

most consistent national category is strict nature reserve, which almost fully
comply with category la;

other categories are less distinctly connected to particular [IUCN’s catego-
ries and they often include areas which currently fit more than one IUCN
category;

none of protected areas in Serbia currently has management principles
which are in accordance with category II;

protected areas should be assessed individually and IUCN’s guidelines
should be used to improve the management and to prioritize nature conser-
vation;

management of most of the protected areas should be improved and more
focused on nature conservation in order to achieve proper harmonization
with the [IUCN’s system;

IUCN’s system of categories shall not be used to devaluate protected areas
and to downgrade the protection of natural values.
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2.2.2  Potentials and challenges of a transboundary park between the
Dinder and Alatish National Parks of Sudan and Ethiopia

Hailu Menale

International borders are political, not
ecological boundaries. That is why natural
resources do not end at administrative borders.
As a consequence, conservation measures have
to be taken across national borders. International
organizations  strongly = recommended the
establishment of transboundary protected areas.
Transboundary protected areas sustainably help
conserving biodiversity in an effective way by
complimenting the ecosystem of the natural
resources in addition to using the protected area
as a peace making area.

Dinder National Park in Sudan and Alatish National Park in Ethiopia are
national parks which are located in two different countries but adjacent to each
other and share about 75 km border. Dinder National Park (DNP) was established
in 1935 following the London Convention of 1933 for the conservation of the
African flora and fauna. The park covers an area of 7,123 km?. Dinder is a national
park, biosphere reserve and Ramsar site at the same time. Alatish National Park
was established in 2006 and covers an area of 2,665 km?.

The two national parks are found in the same ecosystem, hence, they have many
common features. The two national parks share common natural resources like
Ayma and Gelegu River, which are tributaries of the Nile River, have common
wild animals which migrate daily and seasonally between the two parks. Also the
landscapes and local climate such as annual amount of rainfall are similar. Similar
interests of stakeholders on both sides, particularly of the indigenous groups of
Gumuz, may be important reasons to establish the management in a transboundary
manner and, thus, a transboundary park.

Even though the advantages and the necessity are evident, the management
bodies of both national parks have not started any formal cooperation and
communication yet. Due to this, a great loss of biodiversity, in particular in the
border areas, has to be considered.

Hence, a transboundary cooperation and later on the development of a
transboundary park between Alatish and Dinder is important, complementing
ongoing initiatives such as the Nile Basin Initiative (NBI). NBI strives for
consolidating the cooperation and partnership among the riparian countries in a fair
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and equitable sharing of the Nile water. The cooperation between Ethiopia and
Sudan in the proper management of the natural resources in the two national parks
would therefore have a positive impact on the intended mutual trust- and peace-
building process.

The findings of the study indicate that there is immense potential for the
establishment of a transboundary park between Alatish and Dinder National Park.
In this regard, potential resources for establishing and implementing a
transboundary park management cooperation between Alatish and Dinder NPs are:

- common natural resources require a cooperation for equitable sharing.

Proper management seems necessary as both sides have the same habitats,
the same wild animlas and the same ecosystems.

- common ethnic groups;

- common threats require a cooperation to effectively protect biodiversity ;

- existing national agreements on security, wildlife conservation, agriculture,

health and trade;

- international environmental conventions and agreements signed by both

countries;

- existing initiatives like Nile Basin and Ethio-Sudan border development

commission.

The study also revealed that the different economical standards of the two
countries, different administrative structure and different organizational strengths
of the two parks might be a challenge in this process.
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2.3  Participation, communication and governance in protected
areas

2.3.1  Guidelines for the development of a participatory management of
protected areas in the Carpathian Ecoregion

Alina lonita

Although participatory management of protected
areas (PAs) is widely promoted all around the
world as an instrument to increase long-term
management effectiveness, it proved to be very
challenging to put this instrument into practice.
Rich in biodiversity, the Carpathian Ecoregion
(CER) overlaps with the so-called “post-socialist”
Central and Eastern Europe. The long tradition of
centralized decision-making, together with the
political, social and economic context hinders the
development of participatory decision-making systems and management practices,
including the field of natural resource management and nature conservation.

In this context, the paper aims at supporting the implementation of the CBD
Programme of Work on Protected Areas (PoWPA) by elaborating a set of
guidelines for the development of a participatory management of protected areas in
the Carpathian Ecoregion. It continues the work initiated in 2009 in the framework
of Protected Areas for a Living Planet Project, funded by the Mava Foundation and
implemented by WWF-Danube Carpathian Programme in this region. Part of the
thesis is currently published by WWF-DCP in a revised form.

Based on the results of the assessment which was undertaken in 2009-2010 in
11 selected sites from 6 Carpathian countries, on some preliminary results of the
WWEF scorecard analysis (2008) and on literature, the study explores the enabling
environment, the forms of governance and the status of stakeholder involvement in
the management of PAs in the CER. Management and governance systems are
documented, enabling the analysis which underpins the development of
recommendations and of a comprehensive, context-oriented methodology of
assessment and planning for participatory management.

Based on a comprehensive literature review, the rationale, benefits and risks of
participatory management, the PoWPA provisions concerning stakeholder
involvement and governance, the role of participation within the PA life cycle are
presented and used as a starting point to develop the methodological tool.
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Based on a form and a guide for interviews that were elaborated to collect
information, structured interviews with the PA staff and national experts were
conducted to collect information concerning the administrative and decision-
making systems and the overall status of stakeholder involvement at the protected
area level as well as at the national level.

The following aspects have been considered as relevant for the development of
participatory management and are considered for this analysis:

- the legislative framework — i.e. existing requirements/obligations for the au-
thorities in charge with the management to engage stakeholders in different
phases of the PA life cycle;

- the local context of each PA — i.e. geographical context, management scope
and regime, local communities, stakeholders, their interests, natural re-
source management conflicts;

- the capacity of the PA administrations (PAAs) to solve stakeholder-related
conflicts and involve stakeholders in the management process, i.e. authority,
financial/human resources, communication means;

- the existence and functioning of multi-stakeholder bodies;

- concrete examples of participation, i.e. experiences with stakeholders in-
volvement and their effectiveness (examples of success and failure);

- the opinion of the PAAs with regards to the need for stakeholder involve-
ment, the opportunities, barriers and the most suitable approach to the rela-
tion with local communities and stakeholders.

To avoid the different interpretations or confusions, criteria to define
stakeholders and some possible categories to be considered, levels of stakeholder
involvement, types of attitudes and relations with the stakeholders were predefined
and standardized.

The results of the WWF scorecard analysis show that all the Carpathian
countries started the implementation of POWPA but there was little progress to
achieve the objectives concerning participatory governance and stakeholder
involvement. Moreover, as resulting from the country reports, this objective does
not represent a priority yet, therefore, the development of innovative, participatory
forms of governance and management is slow.

Even though in most of the countries the law offers the possibility to develop
different types of governance, provisions concerning the need for a comprehensive
approach based on the PA life/management cycle for the development of
participatory management are insufficient or completely lacking. It is therefore not
known when and how to involve stakeholders. Many PAs were declared with no or
limited stakeholder involvement, which resulted in negative attitudes and conflicts
between PA authorities and the local communities, which were activated during the
management implementation phase. Consequently, the PAAs have the difficult
mission to cope with this “handicap” despite their lack of/insufficient capacity and
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compensatory “arguments.” National and site level evaluations of this issue were
not undertaken and the existing multi-stakeholder bodies (which had been
established in most of the Carpathian countries) for the management of PAs are
neither based on the principle of inclusiveness nor functional in the sense of “fully
and effectively involving stakeholders,” as required by the POWPA. As resulting
from the case studies, given the lack of tradition for public participation,
information is considered highly important by the PA practitioners as a form of
participation (although passive from the perspective of the stakeholders) in
consultation and functional/instrumental partnerships.

Concerning stakeholder involvement in the management of PAs in the CER, the

assessment emphasizes the following factors:
A. Land use and development conflicts which hinder the active involvement of
stakeholders in the management process

- limitations/restrictions for land use, i.e. reduction of immediate economic
gains for landowners and managers of the natural resources with no com-
pensation payment systems in place, is the main source of conflicts and
problems in most of the PAs in the Carpathians;

- pressure and threats deriving from development are the second driver for
conflicts in PAs. As a result of lacking or insufficient transparency, dia-
logue, involvement concerning the PA establishment and management
planning and of weak instruments for the integration of PAs in their territo-
ries and social-economic context, pressures and threats deriving from de-
velopment, is increasing. Stakeholders’ negative perceptions of PAs are de-
termined both by the economical limitations and by the insufficient knowl-
edge and understanding of the rationale and role of nature conservation.

The benefits of PAs, which might represent an argument pro “working together”
in the context of a negative socio-economic impact the PAs generate by the
restrictions are not yet assessed.

B. Protected area governance issues
In all Carpathian countries, most of the PAs are managed by governmental
bodies at different levels, either directly or by delegating the management
authority to other stakeholders. The existence of consultative and advisory
bodies in some countries favours the active participation of stakeholders to
different extents but the enabling conditions for effective and efficient
participation are still not sufficient..

C. Protected area capacity issues
In most countries, there is a need for capacity-building (increasing knowledge
and know-how for practitioners) and for allocating resources (special
programmes and budget lines). The low capacity of the PAAs and lack of
appropriate resources and skills to develop and implement a communication
strategy, to initiate a dialogue, to find solutions and solve conflicts, to negotiate
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and communicate with stakeholders efficiently in a conflicting situation are one
of the greatest challenges for the development of participatory management.

D. History of establishment with no consultation
Consequently, for the proper acceptance and successful use of participative
management techniques, there is an obvious need across the region for a
combination of:

clear understanding of the role and need for participatory management and
of the means to put it into practice, especially at the PAA level;

proper resources and sufficient capacity available at the PAA level for in-
formation, permanent communication with stakeholders and development of
participatory processes;

clear legislative provisions and guidelines for those who manage the re-
sources in the PAs and implement the conservation measures;

an effective system of control, monitoring and measuring the effectiveness
of participation.

As resulting from the study, even though the needs and the functioning of
society together with the specific legislative and administrative framework for PA
management are not fully supportive for participatory management, the PA
administrations and custodians can achieve some significant progress in improving
their relationship with the stakeholders and in fostering their involvement in the PA
management.

The guidelines for the development of participatory management are structured
in 2 major phases, i.e. (1) the assessment phase and (2) the design and planning
phase, comprising 4 steps, i.e. (i) the context analysis and the identification of
stakeholders, (ii) the stakeholder analysis, (iii) the assessment of current status of
stakeholder involvement and (iv) the planning phase (Figure 9).
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PHASE |: CURRENT SITUATION ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION

1. STAKEHOLDER IDENTIFICATION — Stakeholders are identified
— Their interests are defined

2. STAKEHOLDER ANALYSIS — Stakeholders are characterized
Stakeholders are classified by their importance

3. ASSESSMENT OF THE — Stakeholders involved are identified together with their
CURRENT STAUS OF level and manner/means of involvement
STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT ~ — The results of their involvement are assessed

1
PHASE Il: DESIGN AND PLANNING FOR STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT

\

4. PLANNING FOR THE FUTURE  — The approach and the means to involve the
ACTIONS stakeholders are established. The stakeholder
involvement plan is developed

+

Figure 9: Methodological steps of assessment and planning for participatory

management

For each of the 4 steps, the guidelines describe the objectives and provide a list
of guiding questions to be answered as well as a brief inventory of the data and
information needed.

Step 1: Stakeholder identification — implies the revision or assessment of the
following aspects, from the perspective of the relations between the PA and the
local communities

the “area of interest”/“interaction” which is relevant for the management
activities;

the PA aim and management objectives, the internal zoning and the situa-
tion regarding land ownership;

the social-economic assets of the PA (e.g. land use types, resources, social-
economic values);

the PA benefits;

the threats for the PA and the main management problems;

the organizational context for the PA management.

Step 2: Stakeholder analysis — is organized in 3 main working stages
Stakeholder characterization in relation with:
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Stakeholder classification by their importance.

The stakeholder network analysis — the identification of stakeholders’ relations.
Step 3: Assessment of the current level of stakeholder involvement in the PA
management

Implies the identification of previous forms of involvement for each category of
stakeholders and the analysis of benefits and risks associated with their
participation in correlation with their role in achieving the PA management
objectives.

Step 4: Design and planning for stakeholder involvement

Building on the results of the assessment carried out in the previous steps, it
implies the choice for the optimal forms and means of involvement of each group
of stakeholders. The elaboration of such plans should take into account the
requirements of strategic planning (including SMART objectives, milestones and
indicators, timelines and resources, risks).

2.3.2  Planning and managing Sacred Natural Sites of the Great Inca Trail
in Sangay National Park, Ecuador

Maria Augusta Almeida Ferri

Sacred Natural Sites (SNS) have always been
present in many religions and systems of traditional
knowledge of different cultures. These sites are . 4
spread all over the world and have a special
meaning to local people. Some of them are a
“living heritage” today, while others have been lost
due to development or a change in human values
and practices. Where lost, it is important to recover
this information to conserve and share it with
future generations as part of their roots and their
identity.

Where still in place, Sacred Natural Sites need to be preserved and managed. They
can be seen as the essence of sustainable development, a place where humans
experience the connection with and care for nature.

Sacred Natural Sites are often located within formally designated PAs and, in fact,
SNS have gained substantial attraction from the conservation scene in the last
decade. Different initiatives started to raise awareness by collecting and sharing
information and to advocate on this issue. Nevertheless, a good practice inclusion
of Sacred Natural Sites in worldwide protected area planning and management
seems to be rather the exemption than the rule.
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Ecuador has a rich natural and cultural heritage and these values have been
recognised by the country’s constitution as well as its heritage and conservation
policies. Moreover, some areas in Ecuador are still considered to be Sacred Natural
Sites, a living patrimony to learn, protect and conserve. This is the case for some of
the natural elements related to the Gran Ruta Inca, a strategic network of trails that
was constructed by the Inca Empire in order to control and use their lands
(Figure 10). In this part of the country, Andean ceremonies are still an important
practice for local communities.

Figure 10: Culebrillas Archaeological site along the Inca Trail is a major cultural
centre used as a place where the Inca prepared and trained their army

One of the main issues in the Andean culture of Ecuador is that — due to many
factors — poverty is associated with the Inca trail. Nevertheless, some people also
argue that the Inca trail can be the key for re-activating this region. As
demonstrated by other destinations like Machu Picchu in Peru, marketing (nature
and culture) tourism related to the Andean culture can attract significant visitor
interest. Although the cultural elements of the Inca trail that crosses Sangay
National Park (SNP, Figure 11) are less prominent than the Peruvian ones
mentioned above, there is potential for a positive contribution towards a
sustainable development in this region by activating local communities and their
traditional knowledge.
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Sacred Natural Sites are sensitive, fragile areas. They usually have their own
myths, their functions, their custodians, their very unique rituals and non-material
qualities. Their use or non-use is usually clearly defined and in many cases, this
(tacit) knowledge is kept confidential and strongly related to the people who take
care of these places. These are reasons why Sacred Natural Sites located within
protected areas need a special emphasis on collaboration between custodians of
these sites and park managers. Rights and responsibilities of access and use
together with appropriate governance structures are of utmost importance to places
of “living heritage.”

Figure 11: Ingapirca, the “Temple of the Sun,” is an ancient astral observatory in
the buffer zone of Sangay National Park, Ecuador

The findings of this research suggest that the process of including Sacred
Natural Sites in the planning and management practices of Sangay National Park
has just begun. Most of the documents related to Qhapac Nan do not provide
guidance for the active management of SNS under the umbrella of a protected area
structure. Due to the lack of such (national and regional) guidelines, the progress
level of SNS inclusion was identified by applying IUCN best-practice guidelines
(Wild and McLeod, 2008) in a self-assessment done by people familiar with
Sangay National Park. Although this assessment was done by only a very small
group of four people, its results seem to be supported by the findings of the
literature review.

In short, there is still a lot to be done. Out of the 44 activities defined by the
TUCN best practice guideline, five activities have not even started yet. These are
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concentrated on conflicts over the control and use of land in the park (highlighted
by the guidelines on conflict management, cultural use, decision-making control,
zonation, coordinated tourism development).

Activities that have just been started (20% average progress level) focus on the
broader topics of land use planning (guidelines on development planning, visitor
management, SNS identification, demarcation and protection), stakeholder
involvement (institutional analysis, consultation, and confidentiality) and
administration (sustainable financing).

More progress can be seen in the third group of activities (21-40% average
progress level) which relates to the broader topics of awareness building
(guidelines on traditional knowledge, networking, communication, intercultural
dialogue), the legal framework (access and use to the land, custodians rights,
governance) and planning approaches (holistic, ecosystem and landscape approach,
multidisciplinary management).

The most advanced activities (41-60% average progress level) indicate that
there already is a strong awareness and recognition of the importance of SNS for
human well-being and the conservation of natural and cultural values. Moreover,
there is an understanding of linkages between SNS on the regional level. Park-
internal planning processes to include SNS have been initiated and there has
already been integrated research on biodiversity and SNS. The highest ranking
activities were the formal recognition of SNS within parks and the recognition of
the role of custodians as well as the importance of SNS for the cultural renewal
(guidelines 1.3 and 4.7; IUCN, 2008) with a score of 50%. This again indicates the
early implementation stage of SNS in SNP.

The results of the progress level rating suggest that although there is a strong
understanding of the importance of SNS for the natural and cultural heritage of
SNP, the implementation of appropriate structures, policies and actions is lagging
behind. There seems to be a great need to bring stakeholders together, create an
atmosphere of trust and (prior) consent and solve conflicts over decision-making
control and (ancestral communal) land use rights within the park boundaries. This
should be done by involving community leaders and SNS custodians as well as the
competent authorities involved in planning, management and development of the
region and country.

Developing a tourism strategy for this area before solving issues relating to land
use rights and governance will only magnify the conflict potential going forward
and potentially destroy some of the fragile treasures of this park. The recognition
of sacred natural sites, their custodians and practices have the potential to improve
communication and collaboration among stakeholders in Sangay National Park.

Over the last years, the Environmental Ministry and the National Biodiversity
Department have strengthened the whole system of protected areas in Ecuador.
Participatory management of the cultural and natural resources will become more
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important as the national government works towards the decentralization of
patrimony management and the delegation of competences as well as decision-
making power to local governments. Therefore, the current situation in SNP can be
an opportunity to adapt a new, participatory planning and governance approach for
the park making it a key player for a sustainable development in the region. Some
recommendations for future actions are mentioned below:

Continue to raise awareness about SNS

The development of guidelines for sacred natural sites management and
planning will build awareness of the potential of Sacred Natural Sites among the
broader public in general, but moreover, it will be a tool for the PA managers of
Sangay National Park, the Ministry of Environment, the Ministry Coordinator of
Patrimony, the Ministry of Tourism and other actors, like NGOs and local people
involved in the implementation of programs and projects linked with this PA and
the Inca Trail.

Analyze capacities

In order to start with the process, relevant local, national and international
stakeholders should be identified and analyzed due to their human and institutional
capacities, historical interaction and current positions. This is a necessary step in
understanding the context of Sacred Natural Sites in Sangay National Park. Once
the analysis is done, the stakeholders should be contacted and a communication
process should be started that is based on respect and continuity.

Identify and resolve potential conflicts

The dialogue among stakeholders seems to be weak in Sangay National Park,
especially in the study area. A reason for this might be the extension of park
boundaries to communal land in 2002. The identification and analysis of potential
issues of conflict by involving all relevant stakeholders should be considered. For
actions going forward and relating to SNS, the guidelines based on the prior
consent which require protected area managers to “ascertain the free, prior and
informed consent of custodians before including sacred natural sites within PAs
and when developing management policies affecting sacred places” should be
considered. It is important to create an atmosphere of trust between the SNP and
communities (explaining potentials but also the limits of the national park for the
development of local livelihoods).

Continue to build knowledge

It is recommended to continue to identify sacred sites and map them by using
the technique of participatory mapping; to define the zonation, identify SNS
custodians, Rights of access and use and monitoring requirements should be
defined, research should be conducted on the biodiversity of the SNS, the cultural
memory of the local communities should be recovered and their identity
strengthend.
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Provide continuity in funding

Another problematic issue which has continually eroded the relationship
between the park, local communities and other actors is borne by a lack of funds —
a lot of initiatives in the region were started but not continued beyond the project
duration because of missing sustainable self-financing capacities.

2.3.3  The role of UNESCO Biosphere Reserves in regional governance
networks

Christian Diry

To solve coordination problems in and across a
wide range of specialized social systems such as
the economy, the legal system, the political system
and the health system but also in sustainable
development and in nature protection, conventional
structures of government and governance are at
their limits and new forms of governance are
emerging.

Since no single agency or organization can
“govern” or “manage” sustainable development in
complex social-ecological systems, biosphere reserves facilitate collaboration by
defining a common agenda, and sharing knowledge and resources to develop joint
projects and collective solutions (Pollock, 2009).

Jessop (2002) defines governance “as the reflexive self-organization of
independent actors involved in complex relations of reciprocal interdependence,
with such self-organization being based on continuing dialogue and resource-
sharing to develop mutually beneficial joint projects and to manage the
contradictions and dilemmas inevitably involved in such situations.”

Designated by the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural
Organization (UNESCO), biosphere reserves are seen as models for community-
based sustainable development. They are geographic areas that contain globally
unique ecosystems and encourage communities to integrate biodiversity
conservation into sustainable development activities. Sustainability requires a
variety of innovative governance models and approaches.

In my work at the BR Wienerwald, I have experienced the animosity of existing
regional managements, of PA managements as well as GOs and NGOs in fear of
loss of money from public funding but also due to a lack of clear differentiation of
the tasks of the BR.
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The tasks of biosphere reserves to promote sustainable development in all areas
of sustainability based on a protective zoning system to ensure the protection of
biodiversity can be fulfilled in various ways. The BR managements are quite free
too choose which tasks they start their work with.

Mostly, they look at existing BRs with similar settings and more or less copy the
activities there, which is a legitimate way to use model regions. But the conditions,
may it be in terms of politics, social or even financial issues, can be very different
and in need of more accurate analysis to find the most effective way to use all
synergies in an area and prevent redundant use of effort and money.

As it is the case in the Wienerwald BR on the rim of the capital of Austria,
many of the “usual” tasks that a BR in a more remote area fulfils are already done
by one organization or the other. In the vicinity of universities and pedagogic
academies, research and education are abundant. The tourist sector is, although
focused on the capital Vienna, well-organized and institutionalized. Due to the
efforts of the governments of Lower Austria and Vienna, as the BR Wienerwald
lies in between the capitals of the provinces, several “near governmental”
organisations promote environmental education and education for sustainability.
Several regional managements in the area of the BR help with economical and
social development (Figure 12). Managers of smaller regions and co-operations of
several communities organize projects to receive EU funding for LEADER or
INTERREG projects. There are even areas that are under nature protection by law
or designation with existing managements inside the biosphere reserve (e.g. nature
parks). All the people working there wonder whether the BR is a competitor to
their institutions in the struggle for public funding. So, instead of being recognized
as a unit to help a region on the way to sustainable living, the BR is seen as a rival,
duplicating efforts of existing organizations.
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Figure 13: Examples for governmental programmes in the Wienerwald region and
communities

There is a complex overlay of institutions and organizations in most biosphere

reserves (Figure 13 and 14). Biosphere reserve managements as bridging

organizations connect certain levels of actors to promote biodiversity protection
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and sustainable development, from inhabitants, local stewards, scientists,
communities or NGOs to governments and international organizations. Similar
functions are also carried out by other organizations in the same place.

International e.g. UNESCO-MAB, EU, ...
e.g. scientists, policy makers,
National governmental administrations, NGOs
Stewards, e.g. regional managements, PA
Regional administrations, provincial administrations,
GOs
Local stewards, e.g. farmers, birdwatchers,
Local

angler associations, volunteers

Figure 14: Governance levels and cooperation around the Biosphere Reserve
Management (BRMM)

The aims of the work are:
- To what extent are local BR organisations involved with networks and in
what capacity (governance profile)?
- Are there common structures of BRs in the EuroMAB network that can be
used as models for successful implementation of BRs?

By now, I can say that there are very different ideas about the role of BRs. This
role also varies in different settings (provinces, countries, structures) so that
common structures are not easy to define. Starting from the original biosphere
reserve idea, the itself has undertaken dramatic alterations as well as its perception
has changed from a scientific point of view or even in the public. The high
demands by the UNESCO of BRs can be met from different sides to bring about
sustainable development.
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2.4  Ecological aspects in the management of protected areas

2.4.1 Ecological asessement of biodiversity pressures in Mgahinga Gorilla
National Park, Uganda

John Emitchell Okot

The understanding of habitat pressures and
threats forms the basis to design pragmatic
regimes for the protection of biodiversity and
species assemblage in Mgahinga Gorilla
National Park (MGNP). The study gives an
insight into human habitat use as basic 2
components of reality checks. An ecological
assessment of biodiversity pressures was
conducted between October 2010 and January
2011. The aim of the study sought to identify
potential pressure on biodiversity and a priority
ranking was done based on the degree of threats.

The objectives of this study were: to establish ecological pressures and historic
threats on biodiversity in MGNP, to determine the protected area (PA) copying
mechanisms in addressing threats, to assess local community influence on the use
of resources of the protected area and to develop conservation recommendations
for planning integral management regimes.

Thus, empirical data on pressures was gathered subdividing the study area into
three stratified blocks approximately 4.2 km from West to East, covering about
four percent of the park area. The park map was overlaid with Universal Traversal
Mercator grids. Within each block systematic line transects were positioned 500 m
length x 10 m width and 5 m observation on either side. The target ecological
variables were measured and data on threats were collected. Threat reduction
assessment (TRA) parameters formed a benchmark of a quantitative method,
complemented by a qualitative approach for threats as well as an ethnographic
method for demographic survey. Besides, the Threat Reduction Index (TRI) mode
and an Analysis of Variance (ANOVA), the Statistical Package for Social Science
(SPSS) was used for the data analysis.

The study revealed a total of 17 threats that were significant on the park’s
aesthetic and ecological biodiversity. 8 of the threats were rated critical, with snare
poaching as the highest at 50.6%. These results indicate that the pressure on the
habitat is heavily affected by anthropogenic factors. The occurrence of these

48



Protected Areas in Focus: Analysis and Evaluation

pressures in the park was an increasingly major concern for the management. The
impacts on wood products were significantly different at the buffer and core zone
of the park due to the different types of human interventions of the habitat (timber
harvest, fires, bamboo and wild honey harvest, livestock grazing) that occasioned
irreparable damages on biological resources. The analysis of distribution patterns
of the different threats in Sabinyo (SB1), Gahinga (GB2) and Muhavura (MB3)
blocks showed no significant differences of human interventions of the park
ecosystem. Snares accounted for 67.2% as predominant tool, synonymous with
poachers, and caused 71.3% of Cephalophus nigrifrons; Tragelaphus scriptus were
most often in the line of fire. The park intervention strategies addressed 37.2% of
the pressures and threats that were perceived as threats to biodiversity. The
demographic pattern that emerged from this study indicates that 52 household were
sampled representing 196 individuals interviewed. Out of them 57.7% lived at the
buffer zone of the park and 42.3% settled further away. The study found poaching
is strongly positively connected to the ages 20 and 39 years (55.7% of all poaching
arrests) and linked with low education and insufficient conservation education and
awareness among the communities at the PA matrix.

Okot (2002) defined and described snare as simple wire structure with sliding
loop at the tip of the snare commonly synonymous with poachers, and the other
part is anchored on the stump or live stand tree. The sliding loop is set in way that
any slight touch on it entangles the animal either on the neck or part of the leg
(hoof) and kills the animal by strangulation. The graph below provides an
overview of mean percentage snare removal pattern from the park’s environment.
The study showed that snares were more prevalent in GB2 and MB3 compared to
SB1 block, and this includes snare data from January 2007 to December 2010. This
could be attributed to the proximity to the neighbouring villages and abundance of
animal populations in the area of GB2 and MB3.
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Figure 15: An illustration of snare removal pattern in the park’s environment
Source: MGNP-LED, 2007-2010
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Figure 16: Temporal relationship between patrol/snare and mean rainfall
Source: MGNP-LED, 2007-2010

As shown in Figure 15 and 16, the mean number of snares removed per months
by patrol rangers varies widely with mean percentage as low as 1.1% in the month
of August and peaks up to 92% between September, October and November. This,
therefore, explains why the snare setting is more or less present in all months of the
year but is at peak in the wet season. This relative pattern corresponds to the mean
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percentage of rainfall which peaks in the month of March, April and September to
November. One interpretation of this correlation is that it is easier to locate snares
in the wet season because at that time, poachers tracks are more easily detectable
and traceable in the dew.

It is interesting to note that in the month of December, the mean percentage
snare collection trend falls sharply as the dry season begins. Poachers also choose
not to set snares so frequently during the drier season between June and July,
which is perhaps due to the fact that it is difficult to detect animal tracks. This
explains why the patrol coverage efforts showed a percentage average of 68.4%
from January to December and slightly lower in June to July period (Figure 16), as
these months are deemed to be of low poaching pattern in the park. The graphical
illustrations clearly show human exploitation of biological resources and perhaps
sporadic reduction or even cause more extinction of some species. Plumptre et al.
(1997) observed that increased snaring of ungulates and other important species in
the park affects representative biodiversity (species, ecosystem and landscape
diversity).

A total of 33 animals belonging to 28 mammal species were recorded during the
study in block SB1, GB2 and MB3, including data obtained from the park records
to have been poached using snares or other tools in the park between January 2007
and January 2011. The duikers (Cephalophus nigrifrons) featured most frequently
in the kill 36.4% (n = 12), followed by bushbuck (Tragelaphus scriptus) 30.3% (n
= 10). Snaring was the most predominant method of poaching and accounted for
39.2% (n = 11) of the total duikers and 32.1% (n = 9) of Serval cat (Leptailurus
serval) above all.

All in all, patrols have made significant inroads towards the reduction of snare
poaching. For example, rangers were able to arrest 21 poachers (58.3%) and
together with a significant amount of snares removed this will go a long way to
reduce snare poaching and related threats. The researcher also noted that more
snares are now set in thicker vegetation and in locations more difficult to reach for
rangers. Also the rate of snare removal by patrol is falling considerably. For
example, the average proportional percentage of snares collected from January to
December 2009 — records indicate 1,056 (88%) compared to 242 (48.4%) in 2010
the same period — shows gradual decline in trend patterns. This could be ascribed
to the fact that snares are set in difficult areas to reach or poachers are scared of
ranger patrols. Furthermore, community conservation awareness programmes
conducted by the park could also have changed the community’s attitude towards
poaching. All in all, the park has increasingly demonstrated considerable efforts to
remedy the situation without claiming to be completed. However, the present study
provides in-depth analysis of the impacts of biodiversity pressures, which gives an
insight into the management challenges.
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Figure 17 below shows the distribution of spatial impacts on the park’s
biodiversity values. The result in Sabinyo (SB1) block shows that 12.2% accounted
for trees are at the buffer zone and 5.3% of the trees are in the core zone of the
park. In total, 17.5% of the trees ha™, were removed from Sabinyo (SB1) block by
local communities living next to the park. Meanwhile, Gahinga (GB2) block
accounted for 16.3% impacts at the buffer and 9.2% in the core zone, suggesting
that 25.5% trees ha™ was harvested in the whole area. The pattern in Muhavura
(MB3) block shows 30.4% high impacts recorded at the buffer and 19.5% in the
core zone. This means that a total of (50%) trees of biomass ha™ was lost to human
activity. The spatial impacts caused by human activity on the park’s ecosystem in
the past and currently were increasingly evident and widespread in all the 3 blocks.
Thus, the average impacts between the buffer and the core zone was 8.30+SD2.25
ha™ and the overall proportional impacts of wood trees and poles differed
significantly (t = 6.378; p = 0.024) at the edge and in the interior respectively.
Within a distance of < 50 m from the park boundary, high pressure and threats
were observed particularly related to firewood and pole extraction. Similarly, ~100
m to the center of the park, the occurrence of wood tree extraction was significant,
whereas at high elevations, the impact was relatively low with the exception of
damages caused by elephant. Both wood trees and tree pole harvest occurred
throughout the park ecosystem at lower elevations, more intensily at the edge than
in the interior. Thus, wood tree harvest remains a critical concern to the park
management.
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Figure 18 shows an estimation of variance percentage proportion of TRA spatial
impacts on the habitat geomorphology. The graphical explanation shows levels of
threat patterns which correspond to the human influences that have directly eroded
the habitat both at the buffer and the core zone. As human pressure builds up at the
buffer zone, block MB3 shows unduly high demand for park biological resources,
and this translates to the loss of aesthetic and biodiversity values. The observed
variance in pressure and threats relates to a mean percentage degree of TRA spatial
impacts recorded in the 3 blocks (i.e. SB1, GB2 and MB3). When the 3 blocks
were analyzed, pressure frequency ANOVA (F = 0.244; df = 9; p = 0.927) showed
no significant differences of increased human interventions of the park’s habitat
and this draws heavily on the loss of biodiversity as authors have argued (Butynski
et al., 1990; Kalina, 1993; Twinomugisha, 2000), implying that pressure is greatly
felt at the buffer zone and threats are exerted in the core zone. This also applies to
the threat and pressure patterns in the MGNP, as shown in Figure 17. Similarly, the
threat and pressures in the blocks GB2 and MB3 have shown relative impacts
recorded at 36% and 39.5% respectively. Results from block SB1 showed
proportionally high threats from livestock grazers with relatively low scale of
pressure. Because a small stretch of land lies outside the park, livestock
encroachment is often felt in the park’s habitat structure.

The magnitude of threat and pressure varied significantly between the study
blocks. The TRA analysis in block MB3 showed a tremendous proportion of
increased threats, and this corresponds to mitigation strategies at 33.3% index.
Most obviously, this resulted to gross violations against park laws observed in
MB3 block compared to the rest of the blocks. Evidence on-site showed that the
fragile habitat had been impoverished due to increased human patterns in the area.
Butynski et al. (1990) as well as Gartlan (1974) noted similar patterns in the same
block, largely influenced by anthropogenic factors, for example poaching,
livestock grazing, bamboo and tree harvest, that have increasingly thrived the
ecosystem. Gartlan (1974) suggested that the anthropogenic factors were
unbearable between the late 1960 and early 1970’s, and this pattern was closely
connected to political turmoil in the region. According to Werikhe (1991), this
occurrence coupled with trends of snare increase in the park ecosystem and this
pattern has risen dramatically until today, displayed by the behaviour of common
man and, thus, creating some form of mosaic varied ecological habitats. This has
led to accelerated habitat modification and subsequent loss of MGNP’s aesthetic
conservation qualities and its highly endangered relic species Butynski and Kalina,
1993; Butynski et al., 1990; Ocen, 2000; Twinomugisha, 2000 and 2007).

An assessment of habitat values provided descriptive results of anthropogenic
factors, as mean percentage pressures at the edge of the park and the threats in the
interior (Figure 19). The data was used to establish the scatter diagrammatic model,
which infers ecological patterns with a strong connection between pressure and
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threats operating independently at different scales on the habitat since pressure and
threats are strongly interrelated factors which have contributed tremendously to the
park’s ecological degradation. Siegel and Castellan (1988) observed that the
scientific idea behind the scatter diagrammatic patterns tend to display an
appreciation of what occurs to a particular variable at the same time and also
allows the variables to exist together graphically as in the case below.

Similarly, one could have the impression that the model above typically portrays
a similar connection. As shown in Figure 19, that correlation does exist linearly
perfect between mean percentage pressure at the edge and threat in the interior of
the park. This means that the graph shows pressure on exponential rise on the
habitat at a constant rate depicting a perfect linear model. This was also prominent
from geomorphology changes observed at the habitat structure during the study
with a mean of p = 48.47+SD18.21 of pressure and threats. Statistical analysis of
the Pearson correlation (r = 0.824; p = 0.044, n = 549) shows a positively perfect
correlation between the pressure at the edge and threats in the interior. The present
results concur with an approach used in the study of edge effects on trees of
Bwindi Impenetrable National Park by Olupot (2009).

Weaan % Thvest i merior
&

Figure 19: Relationship between u% pressure at the edge and u% threat in the
interior

In conclusion, the scatter points plotted from left to right represent a straight line
pattern. With this connection, the legacy of scientific research demonstrates that
the pressure prevailing on the habitat continues to build up both at the edge and in
the interior due to increased demand for the park’s biological resources by the local
communities. Factors manifesting pressure and the threats for the park’s aesthetic
and ecological functions are well documented and increasingly manifested by
anthropogenic influence linked to human patterns (Oneka, 1996; Oates, 1996;
Lahm, 1992; Farell, 1980). However, the above model predicts that the
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anthropogenic factors affecting the biodiversity represents spontaneous increase,
despite management interventions attempting to mitigate the spread of threats on
biodiversity.

It is more plausible to mitigate the threats that may contribute to the
deterioration of biodiversity as they may as well contribute to climatic changes
within the region (Pimm et al., 1985; Sayer and Stuart, 1988; Wilson, 1988; Boyd,
1989). The model also shows graphical tendency to fall more closely or on the
linear line drawn, and the factors in question are considered highly linearly
correlated. As discussed elsewhere in the context, this conceptual model predicts
positive pressure increase on biological resources while the increasing pressure
may cause severe habitat loss. For an ideal situation, the illustration of the model is
significant because it shows a distinctive relationship between pressure at the edge
and threats in the interior. As these findings are linked with demographic factors,
Tole (2002) observed that the occurrence of pressure at forest margins is related
with human degradation of the habitat. Thus, there is a need for concertedly
informed plans in order to reverse the prevailing trends for the future survival of
the Mgahinga Gorilla National Park’s ecological barometers.

Critical analysis of the model shown above suggests that if the park mitigation
strategies are increased to dominate the current areas of threat, a significant portion
of the biodiversity can receive substantial protection to ensure long-term
conservation. Likewise, others could argue from the above illustration that the
level of pressure on biodiversity is peaking and this may cause significant
destruction of the ecological functions of the park’s environment and species. On
the other hand, it is unlikely that the trend will be reversed because of the growing
human population with p = 10.00£SD1.00 (n = 57.7%) at the edge of the park and
pu = 7.33£SD2.08 (n = 42.3%) representing respondents far from the park, which
exerts more pressure on the park’s aesthetic resources. Therefore, the
quantification of these patterns helps to devise mitigation measures to reduce an
alteration of the habitat geomorphology.
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2.4.2

Management planning of Natura 2000 sites is a
very complex issue. It is especially relevant at this
point in time because the process of designation in
most of the member states (MS) of the European
Union is finishing and proper management of the
sites needs to be established. Goals are to assess the o~
actual situation in management planning for Natura
2000 sites and propose the best practice guidelines
through the execution of:

Best practice guidelines for management planning of Natura 2000
sites

Jan Cernecky

an analysis of the actual situation of Natura
2000 management planning in Europe — theoretical overview based on lit-
erature research, online sources and expert opinion;

a more in-depth analysis of the situation with regards to management plan-
ning for Natura 2000 sites in selected member states — practical results and
an overview on the national level, based especially on an online survey
completed by the national experts for Natura 2000 issues in selected Mem-
ber States. The analysis is based on the responses of ten member states,
namely Germany, the Netherlands, Denmark, Cyprus, Hungary, Slovakia,
Poland, Austria, Romania and the UK.

a proposal of guidelines for management planning of Natura 2000 sites
based on best practice observed from the analysis of the online survey re-
sponses, interviews with national Natura 2000 experts, literature review,
lectures attended and the author’s personal experience. This is the main re-
sult of the thesis and includes a GIS-based IT tool designed specifically to
assist planners and managers for the identification of the most appropriate
management measures for specific sites, providing suggestions based on the
habitats and species occurring in specific Natura 2000 sites. This IT tool is
online and available for free.

The first step in the process of preparing the thesis was the identification of the
current status of Natura 2000 sites concerning management planning. This was
done in several steps. First step was the overview of basic terms followed by the
assessment of the current situation in different Member States, status of
establishment etc. It was done by literature review, review of internet sources
followed by interviewing national experts. The legislation support and the relevant
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directives were identified and described in a detailed overview. Next step was the
overview of the basic management planning definitions and practices on member
states level.

Analyzing the status quo is crucial for a proper identification of best-practice
examples. Concerning the specifics of the management planning, the analysis
started by gathering information via internet by the review of already existing
management plans. However, the language problem occurs due to the fact that the
management planning process is usually prepared on a local level and no additional
English translations are most of the time not available. The analysis and
assessment of the existing management plans was therefore very difficult as there
currently are 22 different official languages used in 27 member states. Due to this
issue, it was decided to prepare a basic survey to assist in the process of gathering
basic information concerning management planning in different member states.
The survey was prepared by means of an electronic web form using HTML code
and was published online: http://www.sopsr.sk/survey/.

The respondents of survey were precisely identified and selected out of the
national experts in each member state. Focus was especially laid on those experts
who already possessed information on a national level, who have access to the
national databases and who have already collected information for similar purposes
on a local level. Therefore, the data gathered through the the web form were
already very comprehensive and objectively describe the situation on a national
level.

In addition, the analysis was carried out by further interviews with national
experts. Main focus was on the experts working in “umbrella” positions
(ministries, competent authorities for Natura 2000), most of them working on an
international level, members of the working groups and committees. They are
considered the most relevant source of information on a national level as they have
a great knowledge of legislation, the general status of designation and
establishment and of “what is going on.” Therefore, the data was collected from
different sources on a national level.

The next step was the assessment of the information gathered and the
identification of similarities/differences. Simple comparing methods and figure
assessment were used for the analysis. Comparing the management measures and
objectives occurred mainly in quantitative terms. Overlapping results were the
most important ones as they identify practices currently used in Member States.

Based on these results, a GIS tool for a Natura 2000 overview and the
identfication of possible management measures was developed as well. The tool is
based on a Google earth platform where the Natura 2000 sites are presented in a
spatial form.

Based on the results from the survey and other literature overview, the database
of management measures was built up and every management measure was
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connected to the specific habitat type or species. According to the subject of
protection from Standard Data Form database, the relevant management measures
for each site were identified and every user of this tool can easily obtain the list of
relevant possible management measures by clicking (left mouse button) on one
specific site.

The guidelines were prepared on the grounds of the results from all previous
assessments. State-of-the-art approaches for management planning based on the
knowledge of different international experts in the field of nature conservation
were included. It was decided to integrate current approaches in order to prepare
comprehensive guidelines. The guidelines comprise the results from the
investigation, analysis and best practice identification as well as the general
approaches used, which could help the member states in the process of general
management planning on a national or local level. The author’s personal
experience and expert opinions were included as well.

According to the results, the basic conclusions are especially connected to the
results from the survey which describe the current situation in management
planning for Natura 2000 in 11 member states, namely Germany, the Netherlands,
Denmark, Cyprus, Hungary, Slovakia, Malta, Poland, Austria, Romania and the
UK. This information could be useful for comparing the member states’
approaches and the progress in management planning for Natura 2000 sites.
Additional information and the specifics could also be the pool for ideas for
changing the actual status if there is need to change the approach. There also are
examples of management plans from selected member states. National experts
suggested some of the management plans which were assessed as good examples
of best practice.

Identified similarities were the basis for proposing guidelines, the overall
proposed structure is based on the statements of the member states. Using personal
experience/knowledge and knowledge of other experts, some parts were added to
the guidelines as well.

Guidelines include the following chapters (Figure 20):

a) Planning phase

There are several suggestions for planning the process for a management plan. It
is important to understand the management planning as the process but not as a
static issue. In the preparatory phase of planning, there is the need to think about
the aspects to be included. Most of the plans contain ecological and socio-
economic aspects but there is a possibility to consider the cultural aspect as well.
The time schedule for the finalization of all management plans on a national level
is still rather unclear. First results based on the achievement from the implemented
management plans on a European level will be visible in the reporting period
2018-2024. Most of the Member States, however, do not have any idea when the
management plans will be completed; therefore, there is high uncertainty
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concerning the future of management planning. Most of the member states
prepared the national legislation in support for the management planning, which
seems to be very essential. The structure of the plans is similar in most of the
member states but there are some exceptions. The UK has an interesting structure
of the plan starting with the vision of the site. An example of a SWOT analysis
from Slovakia prepared on a national level could be useful as the basic setting for
preparation of the management planning process on a national level.
b) Budget

In most of the management plans, the budget is not included, which could be
one of the weaknesses. Therefore, it is suggested to include the financial plan in the
management plan in order to ensure proper resources for successful management.
It is might be beneficial to switch from the traditional approach to the market-
based approach. Diversified financial sources help to reach higher sustainability of
financing. Compensatory payments and projects play an important role in
financing the practical implementation of the measures.
¢) Data collection and basic evaluation

A certain amount of detailed data is a precondition for proper management
planning. However, the resources for data collection are precious and most of the
time complex data do not exist. Data collection for ecosystem-based management
planning is in need of two basic sources — mapping and monitoring. There are
other data which should be used in other sectors, especially socio-economic ones.
Zoning is essential but only when zoning is properly done using comprehensive
approach.
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Figure 20: Management planning in protected areas

d) Stakeholder involvement

The main aims of stakeholder involvement for Natura 2000 management

planning process are:

- to have a democratic process and respect the rights of people (e.g. the
ownership rights) and the fact that some decisions taken influence stakeholder
environments. Therefore, logically stakeholders should at least know or have
an opportunity to express their opinion (as it is about measures affecting
private lands or the area where the stakeholders live/use the land)

- to integrate the knowledge and the resources of the stakeholders (e.g.
institutional or non-institutional actors) in order to make the future
management more effective
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e) Strategic plan and management objectives

Strategic planning is important due to the long-term perspective, which should
be in line with slowly changing natural processes. It is essential to plan further and
apart from the objectives and also try to define vision and goals. Objectives should
be fulfilled by targets and activities. A hierarchic structure is essential, and a
logical framework is the suggested format for strategic planning.

The SMART approach should be used every time without any exceptions.
Primary objectives should be defined based on protection of species and habitats,
protection of natural heritage, communication and participation, advertisement of
the area and environmental education. Secondary objectives should be based
especially on the development of regional identity, increasing tourism,
conservation of cultural heritage, creation of new attractions, possibilities for
recreation, research on nature and conservation of landscape. We should not use
the improvement of infrastructure and limitation of land use as the objectives for
Natura 2000 management planning.

Table 2: Most common management planning tools and instruments used in the EU
member states’ management of Natura 2000 sites

Managing Instruments Percentage

Mowing/grazing 26
Sustainable forestry

Prohibited of land use, non-intervention
management

Increase/decrease of water level
Monitoring

Fish management

Invasive/alien species management
Species population support
Environmental education

Guard activities

\9)

Hunting management
Pollution control
Stakeholder involvement

Support of traditional land use

Zoning

Awareness raising
Maintenance
Restoration activities
Other

e = = [ [ W [W [ W W WA [ b [Q |0 |\O
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f) Management measures

More than 50% of the most frequent management measures used in member
states which responded to the survey are related to mowing/grazing, sustainable
forestry, prohibition measures/non-intervention management and monitoring
activities (Table 2). These frequently applied management measures indicate what
types of activites are considered most relevant for a favourable conservation status
in whole Europe. The mentioned measures play an important role for the future of
biodiversity and nature protection on a European level. The list of most frequently
used management measures could be used as pool of ideas that covers most of the
needs for management measures.

IT tool for management measures suggestion1

Lots of management measures used in nember states are usually connected to a
specific habitat or specimen. Therefore, the decision was made to build up the
database with management measures connected to the specific annex
species/habitats (Annexes 3 and 4).

There is a list of more than 60 different habitat types, and for each habitat type,
there are suggestions for one or more management measures. The list contains
more than 200 species, and for each species, there are one or more proposed
possible management measures. The list of this study is especially based on the
species/habitats occurring in the Slovak Republic due to the availability of the
information concerning particular management measures connected to
species/habitats. The basic source of information is the favourable conservation
status of habitats and species of the European importance publication (Poldk and
Saxa, 2005) where particularly important parts were selected, translated into
English and filled in to the database. The second source of information used for the
development of IT tool was the Standard data form database of all Natura 2000
sites in Europe and detailed information concerning the species/habitats and
general site information. Afterwards, a connection between the two databases was
made using the information concerning sites, species/habitats and management
measures.

" The IT tool is available online at maps.sopsr.sk/mapy/map_jc.html (optimized for
Internet Explorer).
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Figure 21: IT tool for management policies for species/habitats

This comprehensive database is one basic part of the IT tool. The IT tool is
based on interactive spatial information. Combining shape files with information
concerning the sites from the existing database led to the development of an
interactive Natura 2000 viewer. By simply clicking on any Natura 2000 site in
Europe, the basic information about the site is listed and if species/habitats ocurr
that match the species/habitats from the database, the tool proposes also possible
management measures which can be used for particular habitats or species
distributed on the site (Figure 21).

By using the developed IT tool particularly for proposing the management
measures, the idea of possible management measures used for management
planning is available. The IT tool is easy to use, interactive and web-based,
therefore, there is no need for installing any additional software; internet
connection and web viewer are the only requirements. The Google maps platform,
offering several choices for using satellite images, street view or combined
background, was used as a background for the map viewer. The combination of
spatial information and database information is essential and could potentially be
useful for all Member States. By adding more management measures connected to
the habitats or species in future, the IT tool developed could be the most
comprehensive tool for proposing basic management measures for each Natura
2000 site without a lot of effort and can serve as pool for ideas for management
measures. The potential of the IT tool for the future is therefore quite high.
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g) Socio-economic benefits

Socio-economic aspects are included in most of the member states. However,
descriptive information should more focused on possible socio-economic benefits.
Stakeholders should benefit from each Natura 2000 site directly or indirectly and in
a sustainable way. The assessment of ecosystem services is essential.
h) Implementation of the plan

The definition of steps for successful implementation of the plan is crucial to
connect the planning to reality.
i) Monitoring

IT systems, an existing methodology, consensus-building mechanisms, a
significant and representative number of permanent plots, a proper amount of well-
trained staff, external expertise and material back-up are all basic preconditions for
a successful monitoring system. Monitoring should not be focused on the species
and habitats only but also on each action in the process of managing the site.

When proposing a monitoring system, it is possible to calculate the resources
needed by the Slovak example.
J) Management effectiveness

Management plans need a process of permanent revision with regard to
planning, implementation or practical management of the site. There is a high
weakness in management effectiveness visible especially on the newly established
small SCIs/SPAs where no protected area has existed before.
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2.4.3 Impact assessment of expansion of garden coffee production system
at Kafa Coffee Biosphere Reserve, Ethiopia

Ayele Kebede Gebreyes

In Ethiopia, four types of coffee production
systems can be distinguished, namely forest,
semi-forest, garden and plantation. This study
particularly attempted to examine the impact of ‘
expansion of garden coffee production system on
the conservation of forest coffee.

The study was conducted in Ethiopia, South
Nations Nationalities and Peoples Region, Kafa
Zone — Gimbo Wereda, which is part of the Kafa
Coffee Biosphere Reserve. In particular, the three
Kebeles in Gimbo Wereda, Kay Kelo, Keja Araba and Malingawa were the
principal locations of the study sites. The study Wereda and the three Kebeles were
selected systematically. The selection was based on the availability of both garden
and forest coffee production systems in relative distances and accessiblity. Time
and funding were major limiting factors.

Data were collected from October to December, 2010, with two phases of field
work. Combinations of surveys and qualitative and quantitative data collection
techniques were employed to collect the required information on the status and
extent of expansion of garden coffee in the study area. Data were analyzed using
descriptive statistics and responses compared using Chi-square test to understand
the attitude of respondents towards the expansion of a garden coffee production
system and to determine the factors that cause the land use conversion.

The analysis indicated that 98.33% of the respondents confirmed that garden
coffee production system is in an increasing trend in the study area ultimately
triggering a negative impact on the conservation of the forest and the coffee. This
is further confirmed by the fact that 63.33% of the respondents prefer having more
plots of land for garden coffee. The reasons for this preference, in addition to the
dynamic nature of the coffee production system, are that responents are affected by
land tenure and land use system, the need for economic satisfaction (productivity),
relative distance that eases management, safety issues and communal ownership.

Given that the study area is now recognized by UNESCO as a coffee biosphere
reserve which reconciles the conservation of biodiversity and economic interest of
land/resource users, proper implementation of the concept of zonation with public
participation and recognition, strengthening the indigenous forest management
system and diversification of household income could be critical points to be
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addressed in order to set the limits of the expansion of a garden coffee production
system in the study area. The following recommendations should be considered to
ensure long-term sustainability of the forest coffee system and delimiting the
expansion of garden coffee:

- more effort should be made in order to clearly define the different types of
coffee production systems exercised in each of the three distinct zones. In
this regard, intensification of garden coffee in the buffer and transition
zones of the biosphere reserve will have multiple benefits to minimize the
pressure on the core and candidate core areas of Kafa Coffee Biosphere
Reserve through enhancing the economic interest of land users.

- this study has also revealed that the understanding about the concept of
biosphere reserve by individual farmers is very insignificant. Hence, more
effort should be made in order to properly implement the concept
particularly delimiting the three zones with public participation and
recognition. This process of course should be supported by workable
communication plan and public awareness creation strategy to develop the
sense of ownership. The outcome will be respecting the zoning theory and
the type of activity in the respective zone.

- as indicated in the other sections of this paper, there are ongoing initiatives
which reinforce the management objectives of Kafa Coffee Biosphere
Reserve such as conservation and economic development. Therefore, there
should be well-defined strategies to collaborate with and strengthen the
institutional capacity and proper functioning of the already existing
complementary initiatives such as Participatory Forest Management, Kafa
Forest Coffee Farmers Cooperatives Union and other development plans.
These efforts definitely assist the conservation of the forest coffee and boost
the economic interest of farmers through fetching premium price for their
product.

- a strategy to acknowledge and promote indigenous forest management
practices.

- further investigation must be conducted to develop a strategy in order to
create nonfarm job opportunities to reduce or absorb the pressure on the
forest resource and delimit the interface between the different coffee
production systems.
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2.5 Tourism and livelihood in protected areas

2.5.1  Valuation of the tourism activities of the Mures Floodplain Nature
Park, Romania

Ovidiu Pirv

The purpose of the study was to estimate
services provided by the recreational value of the
Mures Floodplain Natural Park (MFNP) and
services provided by biodiversity conservation. At
the same, time I wanted to assess the local
community’s perceptions and awareness regarding
the existence of the MFNP. ‘

The MFNP is one of the new protected areas in
Romania, which this year celebrates five years of
existence (Figure 22). Almost 40% of the protected
area is covered by forests which contribute to the maintenance of air quality not
only locally but also globally. The protected area offers disturbance prevention
mainly through flood control as it is an area where waters can cause flooding. But
this is rather an advantage more for the localities situated upstream and
downstream of the protected area than for the local population. Other ecosystem
services are especially significant to the local communities. The MFNP provides
water, recreational and educational opportunities and a number of other forest
ecosystem benefits.

To be able to fulfil the purpose of monetary valuation of the study, the travel
cost and contingent valuation methods were chosen. The travel cost method is a
survey-based method which uses the travel costs of respondents as a measure of
their willingness to pay for visiting the park. Their willingness to pay will be used
to derive the demand for the park and the demand will be used to estimate the
consumer surplus, which will be used as the measure of the recreational value for
the natural park. To be able to get a good estimate of the recreational value, more
variables than travel costs were found.

Two surveys were carried out in the period August 2010-May 2011. For
perception of the environment matters — in MFNP, a first survey was conducted in
summer 2010 (21. August to 15. September, 2010). The administration of this first
questionnaire reveals the fact that most respondents have heard of the park and
they are aware that its existence brings them benefits (74%). However, only few of
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them (5%) know much about the plant and animal species protected by the park.
So, they are not well-informed about the reasons why the MFNP was established.

The localization
of the Mures Floodplain
in Romania

Figure 22: Location of Mures Floodplain Nature Park

The survey from May 2011 was divided into four main sections focusing on:

1.

Environmental attitudes
The questionnaire starts with a block of questions related to tourists’
engagement in and being informed about biodiversity in general and to the
objectives of the nature park in particular. This attitudinal section was
designed for two main purposes. The first is to elicit the level of
environmental commitment of the respondent.

. Travel cost valuation section — recreational values

The second part of the survey contains questions about the following topics:
- location of the visitors’ home — how far they travelled to the site;
- how many times they visited the site in the past year or season;
- the length of the trip;
- the amount of time spent at the site;
- travel expenses;
- the persons’ income or other information about the value of their time;
- other socio-economic characteristics of the visitor;
- other reasons for the trip (for visit only or for other purposes)
The value of recreation service is based on the travel cost method and
statistical data on protected area visitors. The mean spending per person per
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day and the mean duration of stay per visitor are found out through filling in
this part of the questionnaire.

3. Contingent valuation section — biodiversity conservation values
The next part includes questions related to the contingent valuation method.
The respondent is in the simplest form of the discrete-choice format asked to
accept or reject one bid. Thereafter, those who said that they were willing to
pay for European souslik conservation were exposed to the complete bid-
vector which contained 17 bids: nothing, LEI 4, 8, 12, 20, 40, 80, 120, 160,
200, 250, 300, 400, 600, 800, 1000, over 1000 (EUR 1 =LEI 4.1).

4. Socio-economic description section.
A final brief section of the questionnaire dealt with socio-economic
characteristics of respondents. The socio-economic characteristics of
respondents were collected to examine the composition of the sample as well
as to analyze how the WTP varies according to these characteristics.

This study estimates the recreational value of the nature park. The value of
recreational services provided by the park is VRS = S, - D, - N,, with mean
spending per person per day (S,,; EUR), mean duration of stay per visitor (D,,) and
the average number of visitors of the MFNP per year (N,).

The biodiversity conservation value (VBC) is calculated by means of contingent
valuation, such that VBC = N, - WTP,, - sg, with the national population (typically
considering over 14 years; N,), mean willingness to pay per person (WTP,,) and
the share of respondents indicating the existence, bequest or option motive as

priority (Sg).

Table 3: Travel expenses of visitors at the Mures Floodplain Nature Park

No. Expenditures category | Percentage | Mean (EUR) Devﬁiﬁia;g UR)
1 Accommodation 12 1.5 9.1
2 Meals 48 53 53
3 Shopping (souvenirs) 2 0.2 2.3
4 Transport 27 3.1 5.6
5 Sport 2 0.2 3.2
6 Other expenditures 9 0.9 3.7
Total 100 11.2 9.9

Measuring travel costs was done via questionnaire by asking tourists regarding
their expenses per day for certain expenditure categories. In Table 3, it can be seen
that meals are by far the point of highest expenditure (48% of total spending) for
tourists when visiting the park, followed by transport (27% of total spending) and
accommodation (12% of total spending). In total, visitors spend about LEI 46
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(EUR 11.2) per day and per person on average during their visit in the nature park
(standard deviation EUR 9.9, median value EUR 7.7). The 90%-confidence
interval lies between EUR 9.8 and EUR 12.6.

Taking only transport costs and sport costs into account — expenditure which is
directly connected to a MFNP visit while other costs can be assumed to accrue in
one way or the other during “normal” life or in other tourist destinations —, visitor
spending amounts to EUR 3.3 per day and visitor (standard deviation EUR 4.5;
90%-confidence interval EUR 2.6 to EUR 4).

Total spending per visit and per person is computed based on mean travel costs
(EUR 11.2 with a lower and upper bound according to the confidence interval,
respectively EUR 3.3, see above), assuming that only those visitors who solely
come for the purpose of visiting the MFNP (66%) and staying 1.45 days in the
region on average will be considered (EUR 11.2 - 66% = EUR 7.4 per person per
day).

Therefore, we can estimate the total expenditure of an average amount of EUR
10.7 per person and stay (with a lower bound of EUR 9.4 and an upper bound of
EUR 12.0). Aggregating the travel cost elicited in the survey to the total number of
visitors (about 60,000 per year) to the MFNP per year given the daily expenditures,
we end up with estimated travel costs of about EUR 642,000 per year (VRS =S, -
Dy, - Ny =EUR 7.4 - 1.45 - 60,000 = EUR 642,000).

Taking the lower and upper bound of the 90%-confidence interval leads to a
range of possible recreation values of annually EUR 564,000 to EUR 723,000.
Taking the lower bound of only transport costs and sport costs, total recreation
value amounts to EUR 192,000 per year (possible range between EUR 126,000 and
EUR 228,000).

In order to derive an indication of potential value in terms of existence option
and bequest value of biodiversity conservation, the willingness-to-pay (WTP)
question was formulated as concretely as possible focusing on the possible support
for sustaining species conservation programmes of the park.

The basic idea was protecting a charismatic species from the area, the European
souslik (Spermophilus cittelus), which is also present in the most frequented leisure
area in the park (Figure 23). Even though it is a common species for Romania, the
European souslik is quite rare worldwide and the Romanian population is
estimated to be around 15,000 individuals (Botnariuc and Tatole 2005).
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Figure 23: European souslik (Spermophilus cittelus)

The European souslik is listed in Annex 2 of the European Union Habitats
Directive. This implies a responsibility of sensible management of this species.
The question also explained that the funds provided by the Romsilva are unsecure
and that citizens had to pay directly for nature park policies.The question asked
refers to the maximum amount the respondent is willing to donate to a
conservation programme for this species, considering other expenses during their
holidays. An explanatory introduction to the scenario is provided in order to permit
a homogenisation of information across respondents.

That amount of EUR 22.8 per year and person means that people WTP is 0.5%
from annual income for protection of this kind of species taking into consideration
that annual average income is about EUR 4,140. The study carried out in Sri Lanka
for elephants protection value shows that respondents are willing to pay 1% from
their annual income for the protection of this species. Thus, the population in
Romania would be willing to pay twice less than the people from Sri Lanka
considering the annual income in each country.

Accounting for the deviation around the mean WTP of EUR 22.8 per person and
assuming a 90%-confidence interval, we can calculate a range between EUR 19.4
and EUR 26.1 (for the distribution of WTP bids across the bid range, Figure 24).
This estimate gives a range of potential non-use values between EUR 382m and
EUR 514m per year (Table 4).
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n%

Figure 24: Distribution of WTP (willingness-to-pay) bids

Table 4: Values of ecosystem services at the Mures Floodplain Nature Park (in
EUR 1,000 per year)

Ecosystem services Lower bound Reasonable Upper bound
mean value

Recreation value 564 642 723
Recreation value
(transport costs and 126 192 228
sport cost)
Biodiversity

. 382,000 449,000 514,000
conservation values
Existence values 148,980 175,110 200,460
Option / quasi-option 84,040 98,780 113,080
values
Bequest values 148,980 175,110 221,130
Total 382,564 449,642 514,723

The recreational value of the nature park in this study is about EUR 642,000;
this value seems much smaller compared to similar studies from Poland and
Slovakia (Getzner, 2009). The lower recreational benefits of MFNP compared to
Tatra NP or Slovensky Raj NP are mainly due to the lower number of tourists and
to the lower average number of stay but it is also related to less income per person.

The MFNP provides in total around EUR 450m per year (potential range from
EUR 383m to 515m). Less important are recreation benefits by about 60,000
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visitors per year due to the short average stay of visitors in the region (just 1.41
days). Most of them stay just a few hours inside the park and in case they spend
more than one night here, they prefer to use a tent to reduce costs. Camping
accommodation is used by all tourists who go on canoe excursions. Even for the
canoe excursion, visitors spend EUR 10.7 per person and stay. Recreation benefits
amount to around EUR 642,000 (reasonable mean value) while non-use values are
comparatively higher with EUR 449m. However, while recreation benefits accrue
to 60,000 visitors per year, non-use values benefits apply to the whole population
of Romania of over 19.7m people.

One of the recommendations arising from the study is the need to generate local
awareness regarding the main aim of the park and the most important species under
protection. It is a first step that must be taken so that the local community becomes
aware of the natural assets in the area. The costs of managing the MFNP (EUR
130,000/year) are insignificant compared to the benefits provided. The local
community represents the majority from the total number of visitors (60,000)
coming here annually, the recreational benefits offered by the park being estimated
at EUR 630,000/year. This is a small value compared to the estimated value
offered by biodiversity conservation services of EUR 449 millions. The average
amount of money the respondents are willing to pay annually for the conservation
of a charismatic species from the park is EUR 19 annually, which represents 0,5%
of their annual income. It is also envisaged that the results and conclusion of this
thesis will be valuable for the management of the park, emphasizing the current
awareness and the monetary value of two of the services offered by the MFNP.
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2.5.2  Prospects for conservation and sustainable livelihood in Sundarbans
Reserve Forest World Heritage and Ramsar Site, Bangladesh

Muhammad Shariful Islam

The Sundarbans Reserved Forest and its
surrounding buffer zone are one of the most diverse
and richest natural resource areas in the People’s
Republic of Bangladesh. It holds one of the largest
continuous mangrove forests in the world and has ¥
been recognized as an internationally important
World Heritage and Ramsar site. It is considered a
highly productive ecosystem that provides a wide
range of valuable forest products. The Sundarbans
play a significant role for supporting a wide range
of floral and faunal biodiversity and ecosystem services that support livelihoods of
local communities. Most of the communities in buffer zone of Sundarbans are
dependent on Sundarbans resources for their livelihoods.

This study explores the livelihoods of different groups of local residents in and
around the Sundarbans Reserved Forest, who depend on natural resources from the
forest and compares their living standard. The research finds a large difference
between the annual selling income (EUR 1,481.70) and the households’ net income
(EUR 602.14) from harvesting products of forest dependents. The results indicate
that the resources harvesters are not able to gain actual benefits from the resources
of the Sundarbarns due to factors such as water hijackers or forest staffs, who
illegally collect money. This limits the income of forest dependents. Due to low
income, they borrow loans for their annual harvesting operating cost. Forest
dependents also lose significant amounts of money from their selling income to
paying loan interest (loan provider takes an average 8.29% interest from harvesting
selling income).

Our research found that the users are highly dependent on Sundarbans for their
livelihood, each household’s total income about 89.76% comes from forest
resources and their average harvesting resources consumption values 101.86 Euro.
Households depend on Sundarbans fuel wood for their fuel consumption. The
paper shows that if the forest dependents did not have to deal with water hijackers,

* A scientific paper was published on the results of this study; see Getzner and
Islam, 2013.
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forest staff and loan interest, their income would be increased to 60.25% from
present net annual income.

The paper recommends to focus on good governance, strong law enforcement
and effective management systems for improving livelihoods of Sundarbans
dependents to ensure the actual benefits of users of the resources of the Sundarbans
and to support the recovery of vulernable livelihoods.
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2.6  Economic and social aspects in the management of protected
areas

2.6.1 New ways of cooperation between regional businesses and the
Kalkalpen National Park, Austria

Eva-Maria Heigl

The modern understanding of a national park’s
meaning has shifted from pure nature conservation
to reconcilability between conservation aims and
sustainable economic development in the vicinity
of the park. In the best understanding, a national
park can serve as a motor for the region by
enabling local people and businesses to make use —
of the brand national park in tourism or business
marketing and, thus, create added value for the
region. Local people gain (economic) benefits from
the national park, which may be one way to raise their acceptance and support for
the national park’s goals even if nature conservation is not their primary concern.
Without the acceptance and support of local people and stakeholders, it will be
difficult for the national park to fulfil its goals in nature conservation. The
protected area would stand alone as an island and might not be as effective.

By contrast, the chances that a national park can offer for regional economic
development may also not be overestimated and especially the tasks the park
management itself can perform. Apparently, the expectations towards the
management of a national park are too high in this regard. The main goal of a
national park is nature conservation; besides that, the park management can
provide a contribution for the pursuit of regional economic development but this
topic certainly requires the cooperation of different regional and superregional
bodies as well as political commitment.

All involved people and institutions have to be aware of the fact that a national
park cannot meet all expectations. It has to fulfil its main tasks at a maximum
degree and beyond that, it also has to optimize its other tasks and targets (Baaske,
2000).

Since the establishment of the Kalkalpen National Park in 1997, there have been
efforts by regional businesses in different sectors to make use of the brand
Kalkalpen National Park for their marketing. The term national park is perceived
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as a good selling argument for various products and services because it transports
topics such as sustainability, care, responsibility or environmental awareness.

The Kalkalpen National Park, therefore, developed the network of Kalkalpen
National Park Partners. Member businesses can use the protected partner label and
the topic national park in their own marketing if fulfilling certain membership
criteria, such as environmental-friendly business management. Over the last years,
additional cooperation programmes with focus on tourism have been developed —
also by regional stakeholders — allowing for a more specific support of certain
groups of businesses. In addition, there are further cooperation programmes with
focus on regional food products or farm holidays.

Some of these initiatives are rather recent, others have already existed for
several years; some are rated as more successful, others as less successful —
according to the estimation of involved people and institutions.

The thesis uses this issue as a starting point and deals with the following three
questions:

- Which kind of cooperation between the national park and regional economy

does exist?

- What is the current status of the cooperation?

- How can the cooperation be improved (if necessary) in order to create

added value for the region?

The results of this thesis are based to a large extent on personal experiences and
opinions of interviewed stakeholders. From these interviews, conclusions were
drawn that serve as the basis for recommendations. All interview partners consider
the Kalkalpen National Park as a great chance for the region but they also state that
the current situation leaves some room for improvement.

The role of the national park in regional economic development is not
completely clear for many regional stakeholders and the general flow of
information from the national park to the region is perceived as limited. There is a
gap between the expectations of regional people and institutions towards the
national park and the real possibilities of the park. Regional stakeholders have to
be aware that the main task of the national park is nature conservation; besides
that, the national park management can make a contribution to regional economic
development but this certainly requires the cooperation of different regional
bodies.

During the interviews, it became visible that the national park should clearly
communicate its goals concerning regional economic development to the outside
and set concrete actions to pursue these goals. It has to be clear what the role of the
national park in this context can be and what goes beyond that role.

The national park has already (co-)implemented or triggered a series of valuable
projects that create added value for the region such as the Kalkalpen long-distance
hiking trail, the electrification of alpine pastures on the Pyhrn pass, the successful
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event alpine music summer, which attracts many visitors to alpine pastures, the
hiking bus etc. The economic impact analysis that was performed in 2006 (Baaske,
2006) also showed the positive impact of the national park on the region.
According to this study, the park has directly or indirectly created 104 new jobs in
the national park region by 2006. These positive facts should be well
communicated in order to help raising the support for the national park in the
region.

There are several cooperation networks of businesses in the national park region
that aim at the creation of added value through the brand National Park Kalkalpen.
The degree of involvement of the national park in these initiatives varies. The
touristic initiatives, such as the hiking specialists, mainly organize themselves in
unions and do not depend so much on the national park’s support; but still the
involvement of the national park management is necessary in some points. The
“Nationalpark Kalkalpen Partner” on the other hand requires systematic
coordination by the national park. In order to continue this initiative and create
benefits for the involved businesses and for the national park — because both sides
can profit from each other —, it is recommended to implement well-functioning
coordination structures and a clear framework for cooperation, including regular
exchange and communication.

An important issue that was treated in this thesis is the relation between the
national park and the regional WKO offices (Austrian Federal Economic
Chamber). The WKO represents regional businesses and sees a great potential for
the region through the national park. There is the will for cooperation on both sides
— national park and WKO — but such cooperation does not exist yet. The thesis
gives some similar suggestions and strongly recommends the pursuit of this issue.

Another point concerns the different integration of the brand Kalkalpen National
Park in the touristic regions around the national park. The three tourism regions do
not jointly present themselves as one Kalkalpen National Park region but are split
up in two fractions.

A detailed list of recommendations for different fields is presented in the thesis.
The most important recommendations can be summarized as such:

- definition and external communication of the goals of the park management

concerning economic cooperation with the region (possibilities and limits);

- establishment of defined (personnel) structures for the coordination and

management of economic cooperation between national park and region;

- implementation of a communication concept with regional economy.
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2.6.2 Economic and cultural values related to the Vel’ka Fatra National
Park, Slovakia

Radoslav Povazan

The valuation of ecosystem services in protected
areas is still in a pioneering stage in Slovakia and in
the Carpathian Ecoregion. Previous valuations were
done in Central Europe in two national parks —
Tatra National Park (Poland) and Slovensky Raj
National Park (Slovakia) by Getzner (2009, 2010). o
These studies showed that ecosystem services are
of eminent importance to the local, regional and
national economies (Strobel, 2010).

In this paper, another national park in Slovakia,
Velka Fatra, is evaluated and values are compared to results from Tatra and
Slovensky Raj National Parks. Valuations are based and elaborated applying state-
of-the-art methodological approaches.

There are two basic categories of benefits of the protected areas: Use and non-
use values. These kinds of values represent the environmental evaluation as a
concept of total economic value (TEV). TEV consists of (Millennium Ecosystem
Assessment, 2005): use values (direct and indirect, option values) and non-use
values (existence values, bequest values).

There are various kinds of methods for valuation of ecosystem services (and
benefits of the protected areas). One approach is a valuation of ecological aspects
of nature and landscape (method for habitat valuation) which was used in the
Czech Republic (Sejak et al., 2010). Nevertheless, most methods are based on
deriving environmental values depending on respondents’ preferences. These
methods can be divided into methods of deriving values from markets (e.g. hedonic
method, travel cost method) and direct survey willingness to pay method (WTP,
contingent valuation). In the Velkd Fatra NP, these methods were used in
valuation.

The work follows the methodology which was used for valuating Tatra and
Slovensky Raj National Parks (Getzner, 2009 and 2010). It also takes into account
new guidelines developed by WWF (Strobel, 2010; draft version); its official
version was introduced in 2012 (Bucur and Strobel, 2012). The first step consists
of a collection and interpretation of the relevant ecological data on ecosystem
services of the Vel'ka Fatra National Park and on a geographical assignment of the
relevant national park region. The identification of relevant criteria was taken from
previous studies in Tatra and Slovensky Raj National Parks and slightly adapted to
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the area of Vel'ka Fatra National Park. Certain aspects of information could not be
accessed mainly due to the lack of resources at local or regional level, e.g. there
was no proper access to regional data regarding energy or agriculture issues. For
this reason, it was even harder to acquire the data and many numbers had to be
estimated (expert judgement) or taken from other studies.

Additionally, there were data collected by a visitor survey on individual’s
willingness-to-pay for specific ecosystem services. In particular, the recreation
value and non-use values (existence values) of the park’s services (species &
habitat conservation) were addressed. Finally, the individual values were
aggregated, e.g. by means of annual number of visitors to the national park to
derive a broad indication of the potential value of ecosystem services provided by
the national park. The study includes the valuation of ecosystem services in the
Vel’ka Fatra National Park (Slovakia) and compares these results to Tatra National
Park (Poland) and Slovensky Raj National Park (Slovakia). Velka Fatra National
Park was declared by Order No. 140/2002 Coll. on April 1, 2002 as an upgrade of
the landscape protected area of the same name established in 1973 to protect a
mountain range with a high percentage of well-preserved Carpathian forests. The
area of the national park is 40,371 ha and the area of the buffer zone is 26,132 ha.
In total, Vel'ka Fatra National Park provides EUR 179,128,728 worth of ecosystem
benefits per year (Table 5). This value is lower compared to Tatra or Slovensky
Raj National Parks. This is due to the fact that the ecosystem services provided are
different but mainly due to lower number of tourists (500,000), lower average
number of length of stay (2.28 days) and lower national population in Slovakia
compared to Poland. It can be presumed that the Velka Fatra National Park is not a
typical destination for longer holidays but typical place for short-term stays (e.g.
weekends) or one-day trips. The length of stay would probably be higher in
summer, even though not significantly higher.
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Table 5: Values for ecosystem services provided by Velka Fatra National Park;
Tatra and Slovensky Raj National Parks

. Slovensky Raj Tatra NP
Vel’ka Fatra NP (SK) NP (SK) (PL)
Reasonable
Reasonable Reasonable Reasonable
mean value
mean value (EUR per mean value mean value
(EUR per yearﬁ’, (EUR per (EUR per
year: NP Buffer Zone year) year)
1.1 Forest products
1.1.1 | Timber 1,731,639 1,185,044 856,000 0
1.1.2 | Non-timber
n. a. n. a. n. a. n.a
products
1.1.3 | Water provi-
sion, supply 5,699,475 - 1,480,000 3,700,000
1.1.4 | Water retention
/ flood protec-
tion 1,527,448 608,348 808,000 726,000
1.1.5 | Carbon sink,
climate regula-
tion, CO2 160,166 51,348 90,000 91,000
sequestration
1.1.6 | Erosion control see 1.1.4 see 1.1.4 see 1.1.4 see 1.1.4
1.1.7 | Medicinal
n.a n.a n.a n.a
resources
1.2 Agricultural products
1.2.1 | Cattle, grazing 0 0 a 0 0
1.2.2 | Grains, food 0 0 a 0 0
production
1.3 Fishing n. a. . a. 2,000 0
1.4 Hunting n. a. . a. n. a. 0
1.5 Recreation 53,010,000 152,325,000 519,000,000
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1.6 Recreation
opportunities 10,602,000 - 30,972,000 | 21,000,000
(NP policies)
Rough estimate of
62,128,728 1,844,740 | 155,561,000 | 523,517,000
use values
1.7 Biodiversity conservation values
1.7.2 | Existence 19,890,000 - 15,938,000 | 92,100,000
values
1.7.3 Option /
quasi-option 8,190,000 - 7,083,000 48,900,000
values
1.7.4 | Bequest 88,920,000 - 53,479,000 | 75,810,000
values
1.8 Cultural
n. a. - n. a. n. a.
values
Non-use values 117,000,000 - 76,500,000 | 216,810,000
Rough estimate of TEV
(Total Economic 179,128,728 1,844,740 | 232,061,000 | 740,327,000
Value)

Source: Author’s calculation; Getzner (2010).

According to Table 5, the most important benefit of the Velka Fatra National
Park is biodiversity conservation represented by non-use values in terms of
existence, option and bequest values (EUR 117,000,000). The second most
important benefit is the recreation (EUR 53,010,000).

If you would like to pay for the national park programmes (question 20),
which is a major motive for you (please tick only one):

EAnimals and plants have aright to exist
EI might like to benefit from plants and animals in the future
Ol would like to hand my children a healthy environment

Figure 25: Respondents’ motives for willingness-to-pay
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In Velka Fatra, a major motive for respondents to express a willingness-to-pay
(WTP, Figure 25) for the financing of the national park is “the right to exist”
(existence motive) with 17% of respondents; in order to conserve nature for their
children (bequest motive), 76% of respondents are WTP and, therefore, state that
the bequest motive is the strongest motive for their willingness-to-pay. The option
value (personal benefit in the future) is the main motive of 7% of respondents. The
conservation of nature for the children of the respondents is the strongest motive
also in Slovensky Raj and Tatra National Parks, however, the “right to exist” was
almost not taken into account in Tatra National Park. Other services such as forest
products, agricultural products, fishing or hunting are less significant, however,
compared to Tatra or Slovensky Raj National Parks, these services are more
important. In this sense, Velkd Fatra National Park, the service of timber
production, water provision, water retention (flood protection) and carbon
sequestration are of the highest value.

Velka Fatra is clearly dominant in aspects of water provision and water reten-
tion (flood protection) compared to the other two valuated protected areas (Fig-
ure 26). This is also a reason why Vel'ka Fatra was designated as a national park as
well as protected water management area.

Valuation of ecosystem services of Velka Fatra national park (EUR
1,000; annual values)
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Figure 26: Valuation of ecosystem services of Velka Fatra National Park

The results of the study clearly show that Velka Fatra National Park provides
important ecosystem services for the national economy. With its services, the park
generates values which significantly contribute to human well-being and the
national economies. The ecosystem services in the narrow sense (e.g. timber
production, water provision, flood protection, erosion control) are not that
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important on a national level but they provide important benefits for the local
population (Turiec and Lower Liptov regions). This significance of the ecosystem
services should be kept in mind when developing management policies within the
context of sustainable development.

2.6.3  Social, economic and ecological effects of the relocation of the village
of Arkwasiye in Simien Mountain National Park in Ethiopia’®

Berihun Tiru Tessema

The thesis analyzes the effects of the relocation of
the village Arkwasiye in the Simien Mountains
National Park, a most spectacular landscape in the
northern highlands of Ethiopia. The relocation of the
village was deemed to be necessary as just one com- : ‘
ponent in a bundle of measures proposed by the
UNESCO World Heritage Commission. Arkwasiye
village was considered a problematic barrier for the
intended and most relevant extension of the park
towards the east and blocked a critical wildlife cor-

ridor.

In 2007, some 165 households were relocated voluntarily in the new village of
Kayit. The socio-economic effects of the relocation were evaluated by carrying out
on-site interviews with the residents.

The results indicate that the relocated villagers are satisfied with the new infra-
structures and social services although it has turned out that this has also brought
certain disadvantages with far-reaching consequences concerning the daily way of
life of the villagers, and, thus, their livelihoods as these have led to a considerable
loss of income opportunities and — in contradiction to the goals of the relocation —
to intensified grazing in the area because the new location did not offer sufficient
income opportunities such as tourism or trade (Figure 28).

3 A scientific paper was published on the results of this study; see Tiru Tessema,
Jungmeier and Huber (2012)
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I Original place
[ old Arkwasiye
I Kayit

no. of households

Farming Farming Prostitution Daily Crafts men  Rural trade Farming Petty trade Others
and laborer and
rural trade Prostitution

Figure 27: Changing livelihood patterns (based on interviews of 64 households)

The results show that even well-planned and participatively organized relocation
may have unforeseen consequences as already indicated by Dhakal et al. (2006). In
the light of a recent global discussion on relocation for conservation purposes, this
topic is considered highly relevant.
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3 LEARNING AND CAPACITY DEVELOPMENT FOR PROTECTED
AREA MANAGEMENT?

Violeta Orlovi¢- Lovren

3.1 Introduction

The complexity of protected area management is increasing from day to day in
a changing world. The dynamics of ecosystems and natural processes, as well as of
human—environment interactions, makes this task even more demanding, requiring
high competence in coping with permanent changes. It further creates the necessity
for learning to continuously provide for such a complex role.

The changing paradigm of protected area (PA) from romantic vision of an
“exhibition of untouched nature” to potential models of sustainability, calls for a
different distribution of responsibilities, shifting it from PA staff and managers to
partnerships with large stakeholder communities, and society in general. In order to
be successful in modern PA management, and capable of making such a shift,
managers are expected to understand and practice principles of adaptive planning,
integrated management and sustainable development.

While the high degree of scientific knowledge and skills was the ... first
requirement of a PA manager” (Idle, 2000) in the times of the rapid increase of the
number of PAs, skills and knowledge in communication, and interpersonal
relations, understanding and willingness to lead in accordance with diverse values
of PA and surrounding communities, are much more expected from managers.
Management responsibility should not be on individuals only, but rather on
interdisciplinary teams and specialized staff, able to engage communities in
participatory planning and running of organizations in charge of PAs. The large
diversity of organizations in charge of PA management, in terms of ownership,
structure and wealth, contributes to complexity of the task. Many of them have

* This chapter is based on the authors’ unpublished PhD dissertation and research
on “Adult Education and Capacity Development for Sustainable Management of
Protected Areas” (2011) in Serbia.
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been established in the mid-20th century, based on a strong PA management
paradigm and approach to its protection of that time. There is a large agreement
today about the need for its modernization and powerful role of learning in that
process.

It is obvious today that individual learning and improvement of PA
management considered alone is therefore not sufficient. PA management hasto be
interrelated with organizational learning,has and necessarily to be supported by
society. “New learning for Sustainable Solutions” is a concept described by authors
as “learning for change”, taking place at the individual level (new knowledge, new
skills), the institutional level (new priorities, new procedures, and new practices)
and the social level (new agendas, new partnerships, new ways of interacting and
participating) (Lamparelo, 2005).

There are nowadays widely accepted approachesto the development of
capacities on the individual, organizational and social level, instead of targeting
efforts to single individual improvement, mainly through ad hoc planned and short
training programs. Such approach can be recognized in documents and activities of
World Conservation Union (IUCN), especially in those produced for and by the V.
Congress of World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA), held in Durban,
South Africa, in 2003. In its recommendations special attention is paid to
institutional and social capacities for PA management in 21st century, suggesting
that capacity development programs should be ... designed and conducted by the
beneficiaries themselves in collaboration with government at all levels,
partnership, international agencies, NGOs and other relevant bodies, based on
mutually agreed needs and priorities” (IUCN WCPA 2004, p 141).

Almost ten years after, unfortunately, we still witness gaps in the
implementation of these recommendations. Very few initiatives for the
development of standards for skills and knowledge for PA management, such as
one in South East Asia (Appleton et al., 2003) or competences inventory (ATEN,
France), have been performed. A capacity development task force has recently
been established within the [UCN with plans to intensify activities around the
world. Awareness of this gap has been more and more visible in the latest
initiatives of [UCN at global and regional levels, as well as in strategic plans of its
Commission for Protected Area (WCPA), where enhancement of capacities to
effectively manage protected areas systems to conserve biodiversity is among the
first priorities, and further management effectiveness assessment and standards of
competences identification listed among main tasks.

Lack of systematic approaches to harmonized development of individuals and
organizations in the field is even characteristic for economically developed
countries, while in countries of “upper middle income economies”
(http://data.worldbank.org) like Serbia, protected area managers and organizations
are not among the highest national priorities and their improvement in practice is
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supported more by international projects than by the implementation of
conventions and strategies signed by the governmental bodies.

Having in mind the above-mentioned interrelations between learning,
modernization of PA management and developing its sustainability, as well as the
need to understand capacities at all levels and in specific contexts, our research
study has been performed in 2011 in Serbia, focusing on the Role of Adult
Education in capacity development for sustainable PA management.

3.2  Conceptual and methodological framework

On the theoretical level, the study is founded on the concepts of lifelong
learning and sustainability. While adult education is seen as a natural part of the
lifelong learning concept and the process, it has not significantly been interrelated
with sustainability at both theoretical and practical level. It was not before the end
of the last century that many authors’ focus on environmental aspects of adult
education started to grow, whereas its mutual relation with sustainability is
nowadays still present more at the general, political and policy, than at the level of
theoretical examining and practical application.

Following the purpose and principles of both the concepts, it is not difficult to
find common values and features incorporated. While the “learning society” is
desirable goal of lifelong learning advocates, reaching a potentially “sustainable
society”, as stated by many authors today, would not be possible without constant
learning and sharing of knowledge at all levels and in different areas. The role of
learning and education is largely recognized in the nature conservation literature
and in international documents; among the others, in the above-mentioned Durban
Action Plan and Recommendations (IUCN WCPA, 2004), bodies in charge of PA
management are seen as “learning organizations” and actions of all the actors are
expected to be directed to its development for the sake of a better future for
protected areas.

Both concepts are strongly connected to global tendencies and visions
incorporated in the Millennium Development Goals (MDG), and therefore its
mutual compatibility is not surprising at all. However, there is one characteristic
commonly acknowledged and criticized by a number of authors today: its general
character and lack of operational definitions which would help its implementation.

Initiating our interdisciplinary research, we therefore used and modified the
multidimensional model of assessing capacities originally created by UNDP. It
encompasses individual, organizational and social levels and within each of them
dimensions of knowledge, leadership and responsibility.

Within each of dimensions, we defined indicators, starting from the elements
incorporated in the PA management effectiveness concept, developed under the
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auspices of IUCN (Hockings et al., 2006), as well as from our model of sustainable
PA management, created for the purpose of this research and consisting of the
following dimensions:

- appropriate human resources (sufficient number of adequately qualified
and trained staff and associates at the correct positions in the organiza-
tion);

- appropriate financial resources (sufficient funds to cover both basic and
development functions; application of sustainable financing principles);

- participation and transparency (including of staff and local community in
decision making and planning; transparent and regular reporting on activi-
ties);

- integrated management (comprising of environmental, social and econom-
ic aspects of protected areas);

- innovative approaches (readiness to accept changes and support innova-
tions);

- learning-oriented development (support to learning and improving of staff
and organization knowledge and competences; respect and inclusion of
traditional knowledge and experience of staff, associates and local com-
munities);

- values-oriented development (respect of rights and needs of staff and
stakeholders, of biodiversity, cultural and diversity in all the fields and as-
pects);

- flexibility and adaptive approaches (harmonizing of decisions making and
management in all aspects with real needs, circumstances, results of man-
agement evaluation and new trends in the field);

- efficiency (timely achievement of projected goals and tasks planned for
certain period);

- long-term oriented (strategic planning led by a vision of future develop-
ment, considering needs of future generations).

Following the main research question — what is the role of adult (vocational)
education and training in the management of protected areas and its potential for
improvement of this activity in accordance with principles of sustainability — the
research was performed within the framework of a qualitative paradigm.
Understanding learning as a holistic process of acquiring knowledge, skills and
experience — through formal, non formal or informal channels —we particularly
concentrate on segment-organized education programs aimed at improving
capacities of PA management actors (staff, managers, associates and stakeholders).

Three different questionnaires were developed and applied, asking PA
managers, PA staff representatives as well as external experts to give their opinion
and estimations. For the interviews with managers of selected four areas included
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in case studies, semi-structured protocols were prepared and used by the author.
While questionnaires for internal assessment were distributed to previously
contacted and selected representatives, those for external assessment were created
and posted as online version. Interviews performed within the case studies were
organized face-to-face with interviewees.

Desk analysis of documentation and references was performed in studying of
capacities at all the levels and especially its legal (laws, decrees) and institutional
parts (institutions in charge of nature conservation and adult education).

3.3  The research area and sample

The system of protected areas in Serbia consists of national parks, nature
reserves, nature parks, landscapes and natural monuments (Table 6). Several
protected areas in Serbia have international designation, one Biosphere Reserve
(UNESCO Man and Biosphere Program), and nine Ramsar (internationally
recognized wetlands) sites. There are 38 Important Bird Areas as well as 10 Green
Belt and Transboundary Areas.

Table 6: Protected areas network in Serbia

Protected area category Number of PAs
National Parks 5
Nature Parks 16
Protected Landscapes 16
Nature Reserves 67
Nature Monuments 317
Protected sites of cultural and historical value 42

Total 463

Source: Institute for the Protection of Nature of Serbia, 2012

Serbian protected areas are mainly managed by public enterprises; a few are
managed by nongovernmental organizations and private companies. According to
the legal regulation, areas may be proposed for designation by national authorities,
legal or physical entities at the national, regional or local level.
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Currently, 5.91% of the Serbian territory is legally protected. Selection of the
areas to be included in our research has been made using the following criteria:

- PAs contributing to “territorial meaning”: national parks, special nature re-

serves, nature parks or landscapes;

- existing organization structure of management and staff engaged;

- existing programs and visible activities of management organizations.

There were two groups of respondents selected: managers and staff
representatives of PA management organizations (internal assessment) and
representatives of experts’ institutions or independent consultants (external
assessment).

The research included 15 PA management organizations, 17 management staff
representatives, as well as external assessments provided by 10 experts in the field.
There were also 4 protected areas — 2 national parks and 2 special nature reserves —
selected for the case studies.

3.4  Comparative review of individual and organizational
assessment of capacities

Having in mind the amount of data collected and information analyzed, in the
following text we will summarize and present main findings based on internal
assessments (PA managers, individual and PA staff representatives, and the
organizational levels) of respondents related to three levels of capacities for PAs
management. Results are going to be presented by dimensions followed at each
level of capacities “knowledge”, “leadership” and “responsibility”.

“Knowledge”

Education level of managers/PAs staff: Nearly 80% of managers have a
university degree, while 11% have a high school degree, and equal percentage of
5% have college education or advanced (postgraduate) degrees. The majority of
PA staff have high school education, and equal percentage of them have gained
primary and higher (university) education (Figure 28).

Willingness to learn and training needs of managers/support to learning at the
organization level: The majority of PA managers express a strong willingness to
continue learning, through formal or informal channels. The most attractive issues,
based on their needs, are project cycle management and leadership. According to
the data collected from representatives of selected (15) PA management
organizations, the majority (10) stated that there are staff development plans, but
they do not seem to be systematically implemented. Only two out of 15
organizations’ representatives claim that organized support and incentives for
learning is organically embedded in their overall policy.
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Figure 28: Education level of PA managers (above) and staff (below)

Actual participation of managers in education-training programs/provision of
awareness or training programs: At the time of the research (2011), around 80%
of managers were not involved in any of the education/training programs. Other
forms of knowledge sharing are also organized on an ad hoc basis: less than 1/3 of
managers state that they were involved in study tours and visits to other countries
or were able to gain some knowledge or experience through peer learning or
exchange. Only in 1/3 of PA management organizations, there is supporting
infrastructure (visitor centers, facilities for learning) and in the same proportion,
they continually organize and provide some forms of learning for others
(stakeholders, local community, schools). In two organizations only, there is staff
employed to primarily work on education and training activities, while in all the
others it is rather a secondary responsibilities of staff engaged with other duties on
daily basis.
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Individual/organizational participation in scientific and development projects:
Most managers and organizations are involved in national scientific research
projects and few of them in development projects funded by international donors.
Those who are not participating in majority of cases do complain about lack of
access to results of scientific research at national level, in comparison to those
participating in it.

“Leadership”

Previous experience in management/nature conservation: Most managers and
staff spent at average more than 10 years working in the particular PA. Half of
managers have previous experience in management gained in other sectors, and
20% had some management role in nature conservation. Around 30% of them do
not have previous management experience at all.

Willingness to work in the PA management field: Over 80 % of managers
express high satisfaction with the field of their work; 53% of them report they were
determined to find a job in a protected area. The majority of staff expressed
satisfaction with the field of work and were not willing to change it.

Leadership style/interpersonal relations in organizations: Most of the managers
highly value the importance of a transparent information flow and of mutual trust
in their organizations. At the same time, in almost 1/3 of selected organizations,
there is no system for internal and external communication in place. Huge gaps
between managers and staff estimations are found in the decision making field — in
nearly 80% of inquired organizations, the decision making process is taking place
within the small management circle, and information shared randomly, not being
transparent for all the employees. It is interesting, however, that decision making
and problem solving skills are perceived by most of the managers in this research
as being among their strongest competences, where there is no, by their opinion,
significant need to improve.

Monitoring and evaluation of employees: While most of the managers agree
about the importance of this activity, in practice, according to information gathered
from staff representatives, there is no adequate procedure established nor regularly
conducted with employees, who are not presented an opportunity to provide
feedback on their performance in most of the cases, or to plan their career
development together with their supervisors. Therefore, both incentives and
disciplinary measures are applied on “ad hoc basis” with few general criteria
embedded in the written policies of the organizations.

“Responsibility”

Cooperation with local community: The majority of managers understands the
importance of this kind of cooperation. Some mechanisms of providing help for
local communities, according to their answers, could be the following: providing
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jobs for locals, continuous information, and the training of the local community. In
practice, it looks like they manage to offer some jobs on a seasonal basis, rarely on
a permanent basis, while education and training programs are more the exceptions
than usual business of PA management organizations.

Distribution of responsibilities for problems solving: There is high degree of
agreement about main problems existing in PA management in Serbia, between
individual managers and staff representatives: lack of adequate staff qualification,
first of all, of specialized skills for PA management, lack of funding (unstable
revenues) and pressures to resources followed by conflicts of interests of different
land users. For solving these problems, everybody agreed that partnerships
between managers and the national government are necessary, with a slight
tendency present in managers’ attitudes to shift parts of the responsibility to
“others”, first of all to national governments’ bodies in charge.

Building of partnerships and support: at both the individual and organization
level, there is agreement in more than a half of the cases that there is a lack of
support for PAs from wider (both local and national) community, including
decision makers. According to the results, the best cooperation can be found
between PA management organizations and scientific and experts institutions/
agencies and the weakest in relation to businesses. Private-public partnerships are
very week and communication with business stakeholders are mainly reduced to
the payment of taxes for environmental services or sporadic sponsorships in some
cases.

Securing funds: While both managers and staff of PA organizations agree on the
fact that financial resources are neither sufficient nor stable, there is a tendency that
managers estimate their financial portfolio as more diversified than it is. Almost
half of organizations do rely mainly on budget funds and collection of taxes for
environmental services, while only few of them tend to be proactive in securing
funds through projects funded by international or national donors or other forms of
self created financial opportunities.

3.5 Identifying of gaps

Within the insights of the briefly presented results above it is not difficult to
identify gaps existing in individual and organizational learning potentials and
management capacities of Serbian organizations in charge of PAs.

The qualification level is significantly higher among managers than PA staff,
though both groups have at least one in common: solid formal education and weak
specialized knowledge in the field.

Also, there is obviously higher need than there is opportunity for PA managers
and staff to continue learning and improve their competences in an organized
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manner — within their working environments or programs systematically provided
by national authorities or institutions in charge. Capacity development programs
are being organized on ad hoc and project basis, without prior training needs
assessment and analysis.

Second, there is a gap between staff development plans and their
implementation. Systematic development of human resources is not in place in
these organizations in Serbia. There are neither clear procedures nor criteria for
providing incentives for learning, and initiatives are completely left to individuals.
Awareness expressed by PA organizations’ managers about the importance of
improving the local communities’ knowledge and capacity to participate in
decision making in this field, is not being followed by learning programs provided
for this target group. Only one third of organizations selected for this research have
training/visitors facilities, continuously providing programs for public learning.

Further diversification of the financial portfolio is closely connected to
managers and staff competences in writing project proposals and managing
projects, which is obviously still one of their weak sides in Serbia. Improving
partnerships at all levels, and especially with the NGO sector and donors may be of
direct help for this improvement. Some of managers recognize this need, trying to
find solutions in making space for new employments for experienced staff in this
field.

3.6 Conclusion

The above-mentioned and other accompanying gaps affect in many ways the
segments of functioning and effectiveness of organizations for PA management in
Serbia. Lack of opportunities to permanently improve their knowledge, skills and
experience, as well as of the support they are provided (in reality and according to
their perceptions), hinder their ability to cope with constant changes and to provide
effective and sustainable management of protected areas.

Learning about these gaps may provide clear signals on the steps and actions
that should be taken in order to improve capacities and create opportunities in this
field. Some of priorities are definitely the following: harmonization between
national strategies and practical support to PAs organizations; strategic
development of learning opportunities based on needs assessment and on
previously defined standards of competences; modernization of human resources
functions; improving infrastructure, mainly for awareness rising, education and
tourism activities, as well as for other forms of sustainable economic activities in
cooperation with local communities.Once again, the study clearly indicates that
individual, organizational and social levels of capacities are interlinked; support to
the organized development of individuals in these, as any other type of
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organizations, is not possible without strategic support coming from society. It is
necessary to build such a strong support on continuous research and lessons learnt
at local, national and international levels.
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4 BIOSPHERE RESERVES AS MODEL SITES FOR SUSTAINABLE
DEVELOPMENT

Dr. Engelbert Ruoss’

4.1 The UNESCO Man and Biosphere Programme

The Man and Biosphere Programme (MAB) can be considered as a UNESCO
flagship programme linking nature and landscape to sustainable development. The
International Coordinating Council of the UNESCO “Man and the Biosphere”
(MAB) Programme convened for the first time in 1971 and laid the foundations for
a new type of conservation area — Biosphere Reserves. It declared the harmonious
development of man and nature to be its key goal. The Statutory Framework and
the World Network of Biosphere Reserves (WNBR) was initiated in 1975 as a
nature protection programme focused on representative landscapes, integrating
management, education and research. Today, the world network of 610 Biosphere
Reserves, including 12 transboundary BRs in 117 countries (ICC, 2012), adds to
the wealth of experience gathered over 40 years in and with model regions for
sustainable development to climate change mitigation and adaptation and aims at
making a substantial contribution to these processes as well as to the conservation
of biological diversity.

The statutory framework of the biosphere reserves

As follow-up to the Rio summit in 1992, the zonation concept was enlarged and
the new dimension of ‘sustainable development’ was added. The so-called “Seville
Strategy” was elaborated during an international conference in Seville, Spain, in
1995 and re-confirmed during the Seville +5 conference in Pamplona in 2000
(UNESCO MAB, 2002). New issues and programmes such as sustainable tourism,
quality economy, Education for Sustainable Development and climate change were

° Head of the “Global Regions” Programme, former Director of the UNESCO
Venice Office, Regional Bureau for Science and Culture in Europe.
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newly reflected in the Madrid Action Plan (MAP) for 2008-2013 (UNESCO
MBA, 2008).

According to the Seville Strategy, all Biosphere Reserves should have the

following three main functions:
conservation in situ of natural and semi-natural ecosystems and landscapes;
demonstration areas for ecologically and socio-culturally sustainable use;
logical support of research, monitoring, education, training and information
exchange.

Biosphere Reserves (BRs) are established by the countries in which they are
located and recognized under UNESCO’s Man and the Biosphere (MAB)
Programme to promote sustainable development based on local community efforts
and sound science and education. The Madrid Action Plan (MAP) aims at contrib-
uting to the region’s sustainable development agenda by assuring not only a sound
management of individual sites but the innovation transfer to the national and
regional levels so that decision- and policy-making processes can be progressively
geared towards the direction of true environmental integration and sustainable
development.

The conclusions in the Madrid Action Plan for the future WNBR strategy read
as follows: “This Madrid Action Plan was agreed at the 3" World Congress of
Biosphere Reserves, which was held in Madrid in February 2008. It builds on the
Seville Strategy and aims at capitalizing on the strategic advantages of the Seville
instruments and raise biosphere reserves to be the principal internationally-
designated areas dedicated to sustainable development in the 21* century. The
biosphere reserve (BR) concept has proved its value beyond protected areas and is
increasingly embraced by scientists, planners, policy makers and local communi-
ties to bring a variety of knowledge, scientific investigations and experiences to
link biodiversity conservation and socio-economic development for human well-
being. Thus, the focus is on developing models for global, national and local sus-
tainability and for biosphere reserves to serve as learning sites for policy profes-
sionals, decision makers, research and scientific communities, management practi-
tioners and stakeholder communities to work together to translate global principles
of sustainable development into locally relevant praxis...”

The MAP defines 4 main action areas with 31 targets and 65 actions that are
critical to achieving the vision and mission of the MAB Programme. Targeted
actions help its implementation on the appropriate level, may it be local, national
or international, within the time-frame set (2008-2013). The MAP was adopted by
the MAB International Co-ordinating Council (ICC) in 2008 and intended to be an
integral part of UNESCO’s strategy working towards the achievement of interna-
tionally-agreed goals and targets including the Millennium Development Goals
(MDGs), Education for all (EFA), Decade for Education for Sustainable Develop-
ment (DESD) as well as emphasizing UNESCO’s contributions towards One UN,

100



Biosphere Reserves as Model Sites for Sustainable Development

UN Development Assistance Frameworks (UNDAFs) and other in-country coordi-
nation mechanisms promoted under the guise of UN reform on the country level.
The idea of biosphere reserves has met with growing approval worldwide and
over the past four decades has become a great success. Biosphere reserves repre-
sent a global network of model regions in which sustainable forms of use and
options for adaptation to changing ecological, economic and social conditions can
be tested, involving all stakeholders (ICC, 2011, Annex 2: Dresden Declaration).
After the Rio+20 summit, biosphere reserves were declared models for sustainable
development, which is a holistic approach to link nature protection to development.

The way forward for the World Network of Biosphere Reserves

The recent UNESCO MAB International Co-ordinating Council (ICC) reports
confirm the commitment to foster the role of the biosphere reserves as models for
sustainable development. “The essence of a biosphere reserve is not merely protec-
tion or conservation but the building of a mutually beneficial relationship between
conservation and development using research, monitoring, capacity building and
participatory management approaches as tools to build conservation-development
linkages” (ICC, 2012: CONF 201/2, p 11).

The role of BRs as models for sustainable development was promoted by
UNESCO as a key contribution to the post-Rio+20 process.

However, some key questions which would strengthen and enhance the signifi-
cance of the BR as a model for Sustainable Development have not yet been fully
considered in the new generation of BRs. The main challenges faced by site man-
agers will be critical in order to achieve progress in the implementation of the BR
approach endorsed by the Madrid Action Plan. Some of these critical issues are:

- dealing with natural capital, the core idea of the green economy concept;
enhancing awareness of values related to natural resources: biodiversity,
landscape;
increasing added value for people through sustainable growth;
relating cultural diversity and heritage to economy and environment;
dedicating and linking innovation and research to development;
transferring knowledge and know-how to the general public;
involving stakeholders and public in decision processes;
assessing heritage protection and development in territorial processes (e.g.
footprint).

The model role of the BRs

The idea of biosphere reserves has met with growing approval worldwide and
has become a great success over the past four decades. Biosphere reserves repre-
sent a global network of model regions in which sustainable forms of use and
options for adaptation to changing ecological, economic and social conditions can
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be tested, involving all stakeholders (ICC, 2011, Annex 2: Dresden Declaration):
“Since its establishment the MAB Programme has pursued innovative approaches
in research, monitoring, education and capacity building, management and in im-
plementing model projects. These approaches go far beyond nature conservation
and are suitable as models for a sustainable way of life. Biosphere reserves are thus
an important element of safeguarding a livable earth for the future of generations to
come. ... Biosphere reserves are learning sites for sustainable development.”

The UNESCO/MAB programme has not yet clearly defined what a model and
good practice is. A preliminary definition is given in the Madrid Action Plan:
“Active and continuing consultations, between the scientific and research commu-
nities, policy and decision makers, resource managers and resident populations in a
biosphere reserve are critical in finding the optimal mix of ecosystem services that
would illustrate the role of Biosphere Reserves as models for land/seascape level
sustainable development at the national, regional and global levels” (MAP p 7).

Based on the Seville Strategy (UNSECO MAB, 1996), BRs started developing
concepts for their sites as models for sustainable development and have published a
series of good practices and model roles (German MAB National Committee,
2003; German Commission for UNESCO, 2007; Osterreichische Akademie der
Wissenschaften, 2005). The concepts and descriptions mainly explained the model
roles and significance of BRs regarding sustainable development. UNESCO has
not examined the BRs systematically or has defined an assessment to be applied
worldwide. The assessment of the Madrid Action Plan 2008-2013 will reveal the
progress regarding the transformation of BRs into models for sustainable develop-
ment.

The holistic approach of biosphere reserves has been recognized as “model” by
the ICC bodies in seven sites:

Oberlausitzer Heide- und Teichlandschaft, Germany;
Swabian Alb, Germany;

Schorfheide-Chorin Biosphere Reserve, Germany;
Lac Saint Pierre, Canada,;

Grof3es Walsertal, Austria;

East Vittern Scarp Landscape, Sweden;

Entlebuch Biosphere Reserve, Switzerland.

Oberlausitzer Heide- und Teichlandschaft, Germany (Bureau ICC, 2007)

“80. The Bureau welcomed the submission of the report for the biosphere re-
serve included in the WNBR in 1996 and commended the German authorities for
the high quality of the report. It expressed its appreciation on the biosphere reserve
approaches to sustainable development on a regional scale with the establishment
of a biosphere reserve council involving a diversity of stakeholders and enabling
partnerships. The Bureau indicated that this biosphere reserve could serve as a
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model to be shared within the WNBR. The Bureau considered that the site fulfilled
the three functions and the biosphere reserve criteria.”

Swabian Alb, Germany (Bureau ICC, 2009)

“The Advisory Committee commended the German authorities for this well-
prepared and comprehensive nomination, supported by an extensive participatory
process and the establishment of organizations to take forward the implementation
of the biosphere reserve and recommended that it be used as a model for other
proposals.

It noted that the site was located in the European Jura, with beech forests, exten-
sive orchards, pine and spruce forests, grassland, and extensive meadows, close to
Stuttgart with a total area of 84,500 ha and a population of 150,000. It expressed its
appreciation on the plan for constructing a sustainable coordination office for the
biosphere reserve. It commended the German authorities for the quality of the
programmes for regional sustainability, including green businesses and ecotour-
ism.”

Lac Saint Pierre, Canada (ICC, 2012)

“181. The Advisory committee welcomed the report provided by the Canadian
authorities. It welcomed the extension of the transition area to reinforce the sus-
tainable development function and secure the involvement and commitment and
engagement of local communities. The total surface of the transition area is now
6,346 km? The Advisory Committee considered that the biosphere reserve is ful-
filling the criteria of the statutory framework. The Advisory Committee recom-
mended that the site is considered as a model site whose practices should be
shared within the World Network of Biosphere Reserves.”

Grofies Walsertal, Austria (ICC, 2012; Figure 29)

“180. ...The Advisory Committee highly appreciated the detailed, comprehen-
sive and concrete examples provided. The biodiversity conservation activities
include measures implemented in the field of biodiversity and sustainable agricul-
ture, biodiversity monitoring with farmers, establishment of agricultural partner
businesses, meadows championships and butterfly monitoring programmes. The
Advisory Committee recommended that the site is considered as a model site
which practices should be shared within the World Network of Biosphere Re-
serves.”
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Figure 29: Village Blons in the Grofles Walsertal Biosphere Reserve, Austria

East Viittern Scarp Landscape, Sweden (ICC, 2012; Figure 30)

“104. The core areas consist of existing nature reserves, Natura 2000 sites and
forest habitat protected areas and shorelines protected areas. The three functions
are very well described as well as the comprehensive and extensive consultation
process. The development of new technology is linked to the conservation objec-
tive to enhance bio-cultural heritage. Involvement of the private sector, support for
social entrepreneurship for sustainable use of meadows, grasslands, energy through
demonstration areas are well-documented and are considered as a pilot model.
Adaptation and mitigation to climate change is one key objective of this proposed
biosphere reserve with many research activities described. The coordination struc-
ture and engagement process of the different stakeholders and group were com-
mended, including the Biosphere Centre.”
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Figure 30: East Viittern Scarp Landscape (Sweden), a new Biosphere Reserve
based on the MAP, approved in 2012

Source: Jonkoping, aerial photo over the small village Fingalstorp

There are certainly other BRs to be considered as models but they did not sub-
mit nomination files or reviews in the past 10 years. Supplementary BRs to be
included in supplementary investigations are amongst others: Wienerwald (Aus-
tria), Mata Atlantica (Brazil), Rhoen Biosphere Reserve (Germany), Jeju Island
(South Korea), Kalimantan (Indonesia), Talamanca Range-La Amistad Reserves
(Panama/Costa Rica) and Bafiado del Este (Uruguay).

Good practices
In the past 10 years, 15 BRs received special recommendations regarding good
practice or models for single issues (e.g. research, cooperation, nomination files)
from the ICC/MAB. They are situated in Germany (7), Sweden (3), Canada (1),
Austria (1), Spain (1), Switzerland (1), and Vietnam (1):
quality of the periodic review process and report: Berchtesgaden Alps Bio-
sphere Reserve, Schorfheide-Chorin Biosphere Reserve, Flusslandschaft
Elbe Biosphere Reserve, Schaalsee, Vessertal-Thiiringen Forest (all Ger-
many), Urdaibai Biosphere Reserve (Spain);
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4.2

development of MAB-Ramsar cooperation: Red River Delta Biosphere Re-
serve (Vietnam);

sustainable development: Pfalzerwald Biosphere Reserve (Germany);
practices on farming systems with an expanding organic food market as sus-
tainable practices: Redberry Lake (Canada);

conservation and development challenges facing a region under heavy ur-
banization pressure: Wienerwald Biosphere Reserve (Austria);

process for consultation and coordination/quality of the participatory proc-
ess: Entlebuch Biosphere Reserve (Switzerland), Kristianstads Vattenrike
Biosphere Reserve (Sweden), Biosphére Bliesgau (Germany);

high quality of the nomination file and process: Blekinge Archipelago and
Nedre Dalédlven River Landscape (both Sweden);

research applied on the biosphere reserve management: Urdaibai Biosphere
Reserve, (Spain);

model for transboundary cooperation: Trifinio Fraternidad Biosphere Re-
serve (El Salvador/Guatemala/Honduras);

model for promoting an integrated eco-tourism development: the Island of
Principe (Sao Tome and Principe).

What is a model for sustainable development?

A model in this context can be defined as “best practice” regarding integrated
approach for sustainable development, following the principle of a balanced
growth of the three pillars, protecting the natural and cultural heritage and creating
added values for people. It has to aim at facilitating the reproduction of the
achievements in other areas as well.

The following criteria should be considered as key for models:

106

Attractive: An attractive model creates interest and curiosity and stimulates
willingness of other areas to adapt and to copy.

Accepted: A model has to be accepted and recognized internally and exter-
nally. People and stakeholders are the owner of a living model and have to
support the aims and accept being part of the model. On the other side, a
model has to be recognized as such.

Realistic: A model should not be a dream; it has to be feasible and based on
natural laws. A concept which is not realistic cannot be considered as model
since it will never be realized.

Easy to understand: A model has to be easy to understand and to be repro-
duced even though its functioning is highly complex. Therefore, a model
has to focus on simplifying the concept to make it understandable for a
large number of people.
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- Visible and tangible: To understand all dimensions of a model means that
it has to be visible, tangible and it has to transmit passion. The communica-
tion has to be transparent and credible in order to fully be recognized as
model.

- Reproducible: The creation of a model means to facilitate a process which
enables other areas to copy and adapt a concept to other circumstances. In
order to facilitate the reproduction of a concept, it has to be understood, it
needs to be logical and the processes must be clear; a methodology regard-
ing the implementation of a model must be available.

- Measurable: In order to make a model visible, the results have to be meas-
urable. Only this way it will gain acceptance and recognition. Therefore,
clear and measurable indicators should be established from the very begin-
ning in order to permanently assess a process and to transparently commu-
nicate the achievements.

- Assessed continuously: A monitoring based on indicators and evaluation
procedures has to be established in order to be able to continuously assess
the process. Only a permanent controlling and monitoring allows for needed
changes to be made and creates credibility for such processes.

Clear criteria will have to be defined for the “Model for Sustainable Develop-
ment.” They will have to be in line with the Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs), the new targets to be elaborated after Rio+20 (UN, 2012). Furthermore,
the sites have to be monitored and assessed continuously and integrated in a world
network in order to globally exchange and promote the achievements. This concept
should be open to all kinds of certified areas, such as World Heritage and Ramsar
sites, Geoparks, Sustainable Regions and Cities programmes and other parks on an
international or national level.

4.3  Global Regions: models of sustainable sites

A Global Region is a “self-defined and self-organized system” which brings to-
gether environment, society and economy and bases its activities on the Biocapac-
ity of the site, particularly the available natural resources (www.globalregions.org).
They are part of a global network of areas which focus on the implementation of
sustainable development (Figure 31). Their task is to promote the concepts of
sustainable development worldwide.
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Global Regions

(SDG certified)

World Heritage Biosphere Sites of
Sites Reserves \ Excellence
(Convention) (Sevilla Strategy \ (Regional/
and MAP) Nature Parks)
Sustainable Cities Innovative
Regions ecc

Figure 31: The concept of Global Regions as models for sustainable development

Characterization of Global Regions
Global Regions will especially ..
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launch bottom-up process in thelr areas regarding sustainable development
and involve stakeholders in all phases of planning, implementation and
monitoring;

establish legal and institutional frameworks and governance systems to fos-
ter sustainable development;

create added value for people in the area through initiatives enhancing pros-
perity, well-being, welfare; e.g. income, investments, job opportunities, so-
cial cohesion, health;

base their sustainable growth on renewable natural resources and human ca-
pacities, involve people and stakeholders in order to create added value for
local people;

seek excellence through efficient use of natural resources, closing ecologi-
cal cycles as well as enhancing effective production and service chains;
focus on achievements regarding international conventions and frameworks,
e.g. Human Rights, Millennium Development Goals, Culture Conventions;
protect natural and cultural heritage as well as natural resources;
disseminate and promote best practice and methodologies regarding the key
aspects of sustainable development;

cooperate within a network of sites of excellence through exchange of
knowledge, transfer of know-how and promotion of the model sites;
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develop networks of excellence further (Biosphere reserves, World Heritage
sites, geoparks, Ramsar sites, national and regional parks, nature parks) by
adopting the principles of sustainable development.

Global regions will have to focus on the following goals:
established legal frameworks and regulations as well as strategies for Sus-
tainable Development;
introduced planning, implementation and monitoring instruments to foster
Sustainable Development in the defined areas: incentives, innovation and
funding mechanisms, participatory and democratic processes, co-operation,
assessment, promotion;
the involvement of people and stakeholders in consultation and decision
processes;
tools adopted to plan, implement and monitor efficiently the territorial de-
velopment such as GIS, statistics, indicator system;
raised public awareness regarding the values of nature, culture;
introduced appropriate curriculums in education systems in order to
strengthen the efforts of continuous capacity building;
established mechanisms to manage product cycles and services chains more
efficiently;
established networks and support systems in order to create continuity of
the development;
introduced funding schemes (fees, taxes, contributions, donations) which
guarantee the financing of the protection of natural and cultural heritage;
established a communication strategy and information tools (ICT, media)
which allows an effective support for sustainable development;
introduced evaluation systems which allow checking all the projects and ac-
tions regarding SD criteria fulfilment of the agreed strategy.

The Swiss Experience

The “Global Regions” concept follows the approach of the Parks Network es-
tablished in Switzerland and promotes the mechanisms adapted for the nomination
and assessment of the regional nature parks. The Entlebuch Biosphere Reserve, the
first site of the new generation of BRs (Ruoss and Schaaf, 1999) in Switzerland,
has been considered as good practice and as a model for its participatory processes
and the holistic approach by UNESCO (ICC, 2001; ICC, 2012). At the very begin-
ning, Entlebuch BR established a framework for sustainable development (UBE,
2002; Ruoss, 2003; Wymann von Dach, 2001) with quantitative and qualitative
indicators and defined a continuous assessment of its achievements (Schmid et al.,
2004; UBE, 2011).
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Figure 32: The Entlebuch Biosphere Reserve, one of the models recommended by
UNESCO for its holistic approach and the participatory decision-making process
and the first Regional Nature Park in Switzerland

By 2000, Switzerland had established only one national park which was also de-
clared as Biosphere Reserve 1% Generation. With the establishment of the Entle-
buch Biosphere Reserve, the project of establishing new parks was launched (Fig-
ure 32). Within 10 years, Switzerland has passed the laws and regulations and
begun procedures and funding mechanisms for a comprehensive park system (Fig-
ure 33).

In Switzerland, a legislation enabling the creation of parks of national impor-
tance has been in force since 1. December, 2007. The basic principles for the
elaboration of park applications are defined in a set of guidelines (BAFU 2008).

The federal authorities support the establishment, operation and quality assur-
ance of parks by granting financial aid and awarding the park label. Parks of na-
tional importance help to protect and enhance exceptional natural habitats or land-
scapes of outstanding beauty. At the same time, these parks promote the sustain-
able economic development of the regions concerned as well as allowing visitors to
experience nature and offering environmental education. The federal authorities
only recognize parks that arise from regional initiatives and are backed by the local
community. Regional initiatives are to be supported and overseen by the cantons.
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The aim is, thus, to promote regions characterized by high natural and landscape
values which pursue sustainable development and meet the specified criteria.

Established parks:

- category of “National park”: Swiss National Park;

- “Regional nature park™ category: Landschaftspark Binntal, Parc régional
Chasseral, Regionaler Naturpark Diemtigtal, Parc Ela, UNESCO Biosphere
Entlebuch, Regionaler Naturpark Gantrisch, Parc naturel régional Gruyere
Pays-d'Enhaut, Regionaler Naturpark Jurapark Aargau (AG/SO), Naturpark
Thal, Biosfera Val Miistair;

- category of “Nature discovery park”: Wildnispark Ziirich-Sihlwald.

Candidate parks:

- category of “National park”: Parc Adula, Parco Nazionale del Locarnese;

- category of “Regional nature park”: Naturpark Beverin, Parc naturel ré-
gional du Doubs, Parc Jura Vaudois, Regionaler Naturpark Pfyn-Finges.

@Nerzask Schwsier Parta TEIES 12013

Parvgercir siueise provsces:
G Bundesarn! G Landwspogstie
(S030294T)

Figure 33: The Swiss Park Network (January 2013) focusing on sustainable

landscape development
Source: http://www.paerke.ch/en/schweizerpaerke/karte.php
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4.4 Considerations and recommendations

The UNESCO World Network of Biosphere Reserves (WNBR) is in fact an ex-
cellent contribution to the post-Rio+20 process establishing models of learning
sites for sustainable development. It is important to concentrate the resources on
the MAB programme as a main priority within the UNESCO programme and to
consequently implement and monitor its progress. The WNBR should finally be
considered as:

- the largest and most exciting programme worldwide with the aim of imple-

menting and making visible sustainable development in defined territories;

- a sustainable development initiative bringing long-term benefits for people
and nature;

- aunique initiative to launch a chain reaction and to achieve a tipping point
in order to spread the Sustainability Sites concept worldwide;

- the overarching programme including all sectors activities of UNESCO and
linking other major UN agencies and programmes;

- a revolutionary contribution to the Sustainable Development Goals (SDG)
and Rio +30 through the implementation of the Seville Strategy and the
Madrid Action Plan;

- afuture UN flagship together with the World Heritage convention and other
UN priorities (e.g. Decade of Education for Sustainable Development, Mil-
lennium Development Goals, Ramsar), re-establishing a lead role in the
cross-cutting sustainable development and the post-Rio+20 process;

- the initiative is able to launch a chain reaction to spread Sustainable Re-
gions concept worldwide.

A lot of protected areas (e.g. BRs, World Heritage sites, Ramsar sites) face con-
siderable pressure from economy and politics for not respecting the conservation
and development approach or even profiting from the labeled areas for their own
purpose without respecting their targets and needs. The present economic situation
leads to a decrease of funding and support for the designated sites, mainly the
protected areas. As a result, the funds for research, innovation, education or the
protection of natural and cultural heritage are reduced considerably.

The principles of mutual interest, learning by doing and through exchange of
experience has to be reinforced by enhancing the active cooperation, participation
and exchange within the World Network of Biosphere Reserves but also the World
Heritage sites, geoparks and Ramsar networks. UNESCO and the member states
are, therefore, asked to establish new incentives and opportunities to further im-
prove the financial situation and the management of the sites and to go ahead with-
out delay with the implementation of the decisions taken by the governing bodies
of the UNESCO conventions and programmes.
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Furthermore, methodologies and a continuous assessment process have to be es-
tablished in order to guarantee a long-term success of the programmes. Overall, an
open and transparent assessment of the Madrid Action Plan would increase the
credibility of the WNBR and underline the uniqueness of the UNESCO flagship
programme in the post-Rio+20 process.

International organizations and institutions are furthermore asked to support and
foster the existing networks of excellence and especially a joint global programme
to establish “Global Regions” as models for sustainable development. The concept
“Global Regions” should promote and award the achievements of the existing sites
implementing the sustainable development on the local level.

The way to achieve sustainable future is based on holistic, inclusive but territo-
rial approaches which will...

- efficiently create wealth and benefit for all by using the natural resources;
- create equal opportunities for all people interested to share;

- create peace and welfare for all;

- protect and take care of nature and ecosystems;

- conserve and protect cultural heritage for future generations.

The Global Regions concept is, therefore, considered as a contribution to the
post-Rio+20 programme and should visualize the feasibility of the sustainable
development paradigm locally. The credibility of the commitments and the quality
of the achievements will be real steps and a progress towards “The Future We
Want” (UN, 2012).

4.5 Summary

The target of the biosphere reserves recognized under UNESCO’s Man and the
Biosphere (MAB) Programme is to contribute to sustainable development in the
area by assuring sound management, transfer of innovation, decision and policy-
making. The World Network of Biosphere Reserves comprises 610 sites in 117
countries. The biosphere reserve concept has shown its importance beyond pro-
tected areas and has increasingly been embraced by scientists, planners, policy-
makers and local communities to have a variety of knowledge, scientific investiga-
tions and experiences to link biodiversity conservation and socio-economic devel-
opment for human well-being. The focus of biosphere reserves is on developing
models for global, national and local sustainability, to serve as learning sites and to
work together to translate the global principles of sustainable development into
locally relevant praxis.

Switzerland launched its new park system with the approval of the Entlebuch Bio-
sphere Reserve in a bottom-up process in 2001. Within 10 years, Switzerland has
established the laws, procedures, regulations and funding mechanisms to establish
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a comprehensive park network. The framework can be considered as a basis for the
new generation of model regions for sustainable development. A Model is a “best
practice” regarding an integrated approach for sustainable development. It should
be attractive, accepted, realistic, easy to understand, visible and tangible, repro-
ducible, measurable and it has to be assessed continuously.

The new concept, “Global Regions”, was launched in December 2012. A Global
Region is a territorial system, which interlinks environment, society and economy
and bases its activities on production cycles on the local biocapacity, particularly
the available natural resources. The overall goal is to launch the implementation of
sustainable development worldwide.
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5 AN EDUCATION PROGRAMME FOR PROTECTED AREAS
MANAGERS

Michael Getzner, Michael Jungmeier

5.1  “Education on the highest level” — Overview of the programme

Conserving biodiversity, promoting sustainability, handling conflicts, generating
regional benefits: The planning and management of protected areas involves many
different legal, administrative and technical aspects. The demand for highly skilled
experts is growing.

Our vision is to promote biodiversity conservation and regionally sustainable
development in Europe and worldwide by educating and training (future) managers
of protected areas.

The learning goals are:

- an excellent and comprehensive understanding of the aims and roles of pro-
tected areas with regard to the conservation of biodiversity and (integrated)
regional development;
detailed knowledge of the full range of tools available for the management
of protected areas;
an ability to analyze and solve problems encountered when establishing,
planning and managing protected areas, including the implementation of in-
ter- and transdisciplinary dialogues with all stakeholder groups;
the development of hard and soft skills to create mutual benefits of nature
conservation on the one hand and the local population on the other hand,
particularly in peripheral regions as well as in developing countries with the
aim of achieving an integrated regional development.

The management of protected areas shall account for all three “pillars” of sus-

tainability to make protected areas regional “cornerstones” of globally sustainable
development (Figure 34).
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Figure 34: Sustainability approach to managing protected areas

The MSc programme is set up in cooperation of the Alpen-Adria-University
Klagenfurt and E.C.O. — Institute of Ecology, a company specialized in planning
and consulting in the field of protected areas. An international advisory board
supports the programme on a regional, national and international level. The lectur-
ers of the programme are internationally acknowledged experts who represent a
broad portfolio of different backgrounds, ranging from theoretical (science) to
practical knowledge (park managers, consultants, international organisations).
Thus, by attending the programme, the participants become part of an international
network of excellence for protected area management.

The programme is divided into four terms:

I"" term: Theoretical and scientific fundamentals of the management of protected
areas

2" and 3™ term: Practical aspects of the management of protected areas (tools and
best practice)

4™ term: Supervised implementation of applied and/or scientific research projects
(master’s thesis)

The master programme has a particular focus on the following topics:
- European and international categories of protected areas;
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nature conservation strategies in Central and Eastern Europe;
integration of socio-cultural, economic and ecological aspects;
participative approaches in the management of protected arcas
new technologies, tools and methods;

intercultural aspects of the management of protected areas.

The programme’s patron is Prof. Michael Succow, holder of the Alternative
Nobel Price 1997, who said that “the MSc programme ‘Management of Protected
Areas’ is an outstanding and innovative educational offer intended for managers
and planners of protected areas. It not only provides important training but also
professional impetus for nature conservation in Europe.”

5.2

“A network to work with” — Partners

Besides the Advisory Board, the MSc programme is embedded in a network of
partners:

Alumni Club: The alumni, the lecturers and the advisory board of this post-
graduate education programme are building up a globally active and per-
sonal network for protected area experts. Via regular meetings, workshops,
excursions and an interactive platform (www.alumnimpa.net), the members
stay in contact, develop new ideas and projects in the field of protected area
management, exchange opportunities and support each other. Moreover, the
Alumni Club is open for interested protected area experts. Frequently, the
Alumni Club has been on disposal for supporting the programme, for in-
stance by providing a welcome service for new participants or by contribut-
ing to lectures, excursions, modules and events.

“Friends of the MPA-programme”. This young initiative has been consti-
tuted recently. Supporting the programme, in particular by providing sup-
port for individual participants, is the main objective of this initiative.
WCPA-University: The World Commission on Protected Areas has estab-
lished a network of institutions contributing to capacity building and train-
ing. The Klagenfurt MPA-programme has proven to be an active partner
within this network.

UNITWIN-Network: The MPA-programme applied to become member of
UNESCO’s Unitwin-programme and by now hopes for a positive decision.
University co-operation: The MPA-programme is in close contact and co-
operation with institutions providing similar educational offers, such as the
University of the Philippines or Universidad Auténoma de Madrid offering
a master programme in cooperation with EUROPARC-Federation and three
universities in Madrid.
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5.3  “Combining theory with practice” — Start of the programme
2009

In June 2009, the second turn of the MSc programme was finalized successfully.
During the academic ceremony at Alpen-Adria-University Klagenfurt, Michael
Getzner and Michael Jungmeier, the directors of the programme, congratulated
participants, lecturers and members of the advisory board on their achievements.
Vice-Rector for International Relations and Studies, Hubert Lengauer, postulated:
“Let’s make the whole world a protected area.”

In September 2009, the starting signal for the third round of the programme was
given and 20 new participants from 12 different nations were welcomed in Klagen-
furt (Figure 35). Most of the participants were able to look back on several years in
the management of national parks, biosphere parks and other protected areas. “The
Master of Science Programme ‘Management of Protected Areas’ has become one
of Europe’s most important study programmes for professionals in the manage-
ment of Protected Areas,” says Michael Getzner, director of the programme. “We
would like to wish the participants a good start and hope that their careers will
profit from a powerful impetus.”

Figure 35: Start of the third MSc programme “Management of Protected Areas”
Participants of the programme 2009-2011 (left to right): Peter Puchala (Slovakia), Jan Cernecky
(Slovakia), Goran Sekulic (Serbia), Berihun Tiru Tessema (Ethiopia), Hailu Wassi (Ethiopia), Alina
Ionita (Romania), Michael Mertz (Germany), Amli Abreha (Ethiopia), Eva-Maria Heigl (Austria),
Augusta Almeida Ferri (Ecuador), Christian Diry (Austria), Radu Povazan (Slovakia), Anastasiia
Drapaliuk (Ukraine), Olena Slobodian (Ukraine) and Ovidiu Pirv (Romania). Not in the photo: Ayele
Kebede Gebreyes (Ethiopia), Sharif Islam (Bangladesh), Neema Philipo (Tanzania), John Okot
(Uganda) and Ali Shah Syed Shahid (Pakistan).
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5.4  “Working on a tight schedule” — the programme 2009

Module 1: 18.-24.09.2009, Klagenfurt
The first module took place in Klagenfurt in September 2009. Michael Getzner
and Michael Jungmeier welcomed the new participants. The module focused on the
functions and categories of protected areas in a changing society. International
lecturers Christoph Imboden, Marija Zupancic-Vicar and Vesna Kolar-Planincic
presented the global perspectives of managing protected areas. In addition to the
theoretical part, the participants visited the Nockberge National Park, received a
“traditional” welcome at the E.C.O. office and attended an international collo-
quium with the international advisory board.
Activities:
18. September: Reception at E.C.O. office;
21. September: Excursion to Nockberge National Park;
22. September: International colloquium with members of the advisory
board;
23. September: Welcome reception by MPA Alumni Club.

Module 2: 28.01.-7.2.2010, Klagenfurt and Triglav National Park (SI)

The participants met again in Klagenfurt in January 2009. Besides the basics of
ecology and nature conservation, they learned about scientific basics for the man-
agement of protected areas. Additionally, the module had a particular focus on
conflict management and resolution, presented and trained by Dudley Weeks. The
excursions to Triglav National Park lead to the unique snowscapes of the Southern
Alps. Some of the lectures took place in the seminar facilities of the park.

Activities:

28. January: (Multi-)ethnic evening, celebrated by the participants;
31. January: Excursion to Nature Park Grebenzen;

2. February: Celebration of the World Wetland Day;

3. February: Excursion Bohinj Lake (Triglav National Park).
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Module 3: 23.4.-2.5.2010, Klagenfurt and UNESCO Office in Venice, Italy

The third module was two-folded: one part took place in Klagenfurt, the other
one in Venice. Engelbert Ruoss, director of the UNESCO Venice office, welcomed
the participants in the fabulous Palazzo Zorzi. He and his team gave first-hand
information on tasks and activities of UNESCO, about Biosphere Reserves and
World Heritage Sites. The guests stayed in Venice for five intensive days with
seminars, discussions and an excursion to the lagoon.

Activities:
23. April: UNESCO-Day in Palazzo Zorzi, Venice;
24. April: Boat excursion to World Heritage Sites and protected areas in the
lagoon of Venice;
29. April: Excursion Geopark Karnian Alps (Austria).

Module 4: 30.6.-11.7.2010, Klagenfurt and Vienna, Austria
The fourth module was dedicated to communication processes and planning of
protected areas. It was linked to a project conference of the project NatReg, which
gave the opportunity to connect to managers and stakeholders of many different
protected areas in South Eastern Europe. An “Open space in open space” in the
nature reserve Vellacher Kotschna was addressed to issues of visitors’ manage-
ment. The second part of the module took place in Vienna, which offered the op-
portunity to see some outstanding areas in the surrounding of the city.
Activities:
30. June: Meeting with the international advisory board,
1. July 2010: Open space in open space, nature reserve Vellacher Kotschna,
Austria;
4. July: Excursion Biosphere Reserve Vienna Forest, Austria;
6. July: Excursion World Heritage Site Wachau, Austria;
9. July: Excursion Nationalpark Park Danube Floodplain, Austria.

Module 5: 23.9.-3.10.2010, Klagenfurt and Lower Carpathians (Sk)

The module focused on implementation planning of protected areas. For instance,
Ladislav Miko, Head of Directorate General for Environment of the European
Commission, and Joanna Borg from the Maltese Environmental Agency and a
former participant in the programme gave first-hand information on the de-
velopment of management plans. The module took place in Klagenfurt and in
selected protected areas of the Lower Carpathians (close to Bratislava).

Activities:
25. September: Excursion to Hohe Tauern National Park;
30. September: Excursion to Lower Carpathian Mountains;
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2. October: Evening in Bratislava.

Module 6: 27.1.-6.2. 2011, Klagenfurt
The sixth module was dedicated to the implementation phase in the protected
areas life cycle. The new scientific director, Prof. Hans-Joachim Bodenhéfer, pre-
sented himself to “his” students and also to a broader public. Due to technical
reasons, the module took place in Klagenfurt only.
Activities:
27. January: Reception by Prof. Bodenhofer;
29. January: Excursion to Nockberge National Park, Austria;
2. February: Press conference, media training and photo shooting at the
Blue Cube, Klagenfurt;
2. February: Celebration of the World Wetland Day.

Module 7: 24.3.-29.3. 2011, Klagenfurt
The last but one module was addressed to finalizing the thesis and also to some
concluding lectures. The module took place in Klagenfurt.
Activities:
24. March: Presentation at the Landesarchiv on protected areas of the world
by Michael Jungmeier;
27. March: Excursion Natura 2000 Site Schiitt, Austria;
28. March: Information day for new participants.

Module 8: 30.6.—1.7.2011, Klagenfurt Days of Protected Areas

The last module in June 2011 was part of the Klagenfurt Days of Protected Ar-
eas, which had already become a known meeting place for professionals dealing
with protected areas. Finally, 14 participants of the MSc programme presented
their theses to the international audience. A graduation ceremony followed at the
University of Klagenfurt. At the end of the day, it was time to celebrate.
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5.5 Lecturers
(In order of their appearance in the courses of the programme)

Univ.-Prof. Dr. Michael GETZNER; Vienna University of Technology, Austria
(formerly Alpen-Adria-University Klagenfurt, Department of Economics)
Mag. Dr. Michael JUNGMEIER; Alpen-Adria-University Klagenfurt, Department
of Economics; E.C.O. — Institute of Ecology, Austria

Dr. Christoph IMBODEN; Sustainable Development Biodiversity Conservation,
Switzerland

M.S. Vesna KOLAR-PLANINSIC; Ministry of the Environment and Spatial Plan-
ning, Slovenia

Dr. Marija ZUPANCIC-VICAR; IUCN Regional Councillor, Slovenia

Univ.-Prof. Dr. Paolo RONDO-BROVETTO; Alpen-Adria-University Klagenfurt,
School of Management and Economics, Austria

Mag. Kristin DUCHATEAU; Austrian Development Bank, Austria

Dudley WEEKS; International Mediation, USA

Dr. Rainer HARMS; Alpen-Adria-University Klagenfurt, Department of Innova-
tion Management and Entrepreneurship, Austria

Ass.-Prof. Dr. José VICENTE de LUCIO; University of Alcala, Spain

Dr. Hanns KIRCHMEIR; E.C.O. — Institute of Ecology, Austria

Dr. Ladislav MIKO; Directorate-General for Environment of the European
Commission, Belgium

Joanna BORG, MSc; Malta Environmental Agency, Malta

Zoltan KUN; PAN Parks Foundation, Hungary

Univ.-Prof. Dr. Marina FISCHER-KOWALSKI; Alpen-Adria-University Klagen-
furt, Institute of Social Ecology, Austria

Roger CROFT, CBE; Leadership and management advisor, environmental policy
and strategy advisor, United Kingdom

Ao. Univ.-Prof. Marianne PENKER; University of Natural Resources and Life
Sciences Vienna, Institute for Sustainable Economic Development, Austria

Dr. Bernard LANE; Red Kite Environment Ltd, United Kingdom

Prof. Dr. An CLIQUET; University of Gent, Department of Public International
Law, Belgium

Prof. (FH) Dr. Karin GRASENICK; Convelop, Austria

Dr. Francis VORHIES; Earthmind, Switzerland

DI Wolfgang SUSKE; Suske Consulting, Austria

Dr. Philippe PYPAERT; UNESCO Office in Venice, Italy

Dr. Frits HESSELINK; HECT Consultancy, The Netherlands

DI Daniel ZOLLNER; E.C.O. — Institute of Ecology, Austria
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Univ.-Prof. Dr. Georg GRABHERR; University of Vienna, Institute of Vegetation
Ecology and Conservation Research, Austria

Richard CLARKE, MSc; Birkbeck University of London, Centre for European
Protected Area Research, United Kingdom

Dr. Karl RITSCH; Innovation Service Network, Austria

Dr. Tobias SALATHE; The Ramsar Convention Bureau, Acting Head Regional
Unit Senior Adviser for Europe, Switzerland

Mag. Dr. Christian KOMPOSCH; OKOTEAM, Austria

Prof. Dr. Ingo MOSE; University of Oldenburg, Regional Sciences Working
Group, Germany

Mag. Peter RUPITSCH; Hohe Tauern National Park, Austria

Dr. Hanns KIRCHMEIR; E.C.O. — Institute of Ecology, Austria

Ass. Prof. Robert S. POMEROY, PhD; University of Connecticut — Avery Point,
Department of Agricultural and Resource Economics, USA

Dr. Carl MANZANO; Donau-Auen National Park, Austria

DI Robert UNGLAUB; Archi Noah, Austria

Mag. Barbara MULLER, MSc; Freelance Consultant, Austria

Mag. Christian LANG & Mag. Ameli PAULI; Pronatour, Austria

Zeljko KRAMARIC, MSc; Freelance Consultant, Croatia

Markus PETZL; Rebranding Institute, Austria

5.6  International Advisory Board

Mag. Peter RUPITSCH; Hohe Tauern National Park, National Park Administration
Carinthia, Austria

Prof. Dr. Michael SUCCOW; Michael Succow Foundation for the Protection of
Nature, Germany

Mag. Viktoria HASLER; Federal Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, Environment
and Water Management, Department for Nature and Species Protection, Na-
tional Parks, Austria

Dr. Marija ZUPANCIC-VICAR; IUCN Regional Councillor, Slovenia

Zoltan KUN; PAN Parks Foundation, Hungary

Dr. Christoph IMBODEN; Sustainable Development Biodiversity Conservation,
Switzerland

Dr. Tobias SALATHE; The Ramsar Convention Bureau, Acting Head Regional
Unit Senior Adviser for Europe, Switzerland

Dr. Guido PLASSMANN; ALPARC — Alpine Network of Protected Areas, France

Univ.-Prof. Dr. Marina FISCHER-KOWALSKI; Alpen-Adria-University Klagen-
furt, Institute of Social Ecology, Austria
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Mag. Bernhard GUTLEB; Federal Government of Carinthia, Department for Na-
ture Conservation, Austria

Kalemani Jo MULONGOY; Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity,
Principal Officer - Director of the Scientific, Technical and Technological
Matters Division, Canada

Dr. Philippe PYPAERT; UNESCO Office in Venice, Italy

Dr. Martin SOLAR, Europarc Federation, Council member, Slovenia

DI Gerald STEINDLEGGER; WWF International, European Forest Programme,
Austria

Dr. Christian WIESER; Museum of the Federal State Carinthia, Austria
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5.7 Directors and Editors

Hans Joachim Bodenhéfer

“In my opinion, the management of protected areas
in general and this programme in particular are orchids
in the bouquet of flowers of future topics. Economic
sciences are considered to be rational, I appreciate
very much the high ethical standards and the high
motivation I can see in the whole field of nature con-
servation and protected areas.”

Field of expertise: Professor emeritus, specialized
in macro-economics.

Alpen-Adria-University Klagenfurt, Institute of
Economics, Austria

hans.bodenhoefer@uni-klu.ac.at

Michael Getzner

“As an economist and having worked in the
context of biodiversity and protected area man-
agement for quite some years [ am glad that the
master programme Management of Protected
Areas has been established to increase efficiency
and effectiveness of nature conservation by edu-
cating professionals and striving for a better un-
derstanding of the importance of biodiversity
conservation.”

Field of expertise: Professor of Economics,
specialised in Environmental and Ecological Economics, Regional Economics,
Public Finance and Economic Policy, Infrastructure Economics.

Vienna University of Technology, Department of Public Finance and Infrastruc-
ture Policy, Austria

michael.getzner@tuwien.ac.at
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Michael Jungmeier

“Our graduates and alumni have already started to in-
fluence and shape the future of protected areas in many
regions of the world. Excitingly, the programme Man-
agement of Protected Areas has become a unique plat-
form for researching, learning and discussing for, in and
about protected areas. I am thankful to find our work
substantially supported by the Advisory Board and an
international team of lecturers.”

Field of expertise: Ecology, human geography, plan-
ning and preparing PAs, capacity building and training

CEO of E.C.O. — Institute of Ecology, Austria;
Senior Scientist at Alpen-Adria-University Klagenfurt,
Department of Geography, Austria (previous affiliation: Senior Scientist at the
Institute of Economy at Alpen-Adria-University Klagenfurt)

WWW.e-c-0.at

jungmeier@e-c-o0.at
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