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Editorial

Editorial

Transboundary Biosphere Reserves (TBRs) are
inhabited large-scale protected areas, serving as
future-oriented model regions for multi-sustainable
development, based on selected, globally
representative, bio-geographical areas, adjoining
across international borders and aiming at the
definition and implementation of joint policies in
terms of the ecosystem-approach.

In order to achieve long-term sustainability it is
imperative to jointly work on solutions with the
capacity to convince stakeholders at all levels of
transboundary cooperation. Consequently a
network has to be developed involving as many
committed members as possible.

In this context the international exchange
between experts, encouraging mutual inspiration,
the sharing of knowledge and the joint assessment of
existing expertise, can be of particular importance to
the building of motivation and multiple partnership.

The 2004 ‘International Conference and
Expert Workshop of Transboundary Biosphere
Reserves: Following-up on Sevillet+5’, provided a
perfect framework for multilateral exchange. At this
venue, for the first time various representatives of
TBRs and TBR-initiatives from 24 countries of four
continents came together, thus representing the vast
majority of TBR-activities worldwide.

“Make people meet, make them feel
comfortable and respected and give them sufficient
time and space for perception, communication,
interaction and learning”, was the motto of the
organizers.

The primary objective of the meeting was to
focus on reviewing the implementation of the
recommendations of the ad hoc Task Force on TBRs,
which were elaborated at the 2000 ‘Meeting of
Experts’ in Pamplona/Spain, thus constituting the
first official preliminary framework for the creation
and functioning of transboundary biosphere
reserves.

Secondly, potential strategies for the future
development of transboundary biosphere reserves
and their support were examined.

During the conference, the field-trips and
especially in the course of the workshop which was

carried out at Edesheim castle, individual contacts
could be intensified, confidence- and capacity-
building were promoted and specific core elements
for the future cooperation in an emerging TBR-
network and with UNESCO-MAB were elaborated,
like for instance the Message to the UNESCO MAB
Programme.

Finally, by means of the ‘Message of Edesheim’,
a joint vision which had been formulated and
endorsed during the workshop, all participants
affirmed their determination and willingness to bring
forward the joint promotion of TBRs, in the
framework of the MAB-programme and on site, in
the respective protected areas.

The very recent creation of a partnership
between the ‘Pfdlzerwald/Vosges du Nord’ TBR
(Germany/France) and the ‘KrkonoSe/Karkonosze’
TBR (Czech Republic/Poland) is one of the many
direct and very encouraging results of the
conference.

After all, it must be stressed again that the
people living in biosphere reserves need to get the
real possibility to actively and constructively
participate in preserving and developing the
landscapes and life-supporting systems which
constitute their daily environments. It is, therefore,
especially important to gain the local communities’
and stakeholders’ confidence in and support for the
MAB-concept, hence to encourage and promote their
initiatives to utilize natural and cultural resources in a
wise and farsighted way.

We hope that this review of current
developments in the field of transboundary
biosphere reserves will contribute to an increasing
public awareness of the importance of cross-border
cooperation in nature conservation and sustainable
development.

TBRs are a relatively new and additional
dimension in the World Network of UNESCO
MAB’s Biosphere Reserves. To let local people and
biodiversity benefit from the various added values, is
a real challenge and a fascinating opportunity. We
should go for it.

The Editors
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Foreword

Foreword

How can we achieve a balance between the
goals of conserving the planet’s biodiversity,
promoting economic and social development and
maintaining cultural values? Or put more simply:
How can we really become more sustainable? This is
not an easy question to answer. What is encouraging
is that many pioneers, each in their own context and
in all the corners of the world, have launched
initiatives and are looking for viable solutions.

Hannah Ahrendt once put it as follows: “What
makes man a political being is his faculty to act. It
enables him to get together with his peers, to act in
concert, and to reach out for goals and enterprises that
would never enter his mind, let alone the desires of his
heart, had he not been given this gift-to embark on
something new.”

Indeed: we are at all times free to change the
world and embark on something new. It is this that
constitutes the formal task of politics.

UNESCO’s Man and the Biosphere Programme
(MAB) stands in this tradition. In a network of nearly
500 biosphere reserves worldwide, internationally
recognised model regions for sustainable
development, the prospects for achieving sustainable
solutions are particularly good. Some of these
regions extend across national borders. These
transboundary biosphere reserves have become
important testing grounds for improving
intergovernmental cooperation and overcoming
national egotisms and bureaucratic straightjackets,
with the shared landscape acting as a natural bridge.

Within  the framework of UNESCO’s
‘Seville+5’ international expert meeting held in
Pamplona in October 2000, representatives of these
transboundary biosphere reserves (TBR) formed an
ad hoc task force and drew up recommendations for
future action. In line with the wishes of many TBRs
and TBR initiatives to continue the exchange of
experience begun in Pamplona, the two supporting
organisations of the ‘Pfilzerwald/Vosges du Nord’
TBR, the ‘Verein Naturpark Pfilzerwald e.V.” and
SYCOPARGC, took up this initiative in 2004.

Supported by the ‘Landeszentrale fir Umwelt-
aufklarung’ (Rhineland-Palatinate State Office for
Environmental Education) and the Ministry of
Environment and Forestry of the Federal State of
Rhineland-Palatinate, as well as UNESCO, experts
from 24 nations came together again four years after
Pamplona in the heart of the Franco-German
‘Pfalzerwald/Vosges du Nord’ biosphere reserve to
discuss within the framework of the Wasgau Talks
what has been implemented in the course of the past
few years, what successes can be claimed and where
an urgent need for future action still exists. In a
subsequent expert workshop, recommendations for
future development were adopted.

| am delighted that the results of this first
international transboundary biosphere reserve
conference are documented in the present
publication. | would like to extend my particular
thanks to all the organisers.

M. Conrad

Minister of Environment,

Forestry and Consumer

Protection of Rhineland-Palatinate
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Foreword

One of the most concise messages explaining
the need for an organization such as UNESCO is
formulated in the preamble of UNESCO’s
constitution: “Since wars begin in the minds of men, it
is in the minds of men that the defences of peace must
be constructed.” This message is the reply of
UNESCQO’s founders to the disastrous experiences
of the two World Wars of the 20th century. The
insight expressed in this message is valid without
restriction today: Peace among the world’s states,
nations, civilizations and communities is only possible
through mutual acknowledgement and respect.

The process of rapprochement leading to stable
peace is cumbersome and can only be mastered in a
long-term perspective. It has to start with small
gestures; continuous and reinforced efforts have to
be made to tighten the relationship, through
dialogue, mutual learning and understanding. Yet it
will remain impossible to reach lasting peace if the
states and people involved will not manage to work
together for mutual benefit, to solve together
problems of shared concern and to cooperate on all
levels of civil society.

One of the central tasks of UNESCO as the
intergovernmental organization of the United
Nations with a mandate in key areas for the future of
the planet has always been to promote this dialogue
among states and people. The involvement of the
civil society on all levels has always been an essential
factor for the success of such efforts. The 2004
Cardoso report ‘We the peoples’ commissioned by
the Secretary General of the United Nations Kofi
Annan has recently emphasized the tantamount
significance of the contribution of civil society to
effective action on global priorities and to safeguard
an effective multilateralism.

The concept of the ‘transboundary UNESCO
biosphere reserves’ is a comparatively new, but
beautiful concept, fitting perfectly in the context
sketched above. The establishment of transboundary
UNESCO biosphere reserves will leverage shared
considerations on both sides of a national border:
about the economic development of areas close to a

border, about the ecological value and uniqueness of
ecosystems, about the compatibility of nature
conservation and social and economic development.
More importantly, the populations living in the
transboundary UNESCO biosphere reserves and the
management bodies of the area have to address
many difficult questions together: how to deal with
potentially conflicting national legislation, how to
adapt differing standards, how to solve very concrete
and practical problems in their day to day work.

Thus, transboundary UNESCO biosphere
reserves add a new quality in the dialogue between
nations and people. They prove that the nations
involved take their will for cooperation serious. The
nations and people involved embark on an ambitious
journey, the establishment of model regions for
sustainable development on two sides of a national
border. Kofi Annan has «called sustainable
development the central challenge for the 21st
century. Transboundary UNESCO biosphere
reserves tackle the challenge to implement
sustainable development and at the same time to
contribute substantially to transboundary dialogue
and to establish a culture of peace through
collaboration and cohabitation.

| would like to express my gratitude to the
government of the German Federal State Rhineland-
Palatinate for hosting the first conference on
transboundary UNESCO biosphere reserves, the
results of which are published in the present
proceedings volume. Similarly, | am very grateful to
the administrative bodies of the German-French
transboundary UNESCO  biosphere reserve
‘Pfdlzerwald/Vosges du Nord’ for staging the
conference, for publishing these proceedings and for
their commitment to further transboundary
UNESCO biosphere reserves. Indeed, the case of
Germany and France is a particular success story,
how two states have managed to overcome a history
of aggression and to reach a state of close friendship
and intensive collaboration. It is very fitting that
these nations have intensified their collaboration
through the transboundary UNESCO biosphere



Foreword

reserve ‘Pfdlzerwald/Vosges du Nord’. On behalf of
the German Commission for UNESCO | express my
gratitude to the biosphere reserve administrative
bodies which endeavour to promote this success

Foreword

The ‘International Conference & Expert
Workshop on Transboundary Biosphere Reserves:
Following-up on SEVILLE+5’, was the most
important event for ‘Pfalzerwald/Vosges du Nord’
Transboundary Biosphere Reserve (TBR) since
1998, when it was officially recognized by UNESCO.

This wonderful opportunity of meeting
committed colleagues from all over the world,
sharing various ideas and visions on the important
role of transboundary biosphere reserves in the
framework of UNESCO’s MAB programme and in
international cooperation in general, enabled us to
rethink and to reflect the development and the
future perspectives of our German-French TBR, but
also to investigate possibilities of improved regional
and global networking and exchange.

The many fruitful discussions during the
conference in Fischbach and in the course of the
expert workshop in Edesheim, let us feel like being
part of a big family where the members have many
common objectives.

It was a great pleasure for us to welcome and to
accomodate all the experts from 24 countries, from
Africa, Asia, Europe and Latin America and we felt
particularly honoured by the participants’ endeavour
to discover our biosphere reserve on the cross-
border field-trip.

Rolf Kiinne, President

Naturpark Pfdlzerwald

Verein Naturpark Pfdlzerwald, e.V.
Germany

story on a global scale; | believe that they pursue a
highly important task and sincerely | wish them
success in this endeavour.

W. Hirche
President of the
German Commission for UNESCO

We are glad to be in the position now to
present to you the proceedings of this first
international venue on TBRs. They clearly reflect the
great interest in transboundary cooperation
between existing biosphere reserves and between
other protected areas adjoining across borders and
aiming at official recognition by UNESCO MAB. The
valuable contributions to the improvement and
refinement of the recommendations elaborated at
the 2000 ‘SEVILLE+5 Meeting of Experts’ give
practical guidance on how to follow-up and on which
directions to take.

We are convinced that the results of the 2004
TBR Conference & Expert Workshop will serve as
milestones on the rugged way to more support for
TBRs and to better understanding of the great
potential and value they have in an interdependent
world of resource-consuming globalization, religious
conflict and cultural alienation, biodiversity-erosion,
climate change and armed fighting about shrinking
spaces for more and more humans to live.

Finally we wish that the proceedings will
stimulate discussion and action on the promotion of
TBRs and will soon be followed-up by the second
international meeting.

Jean Westphal, President

Parc Naturel Régional des Yosges du Nord
SYCOPARC

France

Transboundary Biosphere Reserve ‘Pfdlzerwald/Vosges du Nord’
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International co-operation to promote peace
and mutual understanding is at the heart of
UNESCQO’s mission. The growing interest among
UNESCO Member States of the role of biosphere
reserves in bridging transboundary goals linked to
biodiversity conservation, socio-economic
development and learning and knowledge sharing is
drawing the work of the World Network of
Biosphere Reserves, more and more, to the centre-
stage of UNESCO programmes and activities.

Transboundary co-operation focusing on
protected areas that straddle international
boundaries received particular attention during the
Fifth World Parks Congress held in Durban, South
Africa in 2003. Biosphere reserves, which by
definition increasingly transcend protected areas,
provide opportunities for transboudary co-operation
not only among protected area managers and staff;
they help to bring together regional and national
development planners, experts in legal and
institutional frameworks as well as mediators who
commit themselves to reconciling stakeholder
interests and to minimizing conflicts between
conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity and
natural resources.

Particularly since the adoption of the Seville
Strategy and the Statutory Framework for the
World Network of Biosphere Reserves, interest and
experimentation with biosphere reserves as a tool
for building transboundary co-operation has grown.
Today we have 7 transboundary biosphere reserves
in the World Network and this number is expected
to grow in the coming years.

The experience with regard to transborder co-
operation in biosphere reserves has been
predominantly positive throughout the world. In this
regard, the UNESCO Secretariat for the Man and
the Biosphere (MAB) attempts to promote exchange
of ideas, knowledge to the extent possible and
frequently turns to the assistance of interested
UNESCO Member States to organize appropriate
forums to enable such exchange.

We are pleased to have been able to support
the International Conference and Expert Workshop
on Transboundary Biosphere Reserves in Germany,
from 12 to 19 November 2004, organized by the
managing bodies of ‘Pfdlzerwald/Vosges du Nord’
Transboundary Biosphere Reserve and the Ministry
of Environment and Forestry of the Federal State of
Rhineland-Palatinate, Germany. The proceedings of
the Workshop contains papers and discussion
material that provide valuable insights and stimulate
fresh thinking on future possibilities for transborder
biosphere reserves.

| wish to register my sincere thanks to the MAB
National Committees of Germany and France and
the other partners who supported the International
Conference & Workshop and express my hope that
there will be other such events in the future that will
facilitate UNESCO Member States to fully realize the
potential of biosphere reserves in promoting
international co-operation.

N. Ishwaran

Director, Division of Ecological

and Earth Sciences

Secretary, Man and the Biosphere Programme,
UNESCO
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Model regions for sustainable development and intercultural dialogue

The concept of the UNESCO biosphere
reserves has been introduced in 1974 and the first
biosphere reserves have been designated in 1976.
The World Network of currently 482 UNESCO
biosphere reserves is the most important instrument
of the intergovernmental scientific programme
entitled ‘Man and the Biosphere’ (MAB), established
in 1972. The momentum for a programme that
should deal with new forms of coexistence of
mankind with its natural environment started to
develop in the 1960ies, when the vulnerability of the
planet became a topic among scientific experts. The
general public was not yet aware of issues such as the
limitedness of natural resources, permanent man-
induced changes in the world climate and the loss of
biodiversity. UNESCO exemplarily fulfilled its core
functions to serve as a laboratory of ideas, as a
clearing-house and as a catalyst for international co-
operation by establishing the MAB programme in the
late 1960ies. The decisive added momentum was
delivered during a conference in Paris in 1968 with
an important contribution from German scientists,
leading to the decision on the MAB programme by
UNESCO’s General Conference in October 1970, a
new programme which in modern terminology was
supposed to deal with questions of sustainable
development.

From today’s perspective, the thematic focus in
the first decades of the MAB programme was on
interdisciplinary ecological research and on
conservation of valuable ecosystems. During the
1980ies and early 1990ies, the concept of preserving
ecologically valuable ecosystems became more and
more a standard idea, accepted in many countries of
the world. Networks of areas protected according to
national or regional standards and frequently
governed by strict legislative regulation were
established. The UNESCO biosphere reserves still
stuck out, because they defined a global standard
and a globally valid context.

Once more, UNESCO proved to be a standard-
setter at the forefront of the political agenda
following the United Nations Conference on

10

Environment and Development (UNCED) in Rio de
Janeiro 1992. With its 1995 Seville strategy,
UNESCO realized a quality leap regarding the
underlying philosophy of the World Network of
Biosphere Reserves: these areas should not only be
preserved and scientifically analyzed, but
—sustainably— developed. Farmers in the transition
areas (and also with certain restrictions in the buffer
zones) should continue to grow crops and to keep
livestock, but they should be encouraged to redefine
their production patterns according to green
farming. Tourists should continue to visit the
biosphere reserves and should through their
expenditures generate income, but they should
preferably pursue activities that are adapted to the
natural environment and are ‘soft’, i.e. not-invasive.
In this context, the UNESCO biosphere reserve
concept according to the Seville strategy is inclusive,
as it seriously takes into account the needs of the
population concerned. The biosphere reserves are
model regions for sustainable development that
address ecological necessities, but also social and
economic concerns.

Defining new rules and new terms of usage for
a certain inhabited geographic area will almost
necessarily lead to controversy between the different
actors of the civil society concerned. In an ideal
fashion, UNESCO biosphere reserves are
implemented through participatory processes that
entail the possibility of resolving the dispute.
Participation in the implementation and management
is an important ingredient of the concept of the
biosphere reserves. The biosphere reserves defined
to fulfil the Seville strategy have an important mission
which goes far beyond nature conservation, far
beyond advanced scientific research: they propose a
model of living together on this fragile planet; living
in harmony with an endangered environment and
living together with each other.

One of the most impractical circumstances of
pursuing such a mission is the existence of national
borders. Ecosystems have developed over millions of
years. When mankind distributed the planet among



Introduction

its peoples and defined zones of influence, through
heritage, trade and warfare, the existence and
delineation of ecosystems was a defining factor in
many cases, but not in the majority of cases.
Therefore the typical situation today is that many
areas found to be most valuable by the impartial
scientific eye, are geographically shared between
different national or subnational entities.

At first sight this situation might seem to be a
hindrance to the effective management of natural
resources. On the contrary, this situation can serve
as a lever of better communication between
administrative structures on both sides of a border.
Let us compare two cases: first to designate an area
within a single administrative entity and second to
designate it where there is disjoint authority and
disjoint administration for several parts of the area.
In the first case, the aims, the measures and the
responsibility are fully defined by a single authority, in
the other case, two or more authorities set
competing aims and rules. In the first case, the
management and the organization of authority is
simple in comparison, because there is one set of
rules, one set of standards and a clear hierarchy. In
the second case, there can be constant conflict over
which set of rules established by the differing
authorities will be more adequate, how to go ahead
in conflicting situations etc.. While these conflicts
may of course generate mischief, they can lead to a
much clearer understanding of the raison d’étre of
designating an area, and of the underlying philosophy
behind it.

The second case typically arises in the case of
national borders, but similar issues may arise for
protected areas within a federally organized nation
state. In Germany the regulation of the biosphere
reserves is the responsibility of the ‘Lander’ (Federal
States), and there are currently two UNESCO
biosphere reserves which are located on the area of
more than one Federal State, the Rhén and the
Middle Elbe biosphere reserves. These two inner-
state cases exemplify the potential which the
biosphere reserves possess for contributing to a
shared vision between different political and
administrative actors. But on the territory of a nation
state it still appears to be comparatively easy to
designate such an area. The cultures involved are
similar, the languages are the same or
understandable and the political and administrative

11

structures are of the same quality.

To implement the same idea on the level of two
or more nation states is much more challenging. The
topic of transboundary protective entities had already
been discussed at the First and Second World
Conference on National Parks in 1962 and 1972. It
took wuntil 1992/1993 that the International
Coordinating Council of the MAB Programme
endorsed the concept and designated the first two
transboundarry sites, in the Tatra mountains and in the
Krkono3e/Karkonosze mountains between Poland,
the Czech Republic and Slovakia. Today there are a
number of transboundary biosphere reserves in
Europe and, more recently in other regions of the
world. Since 2002 there is a transboundary
biosphere reserve in Africa, established after a long
process of study and consultation: the “W’ Region
which covers more than one million hectares in Benin,
Burkina Faso and Niger.

It is plausible that transboundary UNESCO
biosphere reserves have been invented only a few
years ago, because the biosphere reserve concept by
itself is already of high complexity. Implementing the
concept of sustainable development on a large
geographical scale, turning areas which sometimes
have a relinquished infrastructure into sustainably
used model regions, balancing the preservation of
valuable  ecological resources with  the
implementation of ambitious economic models, all
these goals of UNESCO biosphere reserves are not
easy to achieve.

It takes significant political will, well established
administrative structures and convinced, dedicated
managers on the local level to tackle an even more
ambitious aim: to implement the concept of
UNESCO biosphere reserves on two sides of a
national border. The perspective on the biosphere
reserve concept may vary substantially on the
different sides of the border; the ecological value of
an ecosystem might be unique on one side of the
border, but commonplace on the other; the
administrative structures will certainly differ, as will
the incorporation of the UNESCO biosphere
reserves into national plans for socioeconomic
development and into national nature conservation
strategies. However, it has already been stressed that
conflicting views may allow getting a better grip on
the underlying philosophy of a UNESCO biosphere
reserve.
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An additional complication may arise since
areas close to national borders are often particularly
vulnerable in economic terms, and therefore the
designation of an area might to some appear purely
as an economic stumbling block. Excellent
communication skills are needed to convince the
population that the intention is the opposite: to use
the site designation as leverage for development. The
designation of UNESCO biosphere reserves
represents an attractive brand for tourists; it may be
used for marketing regional produce; it may be used
to increase the speed of necessary and useful
economic and social transformations, such as new
forms of agricultural production and responsible
infrastructure development.

All in all, the concept of transboundary
biosphere reserves has huge potential for many
areas of activity of UNESCO. The MAB Programme,
being a scientific programme, addresses questions of
research such as the compatibility of data collection,
data storage and data analysis, the compatibility of
national research priorities, the understanding of the
value of certain ecosystems, the compatibility of

12

nature conservation with economic development.
The transboundary biosphere reserves, being a place
for intercultural dialogue and mutual understanding,
go a huge step beyond a philanthropic dialogue and
potentially superficial statements of mutual trust in
fostering concrete cooperation in joint projects and
transboundary institution-building. Being places for
learning, the transboundary character of a biosphere
reserve adds a new quality: in addition to education
for sustainable development, these particular
biosphere reserves may serve as sites for
intercultural education. The added value of a
transboundary biosphere reserve in science,
education and culture is beyond question — it puts
UNESCO on the map.

As it has been formulated in the ‘Message from
Edesheim’: the transboundary biosphere reserves
“cover additional dimensions of multilateral
interaction which make them clearly differ
from unilateral biosphere reserves. In fact, in
terms of international cooperation, trans-
boundary biosphere reserves can serve as
models of good practice.”

L. Moller
Head of the Section for Science
German Commission for UNESCO
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Keynotes

Keynote (M. Jardin/UNESCO-MAB Paris)

Madam Minister of Environment and Forestry of the Federal State of Rhineland-Palatinate,

Mr. Chairman of the Pfdlzerwald Nature Park,

Mr. Chairman of the Vosges du Nord Regional Nature Park,
Madam Chairwoman of the MAB Committee for Germany,

Madam the representative of the MAB Committee for France

Firstly, in the name of UNESCO, may | offer
warm thanks to the organisers of this conference and
congratulate them on this initiative. The aim of the
conference is to increase awareness of
transboundary biosphere reserves and to promote
them. It is particularly welcome at this Vosges du
Nord and Pfilzerwald site, which has a long history
of cooperation.

In fact, the official designation of this
transboundary biosphere reserve in 1998 was the
crowning achievement of a long and fruitful process
of cooperation between these two contiguous sites,
the Vosges du Nord and the Pfélzerwald, which
constitute a single unique ecosystem, and house
some of the most extensive mixed forest vestiges in
Western Europe. It is also a site that has been the
scene of conflict, but the goodwill of the people has
made it possible to overcome this.

In 1985, a cooperative venture was introduced,
with the signature of a formal agreement which gave
concrete form to the determination on both sides to
respond to the mutually-defined objectives: regular
exchanges of information, cooperation between
schools, promotion of the natural heritage and cross-
border tourism were the subject of joint operations.

For the UNESCO MAB Programme
Secretariat, the experience acquired since 1985 in
this biosphere reserve is therefore quite exemplary,
and its pioneering role must be acclaimed here. The
different stages that have led to the official
recognition of a unique transboundary site, then the
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measures taken to harmonise it and reinforce its
management, can therefore provide inspiration for
other sites, and | am convinced that the experience
acquired will be very useful to other sites that have
already been formed or are in the process of
establishment and represented today at our
conference.

But the organisers’ initiative must also be
praised for another reason. By taking this initiative
and contacting other interested sites, they have set a
fine example by fulfilling their function of
participation in the World Network of Biosphere
Reserves, which aims to respond to the need for
information and to organize exchanges of
experience between the Network’s member sites.

The objectives of the Conference, and the
technical workshop to be held in the days to come,
are to follow up the recommendations developed in
2000, during a conference entitled Seville+5, held in
Pamplona, Spain. These recommendations, since
adopted by the International Co-ordinating Council
of the Man and Biosphere Programme, are designed
to provide guidelines for the establishment and
operation of transboundary biosphere reserves.

But perhaps, before coming to the content of
these recommendations, it would be a good idea to
recall briefly what constitutes -and what does not
constitute- a biosphere reserve. In effect, the public
often associate the term ‘reserve’ with strict
protective constraints, as is the case with integral
nature reserves. Biosphere reserves cover a very
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different reality. These are land or coastal areas, in
which every effort is made to reconcile conservation
of biodiversity and the sustainable use of resources.
Playing the role of ‘living laboratories’, they provide
the terrain for experimental programmes on new
approaches to conservation and management, rely
greatly on local populations, and are also used as
locations for continuous monitoring of ecosystems.
Biosphere reserves, currently numbering 459 in 97
countries, constitute a global network. The
fundamental text governing the network is the
Seville Strategy, adopted by UNESCO in 1995, which
sets the objectives to be achieved both globally and
at the level of each reserve. Biosphere reserves
therefore have to fulfil three complementary
functions: a conservation function, a development
function and a logistical function for research,
education and training. Their role in terms of
educating and informing the public is one of the
fundamental characteristics of biosphere reserves.

The introduction of zoning makes it possible to
translate the functions of biosphere reserves in the
field, while at the same time providing different
degrees of protection: one or more core areas,
strictly protected, surrounded by one or more buffer
zones in which human activities are limited; and a
more extensive transition area, where sustainable
use of resources is encouraged, in liaison with the
communities concerned.

We are now seeing a somewhat expanded view
of this scheme, and the new biosphere reserves are
increasingly presented as clusters of several
protected areas (nature reserves or parks) with their
buffer zones, included in a more extensive territory
which is the subject of an overall development plan.
We are therefore really talking about a tool for
development of the original territory, which
incorporates in particular the concept of corridors
between protected zones, providing a better
response to the need for conservation of migratory
species and large predators over vast areas.

From this viewpoint of land use planning and
development, the establishment of transboundary
biosphere reserves really comes into play.

However, transboundary biosphere reserves
are still limited in number, as at present there are
only six, five in Europe and one in Africa. During the
two days of the Conference, the representatives of
these sites will have the opportunity to describe their
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operation in detail and describe any difficulties
encountered in their implementation. In effect a
particular challenge has to be taken up when
establishing and managing a transboundary
biosphere reserve: cooperation has to be organized
around the functions and objectives that | have just
summarized. But the first necessity is affirmed
political will, recognised at international level.
Designation by the MAB Council of UNESCO, i.e. by
a United Nations organisation, is in effect official
recognition of this will, and of the commitments it
involves between the two -or three- parties. It is now
up to UNESCO to monitor compliance with these
commitments and to issue reminders to the States
concerned in the case where unilateral decisions,
without consultation, are taken concerning
management of the transboundary biosphere
reserve. This is unfortunately the case at present in
the Danube Delta biosphere reserve, and | shall have
the occasion to return to this subject later, during the
presentation to be given this afternoon.

There are also a number of technical problems
to be resolved, which are increased by management
of a shared territory. And lastly, the problems of a
social, linguistic, historic and cultural nature raised by
introduction of cross-border cooperation must not
be ignored.

However the idea of transboundary biosphere
reserves is gaining ground, and in all regions of the
world we are seeing the creation of initiatives that
will result, sooner or later, in the designation of new
transboundary biosphere reserves. A certain
number of these initiatives are represented here
today, and the experts who will take part in the
discussions in the workshop to be held over the next
few days will have the opportunity to exchange ideas
with one another and with participants from existing
transboundary biosphere reserves, on issues such as
the establishment and application of common zoning
on both sides of the border; the development of joint
policies on research, continuous monitoring and
pooling of resources in this respect; the designation
and work of transboundary teams; the definition of
objectives and joint management policies; strategies
for conflict prevention and participation of partners
in transboundary management, etc.. There is no
doubt about it, the Conference and Workshop that
have brought us together today will make it easier to
establish new transboundary biosphere reserves and
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improve the operation of existing or future sites.
This  establishment is  guided by the
recommendations adopted in Pamplona, which
include:

The establishment procedure for transboundary
biosphere reserves. Generally speaking, as with
Vosges du Nord and Pfélzerwald, the designation as
a transboundary reserve was a second stage, after
each national reserve was recognised individually by
UNESCO. However, provision has now made for the
possibility of designation in a single stage. In this
respect, the experience of the ‘W’ region between
Benin, Burkina Faso and Niger, which will be
presented tomorrow, is particularly interesting.
Other countries are currently working on the
preparation of joint applications for transboundary
reserves, and the Secretariat provides support, in
particular by organizing workshops and sending
experts to the sites concerned.

The operation of biosphere reserves, which
requires zoning of the entire territory concerned,
definition of objectives and joint measures,
accompanied by the appropriate budget, an
implementation schedule and identification of finance
sources. All these questions will be discussed in detail
during the workshop. Here | would simply like to
make two observations. The first concerns common
zoning, which is an essential condition for existence
of a transboundary biosphere reserve. This zoning
must obviously incorporate protected areas, buffer
zones and transition areas, and allow space, as | have
already mentioned, to implement the notion of
corridors. It must also be based on a common
understanding of the implications in terms of
conservation and management for each type of
zone, and if necessary harmonisation of measures in
each of the zones.

The second observation concerns seeking
finance: several sites represented here have
benefited from finance due to their transboundary
nature, and their experience, like that of the Eastern
Carpathians between Poland, Slovakia and Ukraine,
will certainly be very useful for other sites. Whatever
the circumstances, it appears to us that the label
‘transboundary biosphere reserve’ is an advantage
when seeking finance.

The institutional mechanisms which involve the

establishment of a coordination structure, the
appointment of one or more coordinators from each
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side of the border, and regular meetings. On this
point, each site has an interesting and different
experience to present, depending on the context. |
would simply like to refer to the experience of the
Karkonosze/Krkono3e biosphere reserve between
Poland and the Czech Republic, which from the very
start set up an executive council, a structure
independent of the authorities of the two protected
areas.

A specific response to the objectives of the Seville
Strategy, in terms of conservation, sustainable
development, research, monitoring, education and
training. To meet these objectives, a whole range of
cross-border cooperation options is proposed, such
as coordination of legislative measures, common
policies for rehabilitation of degraded ecosystems,
forestry, tourism, cultural activities, research and
monitoring, education and information programmes.
Here again, each site’s experience will be of interest
to all the others. In particular, we shall see the
example of the long cooperation established
between the Czech Republic and Poland on the
Tatras site, which will be presented tomorrow. We
also recommend creating a logo for the
transboundary biosphere reserve and setting up a
joint web site (as is the case with Vosges du Nord
and Pfélzerwald).

The presentations scheduled during the
Conference and the more technical discussions that
will take place during the five Workshop days will
make it possible to take stock of progress on
application of these different provisions, identify the
problems encountered and seek possible solutions to
them. In this respect, | would like to emphasise that
the Pamplona recommendations text is only a first
step, albeit a decisive one, designed to make it easier
to establish transboundary biosphere reserves. It is
not impossible that a second stage could result in
more detailed guidelines, in the light of experience,
not only of transboundary biosphere reserves but
more generally speaking of the current movement
towards cross-border cooperation to the benefit of
shared ecosystems. This Conference will doubtless
contribute to fuelling this movement.

As far as the MAB Secretariat is concerned, the
promotion of transboundary biosphere reserves
constitutes, and will continue to constitute, a priority.
The publication of the technical note on the first five
transboundary biosphere reserves in Europe, copies
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of which are provided here, met with great success
and it was widely distributed. It has certainly
contributed to better public awareness of
transboundary biosphere reserves. It will be
followed by other technical notes on new
transboundary biosphere reserves.

The Secretariat provides support for numerous
initiatives in the different regions of the world, some
but not all of which are represented here. This
support may take different forms, for example
assistance with a bilateral workshop, as was recently
the case with Mount Elgon between Kenya and

Uganda, or for the establishment of a biosphere
reserve bringing together the biosphere reserves of
Bosawas in Nicaragua, Rio Platano in Honduras and
several protected areas: the proposal for this project
has just been finalized. The Secretariat can also
provide technical expertise, for example for
reviewing site zoning or extending site boundaries.
An operation of this type is under way in the region
of Polesia, concerning Belarus, Poland and Ukraine.

The Secretariat will therefore be very
interested in the results of your work, and | wish you
every success.

Thank you for your attention.

Keynote (G. Sahler/Chairwoman of the German National MAB Committee)

The Implementation of the MAB Programme in Germany

Today’s event represents the first follow-up
meeting on transboundary biosphere reserves since
the conference at Pamplona in October 2000.
Minister, | wish to express my gratitude to the
Federal State of Rhineland-Palatinate, as well as to
the managing bodies of the ‘Vosges du
Nord/Pfdlzerwald’ biosphere reserve for having
taken the initiative to arrange this opportunity for
dialogue. | would also like to thank Mrs. Jardin for
the support provided by UNESCO during the
preparations for, and organisation of, this
conference.

As the chairwoman of the German National
Committee, | am looking forward with particular
excitement to the results that the expert workshop
will deliver in the week to come. We will join our
French colleagues in conducting a joint periodic
review of a transboundary biosphere reserve for the
first time in 2008. And | can assure you that periodic
reviews already require a major effort at national
level. Because those of us who serve on the National
MAB Committee do not make this task easy for
ourselves, | always view it as a fruitful process that
helps to drive ahead the implementation of the
concept behind the MAB programme as it was
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defined by the Seville Strategy of 1995.

The first steps towards international
cooperation at the level of adjoining biosphere
reserves were taken in the late 1970s. But it was only
in the 1990s that what are known as transboundary
biosphere reserves came to be established.
Collaborations of this kind make sense above all
because it is in the nature of ecosystems that they are
not limited by the borders between states. And this
is increasingly true of economic spaces as well in a
Europe that is growing ever more closely together.
Tourists who come to visit the Pfédlzerwald will also
find it attractive to go on trips to the Vosges du
Nord, and vice versa. The joint farmers’ markets that
have been held regularly for some years are another
example of this trend.

The ‘Vosges du Nord/Pfilzerwald’ biosphere
reserve grew out of two nature parks, which means
they were not planned and developed as a single unit
from the beginning. The cooperation between the
two partners is mainly managed through the drafting
of joint programmes of work. This method of
cooperation  accommodates  the  different
organisational structures still in place in the two
nature parks. On the French side, the biosphere
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reserve is organised within the public sector as a
consortium of local authorities; on the German side,
it is run by an association, which is a private rather
than a public organisation.

The administration of a biosphere reserve
through a body established under private law can
encourage initiatives from the region. | would even
argue that it is suitable as a way of increasing
identification with the biosphere reserve. From the
point of view of the German National MAB
Committee, however, it would be desirable if we
could establish a joint cross-border institutional
structure that would bring together the French
consortium and the German association. We would
like to see a start made on this project before our
joint periodic review of the transboundary biosphere
reserve.

The recommendations from the Pamplona
Conference note that all the transboundary
biosphere reserves established hitherto have been
created by means of a merger or collaboration
between two areas that already existed on either
side of a state border. The establishment of
transboundary biosphere reserves in one step is
viewed as a desirable prospect for the MAB
programme in future. | believe this is one of the
visions for the programme’s further development in
the 27st century to which the international exchange
of experiences beginning here today should
contribute.

The adoption of the Seville Strategy was
accompanied by a shift in the focus of the MAB
programme as an interdisciplinary scientific
programme. Today, biosphere reserves are
supposed to cover areas that are not only
representative of particular ecosystems, but also
showcase models for sustainable development. This
imposes  concrete  requirements on the
administrations of the reserves. As well as having
expertise in nature conservation, they must also be
competent to deal with economic, social, education
policy and scientific questions. And they must
possess a high level of communication skills. Only
then can they comply with the MAB programme’s
requirement that a biosphere reserve be anchored in
its region by means of a bottom-up process.
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Over the last three years, our periodic reviews
of German biosphere reserves have found that the
bodies concerned are showing unusually great
commitment in their efforts to meet the demands
being made of them —in some cases with great
success. At the same time, almost all the support the
biosphere reserves receive comes from the
environment ministries of the ‘Ldnder’ (the German
constituent states) and the Federal Environment
Ministry. From my perspective, this clearly indicates
that the MAB programme is still primarily regarded
as a matter of nature conservation. However, it is in
fact an interdisciplinary approach. It is concerned
with the relations between humans and the
environment, which implies a linkage of the
ecological dimension with solutions to social, cultural
and economic problems. Against this background,
the German National MAB Committee has
commented again and again in its recommendations
that better cooperation and coordination between all
the relevant government departments, when it
comes to funding policy for example, are necessary
if we are to be genuinely capable of doing full justice
to this concept.

The MAB programme may justifiably be
described as international in scope. 459 biosphere
reserves in 97 countries form an impressive
network. We are proud to be part of this network
with our 14 reserves. Practically all the German
biosphere reserves cultivate contacts with other
areas around the world. These contacts will, if
possible, be expanded further in future. This accords
with the MAB programme’s objective of developing
its goals and substantive components through
dialogue.

The last major step in this direction was taken
with the Seville Strategy and the adoption of the
Statutory Framework in 1995. This laid the
foundations for the reorientation of the programme
towards model regions for sustainable development.
In my opinion, this substantive reorientation is
articulated convincingly in the Strategy.

The Statutory Framework provides a set of
guidelines and has the goal of “enhancing the
effectiveness of individual biosphere reserves and
strengthening common understanding, communication
and cooperation at regional and international levels”
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(quotation from the Introduction). Above all, Article
4 —titled Criteria— allows relatively wide scope for
interpretation. This is intended to make allowances
for the differing conditions found at national level.

Article 4 of the Statutory Framework defines
the minimum requirements that are placed on
biosphere reserves in the world network. These
include, for example, the criterion of
representativeness of the biogeographical regions in
which they are located. Hitherto, the German
biosphere reserves have represented marine areas,
riverine and pond landscapes, areas of open
landscape, areas with a high proportion of woodland
and areas in peripheral locations as well as close to
conurbations. Until now, these areas have been
selected exclusively on the basis of criteria that relate
to natural habitats. However, the National
Committee is of the opinion that this is too narrow a
way of looking at the issue. The question of how
representative an area is within the network of
biosphere reserves should also take account of the
interdisciplinary character of the MAB programme,
which means consideration ought to be given to
various economic and social conditions as well. |
therefore warmly welcome the fact that, in Saarland
at least, thought is being given to the establishment
of a biosphere reserve in an urban area. | am sure
that a model area of this kind will be able to provide
new impulses for transferable concepts of sustainable
management.

The states are expressly called upon to develop
national criteria that take account of the specific
conditions prevailing in each case. In Germany, the
National MAB Committee published its National
Criteria for the Designation and Evaluation of
Biosphere Reserves in 1996. We now intend to
make use of the experience gained from the periodic
reviews carried out over the last three years to revise
and further develop these criteria.

Analogous to Article 4 of the Statutory
Framework, the National Criteria formulate clear
requirements concerning the structure of biosphere
reserves. Apart from representativeness, these
minimum criteria relate to surface area, zonation,
legal protection, the organisation of a functioning
administration and the preparation of a framework
concept. These are not just the yardsticks by which
existing biosphere reserves are measured in
Germany, but also lay down the minimum
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preconditions for the designation of new reserves.

Apart from this, a series of what are known as
functional criteria were formulated. Above all, these
criteria are designed to be applied when the extent
to which biosphere reserves perform their functions
is being evaluated. In particular, the experience
gained from previous reviews is to be incorporated
into these evaluations. It is our goal to take greater
account of economic and social issues. This relates
above all to topics such as ‘sustainable management’
and ‘education for sustainable development’. Beyond
the classic forms of environmental education,
biosphere reserves are especially suitable for work in
this field as ideal places to learn about sustainable
development.

In Germany, applications for the designation of
areas as UNESCO biosphere reserves are made by
the ‘Lander’ (Federal States). Consequently, the
‘Lander’ assume responsibility for ensuring that
these reserves are developed and administered in
accordance with the Statutory Framework and the
National Criteria. The periodic review of each
reserve provided for every 10 years is based on the
review report to be drawn up by the Federal State
responsible in accordance with Article 9 of the
Statutory Framework. This report is forwarded to
the UNESCO Secretariat along with a statement
from the National MAB Committee.

At this point, | hope you will permit me to
address a request to the MAB Secretariat in Paris.
When a review report is drawn up, it is necessary to
follow the form issued by UNESCO. The German
National MAB Committee would like this form to
place greater emphasis on economic and social
issues. As a result, the review report would, in our
view, express more fully the interdisciplinary
character of the MAB programme. | would be
delighted if we could enter into a discussion process
about this, which could also weigh up the options for
any such further development of the form and the
advantages and disadvantages associated with them.

It takes six months from the request for a
review report to be drawn up until the National
MAB Committee’s statement has been completed
and the procedure is concluded with the forwarding
of the documentation to UNESCO. During this
period, the draft report is discussed in a working
group, which consists of members of the National
Committee and representatives from the Federal
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States and the administrations of the biosphere
reserves. In addition to this, the National Committee
tours the area in order to gain an impression of the
measures being taken to ensure the biosphere
reserve’s various functions are being performed and
the extent to which it is anchored among the local
population. Finally, the statement of the National
MAB Committee is also discussed in the working
group. This cooperative procedure is part of our
concept for the further development of the MAB
programme at the national and international levels.

We do not regard the periodic review solely as
the performance of an international obligation, but
consider it to be indispensable if we wish to improve
the work being done in the biosphere reserves.
Apart from this, it offers the opportunity to support
the reserves and present the essence of the MAB
programme effectively to the public yet again.

Despite the close cooperation that takes place
within the working group that has been formed, the
National Committee draws up its statement
independently. This independence is an important
precondition if the review procedure is actually to be
used to bring about improvements. It also means
that all the biosphere reserves are judged against the
same standards. This is not necessarily always
pleasant for the Federal States that are responsible
for them. However, | am convinced that the
procedure not only contributes to quality assurance
but, above all, also ensures that the development of
the MAB programme is not affected by changing
political majorities in the ‘Lander’.

| therefore believe | am able to say that we are
heading in the right direction in our efforts to bring
life into the further development of the MAB
programme that began in Seville. The National MAB
Committee underlined this with the book it
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published last year called Voller Leben’ - or ‘Full of
Life’-, which has proved to be a very effective way of
communicating with the public and is also available in
English translation.

| would not like to neglect a peculiarly German
problem that is probably rather difficult for our
foreign guests to understand. The English term
‘biosphere reserve’ is translated into German as
‘Biosphédrenreservat’. The responses of many
German-speakers who encounter the concept for
the first time are marked by a strong reluctance to
use this piece of vocabulary. In Germany, practically
everyone thinks of an Indian reserve when they hear
the word ‘Reservat’, something that restricts rather
something that promises boundless freedom. | have
been approached almost everywhere by people who
ask whether it might not be possible to move away
from the term ‘reserve’ and instead agree on a new
name that gives rise to fewer misunderstandings. | do
not think this discussion will take us forward. Where
biosphere reserves succeed in implementing the
substance of the MAB programme credibly in
practice, local people will have no difficulties with the
word. On the contrary: they will identify with it.

| would like to wish the participants in, and
organisers of, this event a very enjoyable conference
and hope that you will successfully continue the
process initiated in Pamplona. Every transboundary
biosphere reserve represents an opportunity not just
for the all-embracing protection of ecosystems and
the common sustainable development of the regions
on either side of a border, but also for understanding
between nations.
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Keynote (C. Cibien/Secretary of the French National MAB Committee)

Biodiversity conservation and management: A challenge for biosphere reserves

Introduction

As conservation biology put it clearly,
biodiversity conservation and management need
integrative and pluridisciplinary approaches including
socio-economic drivers and producing decision-tools
for practical use by managers and policy makers.

Here is a difficult challenge for biosphere
reserves and particularly for transboundary ones
where cultural and legal references can be different
between both sides of the boundary. But this can be,
at the same time, a precious stake.

We have to remember that European countries
agreed, at the Johannesburg Summit, to stop the loss
in biodiversity before 2010. That needs both specific
research efforts and long term monitoring.

The need of specific research efforts

For a land manager the key question is: “What
fraction of our effort of conservation should be
directed to each several management activities:
revegetation, predator control, population
reinforcement, alien species exclusion?”

Thus, to keep with the missions of biosphere
reserves, ecologists and conservation biologists must
do more than produce theories and integrative
science principles. In particular they have to leave the
pure field of biological sciences to embrace more
economics, more management science, more
decision theory — even if it is clear that ecology
remains crucial, as an integrative science and a way of
observing and thinking about the complex world we
have to run.

As emphasized by Berthie J. Weddell in her
book ‘Conserving living natural resources in the context
of a changing world’ conservation biology is driven by
three complementary strands of thought:

* A utilitarian approach
* A preservationist approach
* A sustainable ecosystem approach

20

| believe we have to develop this third
approach, which considers that nature is in a state of
flux which people are part of.

“This approach, termed the sustainable ecosystem
approach, draws on insights from both utilitarian and
preservationist management, but it suggests new ways
of thinking about our place in nature and of managing
natural resources to sustain ecosystems. It was fostered
by a variety of practical and theoretical considerations
that highlight the need for an approach to research
management which emphasizes the variability of
nature, addresses social issues of equity and power, and
includes the activities of people as part of the natural
world. Recent insights into disturbance dynamics and
heterogeneous environments suggest new techniques
for managing to conserve ecological processes at a
variety of temporal and spatial scales. The underlying
assumption here is that by preserving ecological
processes and natural variability we can maintain both
productivity and diversity.” (Weddell, 2002)

Let me recall here the main purposes of the
MAB Programme that is of the Reserve Biosphere
Network, as they have been updated through the so-
called strategy of Sevilla (1995):

(1) Use biosphere reserves to conserve natural
and cultural diversity;

(2) Utilize biosphere reserves as models of land
management and of approaches to
sustainable development;

(3) Use biosphere reserves for research,
monitoring and education;

(4) Implement the biosphere-reserve concept.

Such a strategy confirms and strengthens the
central purpose of the MAB Programme, which
makes of the Reserve Biosphere Network a
privileged tool for building a sustainable
development, locally, regionally and globally.

Here transboudary reserves can and should
play an exemplary role!

Thus, the network of protected areas and
biosphere reserves should be used as a decisive tool
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for implementing a strategy of sustainable
management of biodiversity, including all the aspects of
conservation—research, education, communication,
training and conservation stricto sensu.

That means:

(1) Strengthening the relationships between
research people and management people,
as well as between science and policy;

(2) Developing and organizing devices of long
term monitoring linked with research and
conservation activities;

(3) Relying on rigorous methodologies and
data sets — because we are engaged in
societal issues, this is very important to
reduce conflicts. For that purpose, the
development of research activities and the
build up of long-term inventories and
monitoring programms appear both as a
strong necessity.

Here, transboundary biosphere reserves have a
strategic position, because they can link the
experiences, willings and competences of two
different countries — opening true European
initiatives.

The need of monitoring biodiversity

“A central challenge of successfully resolving the
issues of sustainability for ecological-economic systems
is learning to deal with complexity.” (Kay et al., 2002)
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In fact, we are facing complex systems, for
which we lack adapted tools: new approaches are
needed, that involve complexity in the monitoring
programms and allow to tackle sustainability issues.

A renewed ecosystem approach is requested,
where governance, management and monitoring
form a trial of activities that should be carried out in
the context of an explicit conceptual model of the
ecological-economic system considered. In other

words: we need an adaptative ecosystem approach
(Kay et al., 2002).

In that line of thinking, biosphere reserves have
to set up biodiversity observatories. But such
observatories come up against three difficulties,
which need appropriate research:

(1) The objects or indicators to seize are
intrinsically moving and changing: biological
populations, habitat traits;

(2) They request repeated human investments
(raising both a problem of cost and a
problem of measures’ standardization);

(3) Having to work on the long-term, they
need, both, adaptative flexibility in their
design and the search for a multiple
valorization, in order to reduce the
cost/benefit ratio.

The linking of optimal monitoring with research
and conservation projects should be designed very
early in the process. In fact, we have to be able to link
the changes of the selected indicators or parameters
to the environmental factors that affect them: we
have to explain the changes.

A great purpose for transboundary biosphere
reserves!
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Keynote (M. Conrad/Minister of Environment and Forestry, Rhineland-

Palatinate)

Shaping the future together in the interlinking cross-border landscape

Ladies and Gentlemen, honoured guests,

Allow me first of all to welcome you warmly to
the southern Palatinate region. It is a great honour
for us today to be able to greet such a large number
of international guests from 24 nations. | am
especially pleased to extend my welcome to our
guests Ms Jardin from UNESCO, Ms Cibien from the
French and Ms Sahler from the German MAB
National Committee, Mr Westphal and Mr Kiinne. |
would also especially like to mention a few other
guests. The future development of this and other
biosphere reserves is dependent on the positive
support of political bodies. | am therefore especially
pleased that Mr Alexander Fuhr, who represents our
region as a member of the Rhineland-Palatinate
parliament, is here today. | am also pleased to
welcome the local mayor, Mr Hammer. Without the
support of the regional authorities, the fundamental
and key concept of the biosphere reserves cannot be
further developed. So | would especially like to
extend my welcome to the president of the regional
authority, the president of the ‘Struktur- und
Genehmigungsdirektion Siid” supervisory authority,
Dr Weichel, as well as the president of the
‘Landesamt fir Umwelt, Wasserwirtschaft und
Gewerbeaufsicht’ (Environmental Protection and
Industrial Trade Control Office), Dr Rother.

Ladies and Gentlemen, | would like to thank
you for this splendid idea. In particular Mr Kiinne and
Mr Westphal as representatives of the German and
French parts of the joint biosphere reserve. Thanks
also for the extensive support from both national
governments.

What is so special about this conference?
Representatives from transboundary biosphere
reserves all over the world are coming together here
today. Reason enough to stop and think about the
phenomenon of boundaries. Normally, we associate
boundaries with restrictions. Indeed, this boundary
here in the ‘Pfdlzerwald/Vosges du Nord’ biosphere
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reserve also separates two political areas. But at the
same time, the biosphere reserve is also a common
area with an interlinked, shared cultural and natural
landscape. This is the characteristic feature of
transboundary biosphere reserves. The shared
landscape is a natural bridge in two senses of the
word. It is both the place and the incentive for
meeting and understanding, bilateral and trilateral.

Transboundary biosphere reserves thus have a
greater function than to simply practise cross-border
nature conservation, and that in itself would be a big
challenge. They have an important political
significance in a world that is by no means as a matter
of course free of conflict. | will look later at what has
shaped this particular area in the course of its
conflict-rich history. | would like to thank UNESCO,
which has further developed this idea of biosphere
reserves through the MAB, Man and the Biosphere,
concept. The biosphere reserve concept addresses
one of the most important questions the world faces
today. How can we achieve a balance between the
goals of conserving biodiversity, promoting
economic and social development and protecting the
biosphere, natural habitats and natural reserves? This
is in my opinion the greatest challenge facing us
today.

The Seville strategy, and before it the ideas that
were formulated and further developed in Minsk and
at other conferences, stand in the tradition of the
1992 Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro and the Agenda
21, in which the nation states have committed
themselves to sustainable development. But at the
local level, too, we should not forget that in the spirit
of this commitment we have a particular
contribution to make. One essential aspect of this is
the implementation of agreements on the
conservation and use of biodiversity. This indeed
makes it interesting, but we also know that really
sustainable development is still a long way off. As is
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the case all over the world, we, too, are discussing
possible approaches, the best concepts and the right
strategies. These discussions are being conducted
with a high level of engagement, and that’s why |
believe we are on the right track. And it makes sense
that we should compare these national ideas and
strategies with the thoughts and ideas being
discussed in other parts of the world, and in
particular by our neighbours here in our transborder
area of unspoiled nature. This offers us a particular
opportunity.

Ladies and Gentlemen, we have invited you to
be our guests in a highly attractive cultural and
natural landscape and in a politically and historically
very unique European region. We are, of course,
also curious to learn what experiences you have
made in your own countries. We are looking
forward to hearing your presentations. But first,
since you are here today as our guests, allow me to
present our region to you in a little more detail.
People first settled here more than 6.000 years ago.
More than 2.000 years ago, the Romans introduced
viniculture, a distinguishing feature of this biosphere
reserve. Over the centuries, a cultural landscape has
evolved that has been characterised by agricultural
exploitation. There were times of depletion and of
overcultivation as well as fallow times and a
withdrawal from the land. Today, we are on the road
to environmentally sound production thanks to
environmentally sound production methods. There
are many enterprises in our region that have
committed themselves to organic farming or
winegrowing methods, and we are especially
pleased, and this is something | wish to state
emphatically, to have won the support of partner
establishments that stand for the concept, the idea
and the region of our biosphere reserve in an
exemplary manner. This morning you had an
opportunity to sample products produced by these
partner establishments - appetising regional produce
that appeals to all the senses.

Exploitation methods have changed with the
times. In contrast to earlier times, today forestry
predominates. 75 % of our area is woodland. This
wasn’t always the case. The most well-known hill
here on the German side in the Pfilzerwald nature
reserve is the Kalmit. Kalmit, the name comes from
‘kahle Weide’ which means something like ‘barren
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pasture’. Just a few hundred years ago, this hill was
completely barren and used as pasture. In those
times, the emphasis was on utilising land to provide
sustenance. Forestry only gained the upper hand
after the French Revolution. What we perceive
today as something especially precious, our glorious
forest, is what our great, great grandfathers, and
maybe a few of our great, great grandmothers,
planted here. Today, this forest is a prized, species-
rich nature reserve and an important source of raw
materials. We want to conserve and further develop
this heritage for our children and grandchildren in
the spirit of sustainable husbandry. It’s no
coincidence that in Europe especially, the term
sustainability has its roots in forestry, because this
sector realised much earlier on and more generally
that we have to think and show foresight beyond the
horizons of our own generation and our own life
cycle. Cross-generational responsibility is especially
pronounced in this sector of the economy and the
terms sustainability, le développement durable are
typically associated with forestry. We feel
particularly indebted to the foresters in our
biosphere reserve. The value added by the
renewable primary product wood has created a lot
of jobs. As a result, many processing firms have
located here, with profound success. We find traces
everywhere, for example of the paper industry,
which has a particular significance for our region.
Mineral resources, such as ores, were also mined
here. The population lived, and to some extent still
lives, on the resources available below and above
ground, and that, too, profoundly.

Of far more interest in this cross-border
biosphere reserve, however, is the common
historical ground. There are countless witnesses in
this region that testify to this colourful, in many cases
war-marked history. Take the castles, for example.
Perhaps we can show our guests some of them while
they are here, to help them better understand what
| mean. These castles are the tangible expression that
people always felt a need to protect themselves and
defend territorial claims against neighbours, robbers
and strangers. But on the reverse side of the coin, it
also shows that our region has always been a
crossroads of different cultures and that at the end of
the day, they have found common ground. Many
have come, some as enemies, and have remained as
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friends. In the political arena especially, the more
recent past has posed particular challenges. In the
course of the past 130 years, three major wars have
been fought here. And of all conflicts on the
European continent, those between France and
Germany were the most damaging and had the
greatest historical impact during this period. But
through the reconciliation between France and
Germany, we managed to lay the cornerstone for a
peaceful Europe, for a European Union. | am
profoundly happy that we are continuing along and
reinforcing this path today through a great many
meetings, and that we are conscious of our
responsibility towards Europe. Our Palatinate-Alsace
border region also has a significant role to play in
this.

| would, however, like to mention another
historical event that was very important not only for
Germany, but, as | see it, for the European idea and
for European democracy. In 1832, a demonstration
took place here in which 30.000 people took part.
In many cases, they had undertaken arduous
journeys —there weren’t any comfortable means of
transport in those days— in order to protest against
feudalism, suppression, social injustice and patronage
here on Maxburg Mount, at Hambach Castle. They
gathered behind the flag of freedom. And this flag,
which you can view not very far from here, is still the
national flag of the Federal Republic of Germany to
this day: black, red, gold. At the 150th anniversary of
the Hambach Festival, the then federal president
acknowledged that the cradle of German democracy
was to be found here in the Palatinate and that this
was where the first ideas of a united Europe were
born.

As is the case with all other biosphere reserves,
the doctrine formulated in the MAB programme also
applies to the Pfédlzerwald and Vosges du Nord
biosphere reserve: they can only function if they take
account of all the social, cultural, intellectual and
economic needs of society, while at the same time
conserving the natural heritage and not losing sight
of future generations in today’s decisions. Our
transboundary biosphere reserve is, in a very
particular way, an area for recreation, which is a
popular destination for visitors from near and far.
This, too, offers opportunities and perspectives for
the regional economy. What is it that makes this area
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so unique? It was our ancestors and the people now
living here that have made this region what it is
today. And that is one reason why | would like to
underscore another objective of biosphere reserves:
to integrate the local population. That is a high
aspiration. | am grateful to you, Madame Jardin, for
pointing out that if we are to strike a balance
between conservation of nature and economic and
social needs, and cultural development, it is
important to integrate and involve people, not
exclude them. Only in this way can sustainable
further development prove successful in the future.
We are not, let me point out, talking about setting up
a museum, but about permitting a development that
is committed to the principles of sustainability. We
are talking about accompanying people along on this
path of responsibility and showing them prospects
for subsistence in their own country. It is both
important and right that these principles should
underline work within the national and international
strategies of the MAB programme. The mission is to
offer future prospects for ‘Man and the Biosphere’ in
equal measure!

Ladies and Gentlemen, some German
biosphere reserves are national parks. According to
German law, the purpose of national parks is first
and foremost to conserve nature, which for the most
part is left to grow naturally. The natural parks that
form the basis of the ‘Pfdlzerwald/Vosges du Nord’
biosphere reserve have a different vocation. Their
purpose as model areas is to sustainably develop
cooperation and coexistence between man and his
natural environment. This means establishing
linkages between human needs and an
environmentally friendly use. This is also reflected in
the core area, buffer zone and transition area
concept. The real challenge does not lie in shifting
cultivation from the core zones, but above all in
sustainably cultivating the buffer zones. It is here, and
not in the core zones, that the future of this
biosphere reserve lies. We are on the right track
with near-natural silviculture.

| wish this conference, of which we are
extremely proud, every success. As Madame Jardin
already emphasised for UNESCO, | hope that the
networks amongst you are strengthened. We are
looking forward to your joint presentations of your
own transboundary biosphere reserves. Our goal is
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to learn from one another, for this is where we see a
great opportunity. Secondly, we want to reinforce
the bridging function of the biosphere reserves, for
the benefit of sustainable development and an intact
biosphere reserve. And | hope that the expert
discussions inspire and stimulate us. Perhaps in future
there is a possibility that transboundary biosphere
reserves will no longer be evaluated by a national
MAB committee, but by a bi- or tri-nationally
composed committee. | believe it is up to these
levels, too, to practise and reinforce the process of
cooperation, learning from each other and growing
closer together. We know that we have different
philosophies. But that doesn’t separate us. That is
the exciting thing about transboundary biosphere
reserves and that is what makes our cooperation so
interesting. Not promoting individual national
strategies, but jointly implementing and putting
transnational strategies to the test. That is the
challenge and at the same time the great
opportunity.

The Pfélzerwald/Vosges du Nord region has
always enjoyed playing host, today as in the past. It
was always a region of freedom followers, where
democracy and tolerance have flourished. The
people here only became intractable when
patronised or treated in an authoritarian manner,
whether by princes, dictators or bureaucrats. That is
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another reason why | believe this region is a good
choice to be the venue and host of a joint further
development of the Man and the Biosphere
programme. Together we want to look after our
biosphere, our natural environment. There are many
species here that are rare, worth protecting and
even threatened which we are attempting to
conserve across boundaries. You have seen the lynx
outside, unfortunately only a stuffed one. It was
extinct here for a long time. In the meantime, it is
once again native to our region and breeding. But we
are also aware that there are new threats, for
example climate change. Protecting the biosphere
not only means conserving nature, but also
protecting the climate. It is a well-known fact that the
discussion about the already evident climatic changes
presents a big opportunity to link different
environmental and political fields of action and the
strategies of sustainable development.

If you were to ask me what is the key to
success, | would say openness to allow us to
concentrate on the real challenges and tolerance to
accept development. The capacity to think in a global
context and at the same time to implement local
strategies. One central aspect of this is cross-linking
and integration with others. We have a fantastic
opportunity, and not least we also have the chance to
take advantage of it. In this spirit, | wish you every
success and thank you for listening.
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The first trilateral UNESCO-MAB Biosphere Reserve ‘East Carpathians’

(Poland/SlovakiaZUKraine)

Zbigniew Niewiadomski

Introduction

The Eastern Carpathian Mountains in the
border areas of Poland, Slovakia and Ukraine
contain some of the least disturbed ecosystems in
Europe. They harbour the largest European natural
beech forest complex, ‘poloniny’ mountain meadows
with endemic and threatened mountain plant species
and communities, as well as meadows of high
biological diversity and pastures in the valleys.

The Eastern Carpathians constitute one of the
most important refuges for large animals of primeval
habitats of Europe, still supporting viable populations
of all native large carnivores like the brown bear,
wolf, lynx and wildcat, and all big native herbivores
like the free-roaming European bison, red deer and
primitive Hutzul horse. The area preserves also rich
cultural heritage such as remnants of ‘Lemko’ and
‘Boyko’ rural and sacral wooden architecture dating
back to 1645 as well as traditional land-use patterns
and pastoralism practices. Therefore the Eastern
Carpathians support a wealth of biological diversity,
which is unparalleled in Europe and a rich cultural
heritage reflecting centuries of human presence in
the mountains.

The idea of transboundary cooperation on
biodiversity and landscape conservation in the
Eastern Carpathians began in 1924, with the efforts
of Polish scientists to proclaim a crossborder
international reserve. A proposal to establish a
trilateral transboundary protected area ‘Kremenets’
was elaborated by Slovak scientists between 1967
and 1968. Since 1924 not only governments,
countries, rules and the political context for
cooperation changed, the area dramatically changed
as well. The Eastern Carpathians are one of few
places in Europe where nature conquered formerly
managed and overpopulated areas.
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East Carpathians BR
- a region of differences

It is only the common nature linking the ECBR,
while the area can be best described as a
conglomerate of four sub-regions of different
history, language, population size and density,
models of land-use and nature protection, forestry
and agricultural management practice, economy,
employment and welfare, tourist development and
visitation patterns.

Different history
There are not many places in Europe, which
belonged to 6 or 7 different countries within a living
memory of one generation, which is the case in some
of the ECBR regions. After the collapse of the
Austro-Hungarian Empire in 1918:

® The northern slopes of the Carpathians
belonged to Poland until 1939, then were
occupied by Germans and Soviets until 1941
and solely by Germans until 1944;
Since 1944 only the northwestern part
belongs to Poland while the northeastern
one belonged to the USSR, and since 1991
forms a part of Ukraine;
The right bank of San River, forming a part of
the present reserve, incorporated by the
USSR in 1944, came back to Poland in 1951
as a ‘compensation’ for areas of the
easternmost Poland, where coal deposits
were found and taken over by the USSR.
Entire populations were again moved to new
areas.
In the southern part rules the Sub-
Carpathian Ruthenia, the former part of the
Kingdom of Hungary and later Austro-
Hungarian Empire until 1918, fought for
independence after collapse of the empire,
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but the ‘Western Ukrainian Peoples’
Republic’  was soon annexed by
Czechoslovakia until 1938;

® The southwestern part was annexed by
Slovakia until 1945, then again by
Czechoslovakia until 1993 and finally
became the part of the independent Slovak
Republic;

® The southeastern part in late 1938 declared
independence as the ‘Carpathian Ukraine’,
but in March 1939 was annexed by Hungary,
then in 1944 by the USSR and finally in 1991
became the part of independent Ukraine.

Different population size and density

One of the most dramatic differences, visible in the
landscape and resulting in different models of land-
use and nature conservation is the varying
population size and density among the four historical
regions, ranging from vast uninhabited wilderness
spaces to densely populated areas. A good example
is the comparison between neighbouring Bieszczady
(PL) and Uzhansky (UA) national parks. The share
of their joint area is similar: 42.7 % in Poland and
57.3 % in Ukraine; but the population is unevenly
distributed: 1 % in Poland and 99 % in Ukraine.

Vast areas of the Polish part of the ECBR,
overpopulated before the 2nd World War, turned
between 1994-47 into the ‘Polish Wild East’. For
example in 1931 the southernmost Polish community
of Lutowiska had 21,398 inhabitants, and in 1994 only
2,145 (decrease by almost 90 %). The population
density of the Polish part is among the lowest in the
country, ranging from 20 inhabitants per square
kilometre in lower locations to 0.6 in high mountains.

Population of the Slovak part significantly
decreased both due to the 2nd World War and the
construction of the drinking water reservoir in the
early 1980s, furthermore from 1991-2001 due to
the exodus of younger generations over 21 % of the
‘remaining’ inhabitants abandoned the area; and the
population density dropped from nine inhabitants
per square kilometre to seven.

In both historical regions of the Ukrainian part
the population density of the northeastern region
(considered to be the lowest within the Lviv
Province) reached in 1989 over 50 inhabitants per
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square kilometre (thus over eighty times more than
in the neighbouring Polish national park across the
river) and in the highly afforested southeastern
region over 37 inhabitants per square kilometre.

Differences in economy, employment
and development

In the Polish part of the ECBR, traditionally
considered as the least developed region of the
country, the predominant employment patterns are
forestry and tourist services, and the unemployment
rate of 15-20 % varying between communities is
about the mean rate for the country, less than in
neighbouring regions of Poland. Tourist business
generates new investments and gradually becomes
the most important sector of the local economy.
Both in the Slovak and Ukrainian parts the main
economic activities are forestry and small-scale
agriculture, often limited to subsistence activities. In
the Slovak part the unemployment rate accounting
for some 35 % is higher than outside the reserve
area (25 %) and in the Ukrainian part it officially
reaches 37 %, resulting in an exodus of younger
generations. There are no economic links between
the three national parts of the Reserve.

Differences in land ownership and

land-use patterns

Land-use and land ownership patterns within
the ECBR again vary depending on the country.
Therefore conditions for sustainable forestry,
sustainable agriculture, nature conservation and
sustainable development are different in each
national part or even historical region of this
transboundary area.

Forestry

Forests cover some 80 % of the Polish part,
over 79 % of the Slovak part, and in Ukraine 67 %
of the ‘southeastern’ and only 52 % of the
‘northeastern’ region of the Reserve.

On the Polish side forests are almost entirely
state owned while some 2/3 of forests in the Slovak
part are under other ownership than state, including
forests of ‘indeterminable’ ownership. In Ukraine
the forests of the ‘southeastern’ region are mostly
state-owned, while in the ‘northeastern’ region of
the Reserve only 1/2 of the forests are state owned
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while the other half is under municipal ownership.
On the Polish side since the transition towards
market economy in 1989 timber harvesting in the
mountains is no longer profitable, and mountain
forests are managed for their various functions in
terms of water and soil protection as well as the
social dimension. Due to the above even managed
mountain forests outside the national park are no
longer ‘commercial’ ones, and clearcuts are
forbidden. Hunting in the national park area is not
allowed and restricted in the landscape parks.

On the Slovak side only some 28 % of forests
have protective status, while remaining 72 % are
classified as ‘production forests’, located both in the
national park area and its buffer zone. Clear-cutting is
a commonly practice and pressure on intensive
management and timber harvesting is high, also
within the national park area. Some parts of the park
are used for hunting and fishing. In Ukraine the
forests managed by the state forest administration or
national park are in much better shape than municipal
forests, where the management practice is oriented
on short-term profits and biodiversity loss is ongoing.

Agriculture

The Polish part of the reserve is almost not
used for agriculture and due to the exodus of rural
population on the Slovak side traditional farming
activities like moving and grazing are being
abandoned and historical landscape structures are
gradually substituted by the forest.

On the Ukrainian side, agricultural land accounts
for as much as 42.9 % of the ‘northeastern” ECBR
region, and as little as 6 % of the ‘southeastern’
historical region. Livestock breeding is the
predominant activity, while some areas are also used
for growing grain-crops, potatoes and vegetables.

Differences in tourism development and visitation

patterns

Tourist infrastructure is developed on the Polish
side, with a dense network of marked tourist hiking
and horseback riding trails, bicycle routes, nature
and historic trails. The national park buffer zone
offers a wide range of accommodations and holiday
resorts. In 2002 Bieszczady NP became one of the
first certified PAN Parks, the first one in the
Carpathians and outside the European Union.
Visitation varies between 250.000 and 400.000
tourists in the national park only, while the region
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receives up to 1 million visitors per year.

While the network of tourist trails on the
Slovak side seems to be adequate, accommodation is
hardly accessible and this ‘southwestern’ ECBR
region receives around 10.000 visitors per year only.
Tourist services and infrastructure are also
developing in the ‘southeastern’ region in Ukraine
(mainly downhill skiing winter recreation), while the
‘northeastern’ part of the reserve has not yet been
discovered by tourists.

Legal framework for cooperation in the
ECBR and UNESCO-MAB designation

Transboundary cooperation of protected areas
is much harder than a twinning or partnership
arrangement. One can carefully select a partner for
twinning before they formalise this ‘marriage’.
Transboundary cooperation means ‘arranged
marriage, no matchmakers needed’ and an ‘effective
divorce’ is hardly possible. Having understood this
simple truth, managers of neighbouring protected
areas become more eager to explore potential
benefits of such situation.

| always say that transboundary cooperation in
the East Carpathians Biosphere Reserve has to be
even harder than in any other case throughout
Europe, as this is the first trilateral transboundary
Biosphere Reserve in the world. In fact we deal here
with more than just three partners...

After political changes in Central Europe
protected areas from three neighbouring countries of
the westernmost part of the East Carpathians signed
an agreement on transfrontier cooperation in May
1991 in order to enhance the protection of the
biodiversity of the Carpathians. Regardless of the fact
that a biosphere reserve is not a legal category of
protected area in Poland and Slovakia, the ECBR was
designated based on consent of the governments.
Three years before signing bilateral agreements on
cooperation in environment protection - the protocol
on cooperation in establishing the international
biosphere reserve in the Eastern Carpathians was
signed by the Ministers of Environment of the three
countries on the 27th of September 1991.

In November 1992 UNESCO-MAB designated
a Polish-Slovak bilateral Biosphere Reserve, while
Stuzhitsa NR in Ukraine received a separate MAB
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designation in 1993. In October 1998 the Ukrainian
part joined the Polish-Slovak reserve to form the first
trilateral UNESCO-MAB Biosphere Reserve ‘The
East Carpathians’.

The East Carpathians Biosphere Reserve
(ECBR) of the total size of 213,212 hectares is a
transboundary, geographically determined, officially
and internationally recognised local network of six
large-scale protected areas:

Poland:

Bieszczadzki Park Narodowy (Bieszczady National
Park) 29,200.48 ha

Park Krajobrazowy Doliny Sanu (San River Valley
Landscape Park) 33,480.24 ha

Cisniahsko-Wetlinski Park Krajobrazowy (Cisna-
Wetlina Landscape Park) 51,165.69 ha

Slovak Republic:
Narodny Park Poloniny (Poloniny National Park)
29,805.05 ha; with a buffer zone of 10,973.29 ha

Ukraine:

YxaHCBKmi HavyioHanbHuA rpunogHui napk
(Uzhansky National Nature Park) 39,159.30 ha

HagcsHcwbkmi  PerioHanHui  naHgLagpMH1i
napk (Nadsyansky Regional Landscape Park)
19,428 ha

Constraints for cooperation in the
framework of the transboundary

Biosphere Reserve ‘East Carpathians’

Physical obstacles: ‘*hard border’ regimes and
inaccessible terrain

Direct contacts and communication between
partners are hampered by the size of the area
combined with inaccessible mountain terrain
(especially in wintertime) and a lack of roads and
border crossings. Within the ECBR area only two
border crossings between the Slovak Republic and
Poland are in operation, accessible on feet and
operating only in the summer season. Border
crossings with Ukraine (outside the reserve), with
queues, corruption of customs and border services,
and threat posed by criminals are rather a physical
obstacle than a facility; since May 2004 cooperation
with Ukrainian partners is additionally impaired due
to EU visa requirements.
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Different languages

Although all partners usually claim that they
understand the languages of their neighbours,
effective understanding of either spoken or written
language (in particular of Ukrainian texts, written in
Cyrillic script) is quite low, especially of professional
terminology. There is no common local language to
facilitate communication.

Differences in national legislation on
protected areas

Due to different national legislation protected
areas of the ECBR have different legal powers and
responsibilities, management approaches,
administrative structures and operational capacities.
A ‘national park’ does not mean exactly the same in
legal terms in all three countries.

National parks in Poland and in Ukraine
manage the state-owned forests within park
boundaries. Furthermore in Poland the park area is
somehow excluded from the powers of the regional
government; and all decisions taken at regional level
on e.g. land development potentially affecting
environment in the park or its extensive buffer zone
have to be approved by the park director.

In the Slovak Republic the majority of forests
inside the national park are managed by the state
forests administration for commercial purposes.
Regional authorities retain powers over the national
park area and decide on land-use.

Therefore the operational profile of the third
national park (in the Slovak Republic) and landscape
parks in Poland and Ukraine includes less
management of the area and more ‘advocacy for
protection and sustainable development’ among
various landowners, stakeholders and institutions in
charge for managing their areas.

Different protected area operational capacities

The number of staff and organisational
structures among the six protected areas of the
ECBR vary from small ‘consultancy-like’ structures
employing few specialists to huge and well developed
hierarchical structures, sometimes reaching almost
200 employees. Capacities of the involved protected
areas and their personnel are the main factor either
promoting or limiting their involvement in
transboundary cooperation.
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Funding

Inadequate funding and staffing do not only
impair transboundary cooperation activities, but the
performance of all protected areas constituting the
ECBR, and none of the involved protected areas is
capable to fully achieve management goals set up by
national governments. Furthermore funding and
resources from either state budgets or national non-
budgetary sources are not available for
transboundary activities, to be implemented in the
area bigger than some smaller European countries.

Different state of knowledge on the resources

Resulting from different operational capacities
and the level of funding available for research and
carrying out resource inventories, the state of
knowledge on natural and cultural resources as well
as potential for sustainable tourism development
varies between the countries.

Different welfare status and salaries

Different level of salaries in protected areas of
the three countries results in different levels of
motivation for involved protected area personnel,
availability of different skills and the degree of
professionalism.

Lack of governing or coordinative structures

Pursuant to the protocol signed by the
ministers the common ‘ECBR Coordinative Council’
was designated in 1991 to represent ministries,
regional level nature conservation authorities,
scientific institutions and relevant state forest and
protected area administrations. However it has
never been budgeted to perform its extensive
functions and therefore never became fully
operational. The Coordinative Council met only
three times, last time in spring 1994, and the idea
was abandoned.

An ‘International ECBR Scientific Council’ as
another trilateral collegial body was supposed to
facilitate decision-making processes and coordinate
scientific research in the area. The draft statutes
were developed in 1991 but the Council has never
met and this idea has also been dropped. In 1995 an
attempt was undertaken on the Polish side of the
ECBR to set up a new coordinative structure able to
disseminate the biosphere reserve concept among
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the local stakeholders - the advisory ‘Consultative
Council’ open to anyone with an interest in the
biosphere reserve and common transboundary
activities. Again, it has never been formalised, and
thus the result of this initiative was not appealing
much to Slovak and Ukrainian partners and the idea
was again dropped.

Due to all already mentioned differences and
constraints - some ten years ago the trans-
boundary cooperation in the ‘East Carpathians’
seemed to be a ‘mission impossible’...

Success stories from the ECBR

The Foundation for the Eastern Carpathian
Biodiversity Conservation

The ECBR is most probably the only European
transboundary protected area having a special
financial tool to support transboundary cooperation
— an environmental trust fund established on the
basis of a trilateral agreement between Poland, the
Slovak Republic and Ukraine. It is also supported by
international donors like the John D. and Catherine
T. MacArthur Foundation (USA) and the World
Bank Global Environment Facility. The Foundation’s
Board includes representatives of the Ministry of
Environment, of the state forest administration at
regional level, leading scientific institutions and key
protected area within the reserve from each of the
three countries involved, as well as representatives of
the original founders.

The Foundation for the Eastern Carpathian
Biodiversity Conservation (ECBC) was entered into
the Commercial Register of Geneva Canton on
January 9th 1995. The objective is “to encourage,
organize, conduct and promote activities serving to
protect the overall biodiversity of the Eastern
Carpathians Mountains zone.”

Confronted with the absence of officially
designated structures for the coordination of the
ECBR, the ECBC Foundation subsequently took over
the function of the governing structure for
transboundary activities in the reserve. Until now it
remains the only legally established body promoting
trilateral consultations and cooperation in the ECBR,
and plays a role of a forum in which reserve
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stakeholders from the three countries can meet and
discuss management issues and current or planned
conservation measures. Simultaneously the ECBC
Foundation is the only source of steady funding for
numerous activities undertaken in the reserve.
Between 1996 and 2002 under the two ECBC grant
programms the total amount of US$ 96,700 was
equally disbursed between the three countries for
projects on biodiversity conservation and sustainable
development within the ECBR area.

Projects supported by the ECBC Foundation
and implemented in the ECBR focused on:

® Biodiversity conservation, establishing new
protected areas, protected area management;

® Historical and cultural heritage conservation;

® Research, resource inventories, mapping and
functional zoning, database establishing;

® Capacity building for protected areas;

® Workshops for protected areas managers,
training for PA staff and local inhabitants;

® Environmental education and awareness
raising, publications and information;

® Sustainable tourism development, tourist
trails and infrastructure.

Since early 2001 the ECBC Foundation
operates a Representative Office in Poland, located
centrally in the reserve area, and since December
2002 two country coordinators are designated for
the Slovak Republic and Ukraine, thus allowing
communication and promoting active involvement of
stakeholders from all three countries.

BR conservation function

Case study 1: Common zonation

The common BR zonation based on scientific
assessment of the natural resources was
implemented in the ECBR on all three sides.
However, ECBR zonation still needs to be improved
e.g. in order to provide relevant buffer zones to all
core zone areas. In all three national parts
designation of an area as part of the core zone is
very much dependent on the landownership.
Furthermore, not all strictly protected areas on the
Polish side are officially designated parts of the core
zone, due to the legal requirement to elaborate
costly management plans for new nature reserves.
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Case study 2: Common thematic working groups

Since 2004 the ECBC Foundation supports three
common thematic working groups in the ECBR,
cumulating knowledge and skills of neighbouring
protected areas. These are small teams of 6-8
specialists each, designated by protected areas from all
three countries, also by PAs adjacent to the ECBR.

These are:

® Working Group ‘Eastern Carpathian
Wildlife” (ECW) coordinated by Poland,

® Working Group ‘Eastern Carpathian Plants’
(ECP) coordinated by Ukraine,

® Working Group ‘Eastern Carpathian
Forests’ (ECF) coordinated by the Slovak
Republic.

The above groups are supposed to cooperate in
order to:

® prepare draft versions of the common
“Transboundary Action Plan’ for protection
of each of the above biodiversity
components;

® to select priority activities from among the
ones included into the action plan;

® to develop common
concepts;

priority project

® to coordinate implementation of common
conservation projects on ECBR wildlife,
plants and forests approved for funding.

Case study 3: Restitution of viable free-ranging
European bison population

As the free-roaming European bison population
of 90 individuals remains isolated in the Polish part of
the ECBR from other herds for over the last 30 years
and is therefore threatened by inbred and gene loss -
a special transboundary conservation programme was
recently implemented in the Reserve. Extension of
present bison range to the east and to the south shall
secure linkages and gene exchange between different
herds in the Eastern Carpathians. Introduction of
animals from foreign breeding centres bearing genes
of lacking or underrepresented bloodlines will
improve the genetic structure of existing free-ranging
European bison populations. In June 2004 the first five
animals were reintroduced in the Slovak part. Animals
released from acclimatisation enclosures are fitted
with radio-collars for monitoring purposes.
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BR sustainable development function

Case study 4: Linking conservation with
sustainable tourism development

A community initiative supported by the ECBC
Foundation and awarded by the Carpathian
Foundation allowed designation of nine new
protected areas in the transition zone of the Polish
part of the ECBR, raising the protective status of
both historical sites and nature monuments. One of
them, ‘Krywe Nature-Landscape Complex’
supplements the adjacent nature reserve protecting
the last viable Polish population of the Aesculapian
snake and provides nesting habitats for this
threatened species. New areas were linked by a 30-
kilometre long marked interpretative trail
channelling visitor traffic outside the most fragile
areas of the ECBR and enhancing tourist services
development in the transition zone of the ECBR.

Case study 5: Experience exchange on visitor
infrastructure development

A workshop organised in Uzhansky National
Nature Park (Ukraine) by the ECBC Foundation
allowed the exchange of experience gathered in
neighbouring Bieszczady National Park (Poland) on
visitor issues and educational programme
development with Ukrainian partners. The
workshop was followed by a joint technical
inspection of the first three trails marked in UNNP.

Case study 6: Park capacity building and
sustainable tourism development

With the support of the Carpathian Foundation
the ECBC Foundation launched the project ‘Support
for Nadsyansky Regional Landscape Park’
(NRLP/Ukraine) on November 1st 2004. It will
allow capacity building for NRLP by purchasing office
equipment and developing maps of the park area,
establishing working relations and experience
exchange with neighbouring Polish landscape and
national parks, improving park visibility by e.g.
publishing the first brochure on NRLP and by
designing a park logo; sustainable tourism
development and promotion by e.g. establishing a
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tourist information database, developing the first
marked tourist trail with multilingual information
boards and the first tourist map, and organising
seminars for tour-operators and media.

BR logistic function

Case study 7: Harmonisation of management

Regional workshops held in the ECBR since
September 2003, organised by the ECBC
Foundation and gathering managers and experts
from all protected areas constituting the Biosphere
Reserve are the best tool to decide on the priorities
for common transboundary actions and approve
commonly elaborated proposed transboundary
action plans. Common electronic maps of the whole
ECBR area developed by the ECBC Foundation will
allow common management planning in the situation
when the common GIS database is not available.

Case study 8: Common public relations and
promotion

The ECBC Foundation maintains the common
website of the ECBR and develops common
publications, maps and brochures, involving all three
national languages in addition to English and unifying
the design of printed materials. The Foundation
established a database of several hundred
stakeholders from the three countries and potential
partners for cooperation in the Eastern Carpathians
and carried out a survey concerning expectations
towards priority future directions of transboundary
cooperation in the Eastern Carpathians to be
supported by the ECBC Foundation.

Case study 9: Information exchange—the annual
ECBR scientific conference

The annual ECBR scientific conference held in
Poland for the last 13 years allows the exchange of
information and scientific data on natural and cultural
resources as well as sharing research results,
published in conference proceedings. This
conference has also been an efficient tool for
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dissemination of the experience in developing park
management plans and implementing GIS into
conservation management planning.

Case study 10: Biodiversity assessment studies
and capacity building for conservation

The ECBC Foundation supported a 2-year long
field research on floral diversity of Uzhansky
National Nature Park (Ukraine), making possible the
elaboration of the park vegetation map and maps of
rare and threatened species’ spatial distribution,
currently used for relevant adjustments in park
functional zonation. This project included also the
purchase of a digital database and GPS units,
GIS/GPS training for park staff, park mapping and
signposting works.

Case study 11: Building friendly relations
between local communities of the ECBR

As the result of the common initiative on 24th
October 1999 the Ssistiema’ border fence was
opened for the first time since its establishment in
early Soviet times after the 2nd World War, allowing
a group of Ukrainian representatives and local
inhabitants to cross the border to Poland. On that
day an agreement on cooperation was signed by the
heads of local administrations, backed by national
park directors. For the last six years the ‘Good
Neigbourhood Day’ is held regularly, organised
either on the Ukrainian or Polish side of the border,
often turning into an open-air folk festival. ECBR
protected areas organise other transboundary
cultural and sport events as well as common
volunteer actions, e.g. the annual ‘Clean Mountains’
days, involving school pupils from all three countries,
removing litter from tourist trails in a neighbouring
country.
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Future major challenges for

transboundary cooperation in the
ECBR

® Development of the common environmental
monitoring system;
® Development of the common GIS database;

® Development of the common sustainable
tourism development strategy;

® Building operational capacity for ‘smaller
ECBR partners’;

® Raising capacities of all ECBR partners for
transboundary cooperation;

® Fundraising for common transboundary
actions in the ECBR;

® Harmonisation of management, also by
extending the ‘Natura 2000’ approach to
neighbouring protected areas of the
Ukrainian part, therefore beyond the
European Union border;

® Dissemination of experience among 18 other
protected areas in the Eastern Carpathians.

Lessons learned

“Before initiating any common activity, one must
remember that a failure in transboundary
cooperation is much more highly visible and at the
same time the risk of failure is greater than
usually. Such a failure can easily hamper future
cooperation on other joint issues.”

Legal framework for transboundary
cooperation

® Even an ‘official high-level agreement’ will
not initiate successful transboundary
cooperation alone, unless relevant structures
are established, cooperation priorities and
tasks are agreed, and adequately budgeted;

® Developing an official agreement always
focusses on clear and feasible priorities and
ideas for cooperation instead of wordy
declarations;

® Friendly relations between partners can
result in successful cooperation, even
without political and financial support of
governments.
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Coordinating/governing structure for
transboundary cooperation

® Any collective multinational body/structure
tasked with coordination of transboundary
cooperation in a biosphere reserve must be
assigned clearly defined responsibilities and
allocated relevant operational budget to
perform its tasks, otherwise it will share the
fate of the ‘ECBR Int. Coordinative Council’
or the ‘ECBR Int. Scientific Council’.

Involving local communities in transboundary
cooperation

® Proposed activity, whatever is the final
management objective, must include fields of
common  community interest, e.g.
development of sustainable tourism;

® Should the link between biological diversity
conservation and development not be clear
enough, the biosphere reserve coordinator
advocating for local involvement has to make
this link visible.

Funding for transboundary cooperation

® Transboundary cooperation in BRs can not
be developed in long-term only on the
‘project basis’, as the ‘project deadline’ could
automatically turn into ‘the cooperation
deadline’;

® Sustainable funding for transboundary
cooperation by establishing regional or local
environmental trust funds is the most
recommended option; however such funds
have to be well equipped from the very
beginning, otherwise they would never
become fully operational.

® |n the case of the East Carpathians BR the
increasing focus of the ECBC Foundation on
the reserve and its steady funding for
consultations and coordination between
countries allowed the three governments to
minimise state budget spending and official
commitment to transboundary cooperation
in this particular region.
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People as the crucial asset for transboundary
cooperation

® Partners must allocate relevant people,
worktime and resources for transboundary
cooperation;

® The success is very much dependent on the
enthusiasm of individual members of PA staff
for doing things together;

® Not much will happen if there is no spirit of
cooperation between the partners across the
border, no willingness to share experience
and data, no practical incentives to
collaborate or understanding of the potential
benefits, and no intention to understand
partner’s different operational conditions or
culture.

Evaluation of ECBR performance

In 1991 three protected areas in this frontier
region of three countries covered together 58,853
hectares only. The shared vision of establishing a
transboundary protected area of international
significance  was the incentive for nature
conservation authorities of the three countries to
extend some of the existing protected areas and to
designate new ones in the region. Throughout the
last years, some 28.5 % of the original ECBR area
has been given higher protective legal status and
today the ECBR encompasses the area of 213,212
hectares that is almost 4 times more than protected
in 1991. It is the largest European mountain
Biosphere Reserve (outside Russia).

The ECBR is recognized internationally, e.g. by
the UNESCO-MAB Programme as a model area
where an ecosystem approach was undertaken at
appropriate spatial and temporal scales; and by the
WWEF as the largest ‘Priority Area for Biodiversity
Conservation’ of very high biodiversity value in the
Carpathians. It represents best European standards
in nature conservation and in 1998 the Council of
Europe awarded two of ECBR protected areas the
European Diploma distinguishing well-managed
protected areas of outstanding natural values.
Furthermore, a big part of the ECBR will soon
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become one of the most important Natura 2000
sites of the European Union. Simultaneously, since
May 1st 2004 it is the only protected area of the
Carpathians divided by the EU external border.

Due to all differences, both site-based and
resulting from different national legislation and
institutional frameworks, as well as diverse socio-
economic situation of the three national parts, the
expectation that the ECBR will soon become a
homogenous, commonly managed transboundary
area would be rather idealistic than realistic. It will
remain a network of six protected areas, different in
terms of operational capacity, legal powers and
duties and management approaches. However,
transboundary cooperation can make their efforts
towards biodiversity conservation and sustainable
development much more compatible than they are
at present.

Transboundary cooperation in the ECBR would
hardly be possible without the steady support of the
ECBC Foundation. The commonly established
Foundation is also active on a wider regional scale:
Since 1999 it is the partner of the WWF Carpathian
Ecoregion |Initiative and in 2001 it was officially
involved in negotiations on the Framework
Convention on Protection and Sustainable
Development of the Carpathians (the ‘Carpathian
Convention’ signed in Kiev on May 22nd 2003). The
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ECBC also implemented a pilot project on
transboundary cooperation supported by the
‘Biodiversity ~ Service  Project’”  consortium
(UNEP/ECNC/IUCN/REC) and cooperates with
the Interim Secretariat of the Convention hosted by
UNEP e.g. on establishing the Carpathian Network
of Protected Areas or developing the Carpathians
Environment Outlook.

Further reading:

Niewiadomski, Z. (2000) The First European trilateral biosphere
reserve: the East Carpathians (Poland, Slovakia, Ukraine), In:
EuroMAB (2000) Proceedings of the First Joint Meeting of
EuroMAB National Committees and Biosphere Reserve
Coordinators, Cambridge, UK; edited by Martin F. Price (2000),
UK MAB National Committee, pp. 17-20.

Niewiadomski, Z. (2002) The experience of the trilateral East
Carpathians Biosphere Reserve - an area of transfrontier co-
operation for nature conservation and sustainable development,
In: Council of Europe-Secretariat General Material for the
CEMAT Seminar on ‘Spatial planning for the sustainable
development’ in Sofia, 23-24 October 2002, pp. 1-7 and in
European regional planning, No. 68, pp. 135-140, Council of
Europe Publishing, Strasbourg.

Niewiadomski, Z. (2005) The first trilateral UNESCO-MAB
Biosphere Reserve the East Carpathians, In: Conservation and
Sustainable Management of the DMZ and Surrounding Areas -
2005 Ecocity International Symposium, pp. 157-176. KFEM,
Seoul.
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Management Objectives for the Danube Delta Transborder Biosphere

Reserve (Romania/Ukraine)

Grigore Baboianu

Over many millennia the River Danube has built
on its delta with the Black Sea one of the biggest and
most beautiful wetlands in Europe. The delta covers
a total area of 4,178 km?2, shared by Romania (82 %)
and Ukraine (18 %). Closely associated with the
Danube Delta are many large lakes (limans or former
marine bays), as well as shallow coastal marine
waters that surround the delta; these together form
a huge wetland complex covering more than
6,700 km?2.

In Romania, the most important wetland
components, comprising the Danube Delta itself, the
Razim-Sinoie lagoon complex, and the coastal zone
of the Black Sea, was designated as a biosphere
reserve in 1990: Danube Delta Biosphere Reserve of
a total surface of 5,800 km2. In Ukraine, about
465 km? of the delta developed by the Kilia arm of
the Danube (the youngest and most dynamic part of
the whole delta) was declared a biosphere reserve,
in 1998: Danube Biosphere Reserve. The lower
Danube region of Ukraine is also characterized by
several other wetlands recognized as important
habitat for bird population (within Ramsar
Convention), including the Sasyk Liman (210.0 km2)
and the Danube floodplain marshes and limans
(Kagul, Kugurlui, Yalpug, Katlabug, and Kitai)
covering about 262.0 km?2.

Internationally important bird populations of the Danube
Delta TBR:

Pygmy cormorant (Phalacrocorax pygmeus) 61 % (W*)
White pelican (Pelecanus onocrotalus) 52 % (P)
Dalmatian pelican (Pelecanus crispus) 5% (W)
Night heron (Nycticorax nycticorax) 17 % (E)
Squacco heron (Ardeolla ralloides) 26 % (P)
Little egret (Egretta garzetta) 11 % (E)
Purple heron (Ardea purpurea) 11 % (E)
Red-breasted goose (Branta ruficollis) 90 % (W)
Glossy ibis (Plegadis falcinellus) 30 % (E)
Spoonbill (Platalea leucorodia) <1 % (E)
White-tailed eagle (Haliaeetus albicilla) <1 % (W)
Marsh harrier (Circus aeruginosus) 4 % (E)

(* % of European (E), Palearctic (P) or World (W) population)
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The biodiversity of the Danube Delta is rich in
all senses (more than 5,200 species of flora and
fauna species, associations and ecosystems) and very
valuable. The birds in particular have a high
importance, especially water birds. The diversity of
other fauna supported by the reserve also has its
specific characteristics, not least that they inhabit
here an almost invariably pristine natural
environment. The botanical features of the reserve
are dominated by the considerable areas of reed
beds, where plant diversity is relatively low.
However, the areas of grassland, salt marshes, sand
dunes and forests significantly increase the botanical
diversity and importance of the reserve.

The diverse natural resources of the Danube
Delta represent an important source of income for
the local communities, established in the area for
centuries, including different ethnic groups
(Romanians, Russians, Ukrainians) living, both, inside
or around the Danube Delta. Fishery is the most
important economic activity, mostly based on species
of low economic value, principally Prussian carp,
bream, and roach. Species of higher economic value
are poorly represented in the catch, comprising
Danube shad, perch-pike, wild carp, pike, catfish, and
sturgeons in small quantities. Family income is often
supplemented by other traditional activities such as:
reed harvest, small scale agriculture, cattle rearing
and growing vegetables, fruit and vines in their
gardens. Many families have small pieces of land
where they typically grow crops of maize. Other
economic activities are represented by navigation,
construction and maintenance, commerce, services
(including tourism), hunting, forestry, fish farming,
beekeeping and the collection of herbs for cooking
and medicinal purposes.

The aesthetic and cultural value of the natural
landscape is determined by the history of nature use
and historical events that took place in the delta. One
of the most important ecological and aesthetic values
exhibited by the natural landscapes of the delta is the
truly wild state of nature: the combination of
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terrestrial and aquatic features, the diversity of
habitats, the intensity of colors and the panoramic
vistas. With the development of civilization, the
socio-economic value of the delta area of the River
Danube has grown. For many centuries, the Danube
was the most important water artery, uniting East
Europe with the West.

The characteristics of the Danube Delta as a
unique system artificially divided by the state border
between Romania and Ukraine as well as the
increasing internal and external pressure of the
human activities on its integrity increase the need for
developing a common view on the management
strategy.

The main actors should be involved in the
process. This includes, apart of the people from the
local communities as the most important participants,
the authorities of both protected areas, the
representatives of the local authorities, the scientific
authorities, UNESCO-MAB National Committees
Romania/Ukraine, and the representatives of the
local and national/international NGOs involved in
nature protection and sustainable development.

In 2002, a project financed through the TACIS
Programme of the EU, created the opportunity for
the authorities of the protected areas and
representatives of the local authorities from the
neighboring administrative districts in Romania and
Ukraine to cooperate in formulating the first joint
management plan for the whole Danube Delta, also
including the neighboring protected area situated on
the Lower Prut River in the Republic of Moldova.
Based on broad consultation among a large number
of specialists and stakeholders from the three
countries, the joint management plan establishes the
objectives needed to ensure harmonized actions for
nature protection and sustainable use of natural
resources, to achieve better communication with

local communities and their involvement in
implementing the concept of sustainable
development.
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Despite the substantial difference in size, the
areas on both sides of the border are notable for
their high level of biological and landscape diversity.
The dynamism of the delta-formation processes is
also typical for both areas, though not to the same
degree. In many respects, the similarity of habitats
underlies the structural correspondence of the plant
and animal species in both parts of the Danube Delta
Biosphere Reserve. The geographical integrity of the
Danube Delta has led, over a long historical period,
to the establishment of a rather distinctive socio-
economic way of life and culture of the local
population, with its dependence on the natural
resources: fish, reed, pastures, game, etc.. The
general historical past has also meant the formation
of a fairly similar national structure of the population.
The communist period put its imprint on both sides
of the Danube Delta. Programmes of land
reclamation, canalization and intensive exploitation
of the natural resources were the endeavors of the
past without taking care about the impact of such
economic activity on the natural ecosystems.

However, during the last decade of the 20th
Century, the ‘European choice’ of development,
taken by both Romania and Ukraine, unites our
regions once more. Thus, the ecological, socio-
economic, cultural-historical and policy factors, as a
whole, favor the achievement of joint projects and
programmes in the Danube Delta region in the
context of the harmonization of wild nature and the
inhabitants living in the both sides of the Danube.

Further reading:

Baboianu, G., Voloshkevich, A. et al. (Eds.) (2004)
Transboundary cooperation in the nature protected areas in
Danube Delta and Lower Prut — Management objectives for
biodiversity conservation and sustainable development, EI TACIS
programme CBC (TSPF 0302/0044), Dobrogea Publisher,
Constanza.

Vadinenanu, A. and Voloshin, V. (Eds.) (1999) Danube Delta
Biosphere Reserve Romania/Ukraine, National UNESCO-MAB
Committee of Romania/National UNESCO-MAB of Ukraine,
Kyiv.
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The Tatra TBR (Poland/Slovakia)

Viadimir Ira

Introduction

The Tatra Mountains are the highest segment in
the Carpathian mountain chain, which stretches from
Slovakia to Romania, and covers parts of Poland,
Ukraine and Hungary. The transboundary protected
area, which is also a UNESCO biosphere reserve,
includes two existing national parks on each side of
the boundary between Poland and Slovakia; both of
these include a variety of strict nature reserves
within them and the biosphere reserve also includes
buffer zones and transition areas. The area has over
300 named peaks but there are no glaciers or
permanent snowfields.

The original protected areas are two national
parks: Tatrzanski Park Narodowy - Poland (IUCN
category Il, 21,164 ha) and Tatransky narodny park -
Slovakia (IUCN category Il with category | reserves
within the area, 74,111 ha).

The UNESCO transboundary biosphere
reserve was designated in 1992/3 and extends
beyond the two original national parks, covering a
total area of 123,566 ha, including core areas of
56,992 ha (Poland: 7,548 ha and Slovakia: 49,444
ha); buffer zones of 30,012 ha (Poland: 6,371 ha and
Slovakia: 23,641 ha) and transition areas of 36,562
ha (Poland: 3,987 ha and Slovakia: 32,575 ha). The
Tatra Biosphere Reserve is the largest biosphere
reserve of Slovakia. Compared to the other
territories, there is an atypical relationship between
the zones. The core area is the largest zone, and the
buffer and transition zones contain smaller areas. A
major part of the territory is formed by granite,
crystalline schists and migmatite rocks, and only 1/3
is formed by both limestone and dolomite. Relief
shaped by glaciers, corries and troughs in particular,
is a characteristic phenomenon of the territory. Karst
relief prevails in the Eastern part of the territory.
Another typical feature of the reserve is numerous
tarn lakes. Forests and dwarf pine cover almost 2/3
of the area and the rest is covered mostly by high
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mountain  meadows and rock ecosystems.
Numerous endemic, relic, threatened and rare plant
and animal species occur in the reserve. The well-
preserved wild scenery of the mountains attracts
many visitors.

Main partners/organisations/
stakeholders/initiatives

The area of the BR is managed by the Tatra
National Park Administration in Tatranska Lomnica,
which reports to the Ministry of the Environment
through the Headquarters of the State Nature
Conservancy. The forest management and partly the
research activities in the BR are undertaken by the
state forest administration of the Tatra National
Park, which reports to the Ministry of Land
Management. The governments of Slovakia and
Poland worked with UNESCO to set up the
transboundary protected area. In both national
parks, there are important research stations that
carry out long term monitoring and research in the
area. Many travel agencies and tourist resorts are
operating in the area and there are also private
landowners and companies and people carrying out
forest management and farming.

Importance to biodiversity and natural
resource management

The Tatras are the highest mountains of
Slovakia (Gerlachovsky 3tit 2,655 m a.s.l.). They
form a compact natural mountain entity with a high
biological diversity. The area includes important
karst limestone and dolomite scenery, temperate
forest, alpine meadows, lakes and rocky peaks. On
the Polish side, vegetation changes from mixed beech
forest to spruce-fir, a dwarf pine zone and into alpine
vegetation; while in Slovakia there are various zones
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of coniferous forest rising to snow fields. Spruce was
planted after the fir and beech were felled, so the
vegetation of the area has undergone a number of
changes in parts of the area. There are many
endemic or relict species including a Tatra subspecies
of the chamois deer (Rupicapra rupicapra tatrica), the
marmot (Marmota marmota) and important
populations of the bear (Ursus arctos) and lynx
(Lynx). The area is noted as an important refuge for
high concentrations of rare relict fauna and flora
from the Tertiary or Quaternary glacial period and
several unique species of glacial relict fish live in
mountain lakes. There are similarities between the
fauna and flora of Tatra and Scandinavia. The Tatras
Chamois Rescue Project aims to stabilise the
population of the endangered chamois population.

Importance to regional economic
growth and integration

Tourism is the most important economic
activity for the area, although two main types of
health care services (medical and rehabilitation
activities) also play an important role in the Tatra
Mountains. Forest management is important in the
buffer zones. There are over three million visitors a
year. In the late 1980s roughly 4.5 million people a
year visited the territory later designated as the
biosphere reserve. Walking and in winter skiing are
important activities and there is a cluster of tourist
resorts and hotels in the lower zones of mountains.
There are for example over 600 km of hiking trails
in the Slovak side of the protected area.

Importance in promoting peace and
cooperation

The region has a uniquely rich history of
cooperation, that now forms part of its heritage.
Regional cooperation is built on shared
characteristics and common ‘Tatra culture’ identity.
It contributes to good relations between the two
neighbouring countries.
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Main challenges and difficulties

One of the problems identified is a lack of legal
recognition for Biosphere Reserves within the
national legislation. This has an important
consequence in the difficulty of getting national
funding for activities and programmes.

The area has been extensively altered through
centuries of management and in some areas
management pressures continue today. High
mountain forests have been cleared to make way to
pastures, timber and charcoal burning. There are
heavy tourism pressures impacting on the zone
along the main communication corridor (road ‘Cesta
Slobody’ together with the Tatra Electric Railway). In
the past these have been largely uncontrolled leading
to development, trampling and erosion. The area
suffers from high levels of air pollution and acid rain
(long-distance transmission), although some of the
impacts are buffered by the high limestone content
of soils and water. A key challenge for the future is
not only how to balance the needs of local
inhabitants, tourism and nature conservation but
first of all how to resist the pressure of financially
strong investors in order to preserve natural and
cultural heritage in one of the most heavily visited
places in Central Eastern Europe.

Objectives/future perspectives/vision
and mission

The Biosphere Reserve is poised to take on a
new role. On the one hand it should be a mean for
people who live and work within and around it to
attain a balanced relationship with the unique Tatra
natural landscape and on the other hand it should
contribute to the needs of Central European
societies by showing the way to a more sustainable
future. Multifunctional management of the Tatra
region should take on an increasing importance,
implying the involvement of many different actors
and stakeholders and testing the different
mechanisms for cooperation.
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Lessons learned/examples of good
practice and benefits of cooperation

The concept of transboundary protection has
helped to build good working relations between
countries in the transition from state communism to
a market economy. The issue of public participation
actively discussed on the Polish side inspired Slovak
partners. Involvement of local communities became
one of the new paradigms of conservation and
management especially in the transition zone of the
BR.

Further reading:

Huba, M. and Ira, V. (1999) Preconditions for Sustainable
Development of the Tatras, Geographica Slovenica, 31, pp. 189-
201.

Volos¢uk, 1. (1999) Tatry/Tatras National Park and Biosphere
Reserve (Slovak Republic), In: Voloscuk, I. (1999) The National
Parks and Biosphere Reserves in Carpathians — The Last Nature
Paradise, ACANAP, Tatranskd Lomnica, pp. 53-57.

Voloscuk, I. (2001) Ecological and environmental problems in the
Tatry Biosphere Reserve, Ekoldgia Vol.20, Supplement 3/2001,
pp. 68-75, Bratislava.

Krzan, Z., Skawinski, P. and Kot, M. (Eds.) (1996) Problems of
natural diversity protection in the Tatra National Park and
Biosphere Reserve, In: Breymeyer, A. and Noble, R. (Eds.)
(1996) Biodiversity Conservation in Transboundary Protected
Areas, pp. 120-127, Proceedings of an International Workshop,
Breszczady and Tatra National Parks, Poland, 15-25 May 1994,
National Academy Press, Washington D.C..

The ‘Région W’ Transfrontier MAB—Reserve (Benin/Burkina Faso/Niger):
A transnational initiative to save a unique ecosystem

Bonaventure D. Guedegbe, Jean-Noel Poda, Sahailou Samaila

A natural barrier against desertification and one
of the last savannah areas in West Africa, the ‘Région
W’ Transfrontier Man and Biosphere Reserve is a
model of transnational ecosystem management
complemented by operational tools to assist local
development and investments for poverty alleviation
in the buffer zones in a context of regional
integration and transboundary dimension of aid
practices. It proves that sustainable management of
natural resources in arid lands is possible, has a lot of
potential and allows local communities to improve
their livelihoods by protecting their main asset:
natural resources.

The reserve links the national parks located
along the common borders of Benin, Burkina Faso
and Niger. These merge into one of the largest
ecological complexes of West Africa, today hosting
much of the remaining and most threatened wildlife
and savannah habitats of the sub-region, with
elephant, buffalo, roan antelopes, lions and the last
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remaining population of giraffes. The complex is also
the last refuge of the painted dog, the cheetah, the
Korrigum Topy antelope and the manatee in West
Africa. Together the parks host unique and
important settlements of West African communities,
with remains from over 200 000 years of continuous
human activity — from the Palaeolithic to the present
day — and vestiges of an extraordinarily rich cultural
diversity, including indications of Neolithic iron
extraction and metallurgy, and ancient villages that
are places of both archeological and historical value.

With the support of a € 20 million funding
from the European Commission, following a huge
field work, the protected areas of the ‘Région W’
Transfrontier Man and Biosphere Reserve are now
listed under several important international
agreements: the World Heritage Site, the
Transfrontier Man and Biosphere Reserve (the first
of its kind in Africa) and the Ramsar Wetland of
International Importance. The project has
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immediately adopted and promoted a regional
approach based on consultation, establishing the
conditions  for local decision-making and
institutionalising joint mechanisms for management.
Priorities for natural resource use and management,
rural development and benefit sharing from park
activities have been identified. In the protected area
the regionalized approach has allowed achievement
for a unified system of roads, watering points, radio

communication,  poaching  fight, mammals
monitoring and research actions. The truly
transboundary management permitted the

coordination for parks offices including the building
of a regional museum, research centre and
administrative offices in the junction of boundaries.
Key facilities, such as common entry points for
tourists, a common pool for revenues had reinforced
integration.

In the buffer area, ECOPAS are promoting a
rational organization of land and of its utilization
including transboundary pastoral schemes and the
enhancement of local agriculture. This strategy
complies with the goal to alleviate poverty in the
region, and it specifically addresses the problem of
an increased dependence of local development from
the current misuse of land and natural resources
providing  long-term protection against
desertification and land degradation.

All ecosystems exist in a more or less delicate
balance, and ‘Région W’ is perhaps one of the most
extreme cases as the rate of desertification has been
greatly increased as a result of climate change and
the human exploitation. Fighting against
desertification, the ‘Région W’ ecosystem tries to
take on priorities on preventive measures and
transforms adversities into opportunities. The broad-
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scale assault against land degradation and
desertification to ensure the conservation of the
‘Région W’ TBR will only be successful if the actual
land users are able to perceive direct benefits from
the recommended conservation and management
practices. To this regard, a huge environmental
education programme has been set up and regular
meetings and training are organised, both in schools
and in the different communities, in the objective to
prevent unsustainable management of natural
resources and land degradation.

In order to guarantee national, regional and
international interests, a meeting of the ‘Conseil
d’Orientation” with the essential decision-makers
convenes each year. The future of the ‘Région W’
Park will be an important test of the political
regionalized approach for the sponsorship of
UMEOA.

Further reading:

ARCA Consulting (1991) Plan national de conservation des
éléphants, Groupe coordinateur de la conservation de
I’éléphant en Afrique, pp. 23, Rome.

Koster, S. (1981) A survey of the vegetation and ungulates
populations in Park W Niger, M.S.Thesis, Michigan University,
pp.134, East Lansing.

Koster, S. and Grettenberger, J. (Eds.) (1983) A preliminary
survey of birds in Park W Niger, In: Malimbus 5: pp. 62-72.

Shull, B.S. and Grettenberger, J. (Eds.) (1984) The conservation
status of W national park, Rapport ronéoté, pp. 7.

Toutain, B., De Visscher, M.-N. and Dulieu, D. (Eds.) (2004)
Pastoralism and Protected Areas: Lessons Learned from Western
Africa, In: Human Dimesions of Wildlife, Vol. 9, No. 4, pp. 287-
295, Centre de Coopération Internationale en Recherche
Agronomique pour le Développement (CIRAD)/Department
of Livestock and Veterinary Medicine Montpellier, Taylor &
Francis, France.
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The ‘Krkonose/Karkonosze’ TBR (Czech Republic/Poland)

Hana Petrikova, Andrzej Raj

Introduction

The Giant Mountains, 400-1602 m. a.s.l.
(Krkonose in Czech, Karkonosze in Polish) are the
highest mountains of the Sudetes mountain range.
They extend 40 km along the borders between
Germany, Czech Republic, Switzerland and Poland.
The highest peak is ‘Snezka’ (‘snow mountain”)
reaching 1 602 m. The spring of Elbe River rises on
the Czech side of the mountains.

The Giant Mountains are protected as the
Czech - KrkonoSe National Park (since 1963) and
the Polish — Karkonosze National Park (1959) with
29, resp. 7 towns and villages with about 30.000
inhabitants. The protected area was declared a
bilateral biosphere reserve ‘Krkono3e/Karkonosze’
by UNESCO in 1992.

The area is known for its high biodiversity in
four altitudinal vegetation belts, from sub-montane
to alpine. The mountains constitute a kind of
ecological island of arctic and alpine ecosystems
whose counterparts are found in the Alps, north and
north-west Scandinavia and even in the British Isles
(Jenik, 2000).

On the Czech side of the biosphere reserve,
there are numerous mountain meadows, a dense
network of chalets, and a significant sports and
tourism infrastructure. The Polish part of the
biosphere reserve is much smaller, very steep, with
little similar infrastructure, and is covered mostly by
forests that are, on both sides of the mountains,
heavily impacted by air pollution. The Giant
Mountains are a popular tourist destination for
hikers and skiers with about 6-8 million on the Czech
side and 2,5-3 million on the Polish side (in 2002).
The mountains are among the best investigated areas
in Central Europe, studied in the course of four
centuries by scientists from different scientific
schools. The main recent research subjects are:
Anemo-orographic systems; response of biota to air
pollution; tundra habitats; snow and avalanche
activity; palynology; ecological classification of plant
and animal communities; restoration and
management of forests and montane meadows.

42

Historical and political background

The region was largely German-speaking until
1945. However, the term ‘Sudeten Germans’
designated all the German-speaking population in the
regions of Czechoslovakia bordering on Germany.
The Sudetenland, home of these Germans for
centuries, has always been a part of Bohemia. The
Sudeten German party was an offshoot of the
German National Socialist party. In 1938 the party
became Hitler’s chief instrument in the events
leading to the Munich Pact and the annexation of the
Sudetenland to Germany. The districts were
recovered by Czechoslovakia and Poland in 1945,
and most of the German population was expelled.

During the communist regime, the limiting factor
for direct cross-border cooperation was, above all, a
rather strict regime to safeguard the state borders. To
enter the other country, Czech and Polish citizens
needed a special letter of invitation from a
counterpart. Since the end of the communist regime
(1989), conditions for cross-border relations have
gradually improved. The visa obligation between the
two countries was cancelled and four new border
crossings for pedestrians within the bilateral biosphere
reserve were opened. New opportunities for more
intensive cooperation in both the field of scientific
research and social-economic relations emerged.

Main partners/organisations/
stakeholders/initiatives

® Krkonose National Park Administration
—under the Czech Ministry of Environment;

® Karkonosze National Park Administration
—under the Polish Ministry of Environment;

® 29 Czech and 7 Polish local communities

® ) Czech and 1 Polish regional authorities

® The Czech-Polish Council for the BR
Krkonose/Karkonosze based on the
Agreement about Mutual Cooperation; a
non-legal entity, consisting symmetrically of
the directors of the two national parks,
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representatives of the regional authorities
and local governments, business, science and
NGOs;

® The Czech-Polish Office for the BR
Krkonose/Karkonosze supportive orga-
nization to the Council. It serves as a neutral
platform to initiate and facilitate inter-sectoral
and interdisciplinary communication, to
organize joint meetings and to propose,
prepare and coordinate joint projects. It
operates in the framework Man and
Krkonose, a Czech NGO;

® The Karkonosze Foundation, Polish NGO

Importance to biodiversity and natural
resource management

The primary goal of the transboundary
cooperation in the Biosphere Reserve is the
protection of unique natural ecosystems and setting
up regulations on the use of natural resources for
sustainable economic development by the population
living in the region.

The natural indivisibility of the Giant Mountains
as one unique bio-geographical entity is promoted.

Importance to regional economic
growth and integration

Besides scientific research and cooperation,
various cross-border and inter-sectoral activities have
been realised to reconcile nature conservation with
socio-economic development in the area. The main
effort has been directed towards supporting
communication and mutual understanding among
the leaders of different sectors which influence the
future development of the Giant Mountains.
Particularly important is the exchange of information
and opinions between neighbouring Czech and
Polish communities, where people deal with similar
social and economic problem:s.

Importance in promoting peace and
cooperation

The TBR is a source of mutual understanding.
Furthermore it is an oral testimony of native
mountain people of German origin. Revealing the
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contradictory history of the region - students of
Czech and Polish secondary schools interviewed old
local citizens of German origin and the results were
published in three languages.

Main challenges and difficulties

A number of challenges have arisen during the
existence of the bilateral BR and the transborder
cooperation of the two partners. There is a growing
pressure in the TBR to push through development
activities pursuing short-term economic interests
which do not correspond with sustainable
development and which endanger the preservation
of the unique natural ecosystems. Communities, the
state administration and businessmen dispute over
what is most beneficial for the region, trying to find
convincing arguments that often support personal
interests. All activities and measures require to
ensure well-defined roles and responsibilities of the
staff, appropriate funding and time for
implementation. There is a need to integrate the BR
planning with other sectors, such as the public and
private economic, development, social, health and
cultural sectors. There is a common concern that the
results of scientific research often are not
incorporated into management decisions. The
scientific research should play a more prominent role
in decisions about the BR. An interdisciplinary
approach and a greater emphasis on social science
are recommended. There is an absence of joint
research teams. The practical application of scientific
knowledge is very poor, there is little use of the
knowledge in decision-making processes. Relations
between scientists, conservationists, land users and
those who decide are far from being in harmony.
Findings are not presented in a clear language
understandable to investors and politicians who
often see nature protection as a disincentive for the
development of their activities. Apart from using the
two different languages, experts from different
sectors use a jargon that sometimes makes the
communication difficult.

Objectives/future perspectives/vision
and mission

The TBR idea is to achieve an agreement of all
important stakeholders, Czech and Polish,
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concerning diverse development intentions in the
Krkono3e region and its future image. Such
consensus would allow an easier assessment of
planned activities. A framework socio-economic-
environmental document which would serve as a
criterium for operational decision-making of the
public and the state sectors, and which would be
respected by locals, experts as well as developers is
under preparation. A well formulated vision would
help to indicate whether we are going towards the
agreed image of our mountains.

Lessons learned/examples of good
practice and benefits of cooperation

Various activities have been organized by the
two national parks: The effort has been focused
mainly on the exchange of information on research,
nature conservation and forestry management,
information systems and environmental education.
The main task of the Czech-Polish Office for the BR
has been to support communication among the
leaders of different sectors which influence the
development in KrkonoSe and to raise public
awareness on sustainability issues. Particularly
inspiring is the exchange of information and opinions
between the communities across the borders where
people deal with similar contradictions between
nature conservation and economic development. In
order to tackle these issues effectively, activities on
different levels have been organized. Various cross-
border and inter-sectoral activities have been
designed to reconcile conservation and the
sustainable use of biological diversity with the socio-
economic development in the region.

Examples of good practice

® A joint multimedia information system for
visitors is installed on both the sides of the
borders (touch screen computers with
updated information on the biosphere
reserve in Czech, Polish, English, German
and Dutch).

A joint Geopraphic Information System is
now available online to homogenize the GIS
concepts for monitoring and planning.
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® The ‘Atlas of Breeding Birds’ covers the

whole area of the Czech and Polish Giant

Mountains area. The distribution of birds and

their biotopes is assessed by using the atlas

method which is based on international
criteria. Czech-Polish editors.

Forest restoration subsidy: Native beech

seeds were offered and delivered by the

Polish side to help restore the Czech forest

stands.

‘The Geo-Ecological Problems of the Giant

Mountains’, a common bi-annual conference,

meeting platform for researchers and

scientists to share the latest abiotic, biotic and
socio-economic studies of the region.

Sectoral seminars, workshops and

interdisciplinary communication—-meeting for

mayors, planners, scientists, managers e.g.:

- Significance of cross-border cooperation for
sustainable development of natural and
cultural diversity

- Opportunities and limits for sustainable
development in the bilateral BR. Mayors and
communities representatives are usually
elected for a limited time period and thus
their interests lie in short-time benefits, often
without consideration of the sustainability of
their decisions.

Further reading:

Jenik, J. and Price, M.F. (Eds.) (1994) Biosphere Reserves on the
Crossroads of Central Europe, Czech National Committee for
UNESCO MAB Programme, Prague.

Jenik, J. (2000) Geographical and ecological identity of the Giant
Mountains, Opera Concortica 37: pp. 12-19, Prague.

Kubatowa, M. et al. (Eds.) (1999) Karkonosze-Krkonose-Das
Riesengebirge-The Giant Mountains, Buk-Gentiana-Moniatowicz

Fotostudio, Prichowice-Jilemnice, Jelenia Géra.

Flousek, J. and Raj, A. (Eds.) (2000) Karkonosze-Krkonose
Bilateral Biosphere Reserve, In: Breymeyer, A. and Dabrowski, P.
(Eds.) Biosphere Reserves on Borders, pp. 95-107, National
UNESCO-MAB Committee of Poland, Warsaw.

Raj, A. (2004) Transboundary co-operation between Karkonosze
(Poland) and KrkonoSe (Czech) National Parks and Biosphere
Reserve. Bedrohung durch Klimawandel: Netzwerkaufbau der
europdischen Nationalparke, Naturparke und Biosphdrenreservate
—Chancen durch die Erweiterung der Europdischen Union,
Proceedings Vol.50, pp. 217-230, Bad Langensalza.

Raj, A. (2005) Karkonosze-Krkonose Bilateral Biosphere Reserve,

In: Breymeyer, A. (Ed.) Biosphere Reserves in Poland, pp. 99-
115, National UNESCO-MAB Committee of Poland, Warsaw.
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The *Pfalzerwald/Vosges du Nord’ TBR (Germany/France):
The first of its kind in the European Union

Roland Stein

Introduction

Forming the largest uninterrupted tract of
temperate broadleaf forest in Western Europe,
‘Pfalzerwald/Vosges du Nord” TBR really makes a
difference in a world of dramatically declining forests
and increasingly overexploited forest products.

75 % of the TBR’s 310.000 hectars are covered
by sustainably managed, PEFC-certified forest (Pan-
European Forest Certification Council).

IUCN’s  Regional Office for Europe
acknowledges ‘the transboundary area’s model
concepts for forest management’:

“[...] fulfilling this aim has meant taking a broad approach.
Principles of sustainability have been applied not only to
basic timber production, but also to the development of
model initiatives regarding the use of local timber,
renewable energy schemes, and forest-based recreation
activities.” (IUCN ROfE, 2004)

The biosphere reserve is managed by two
separate entities, the ‘Pfdlzerwald Nature Park’ on
the German side and the ‘Vosges du Nord Regional
Nature Park’ on the French side.

Both managing/administrative bodies are non-
governmental and built on membership-structures
which mainly represent a bottom-up approach in
terms of strong and active participation of rural,
urban and district communities, non-profit nature
conservation associations, regional federations and
other local and regional stakeholders.

Long-standing  cooperation  with  the
governmental forest management and nature
conservation administrations enable the TBR
managers to get basic financial support for their
respective national tasks and duties.

As far as the transboundary cooperation is
concerned, they mainly have to rely on the matching
funds coming from the European Union
(INTERREG, LIFE). Unfortunately no specific
budget-line was established so far.
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The area is inhabited by more than 300.000
people, living in 260 local communities. Many of the
local people are forced to commute to the
economically well-developed, nearby valley of the
river Rhine in order to find jobs and employment.
Unemployment rates rise up to 16 % in the western
part of the reserve.

The shared natural heritage encompasses a
huge massif of triassic coloured sandstone with a
predominant forest cover, forming a low mountain
range with a diversity of ecosystems and habitats.
They range from close-to-nature temperate mixed
forests with dense, deciduous vegetation,
anthropogenic  grasslands,  dwarf-heathlands,
traditional orchards and oligotrophic meadows, to
freshwater-ecosystems, bogs and mires and last but
not least towering red sandstone rocks. More
marginal but still with great impact, there are also
urban-industrial and agro-industrial ecosystems to be
found, especially along the eastern fringe, descending
towards the valley of the river Rhine where semi-
urban and urban-industrial agglomerations extend.

Biodiversity mainly builds on nature forest
reserves, strict nature reserves and extensively
managed areas in the buffer zones. Besides a
comparatively rich flora with even subboreal relic
species, the fauna consists of border-crossing
flagship-species like for instance the lynx (Lynx lynx),
the peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus), the wild cat
(Felis sylvestris) and various bat species, a wide range
of species depending on mixed forest ecosystems
and ecotones, as well as of invading
submediterranean species, driven by global warming
and climate change.

Most of the land has been used more or less
intensively from the neolithic on until today, resulting
in a large-scale cultural landscape (IUCN Category
V) with relatively small clusters of semi-natural and
natural landscapes and sites (IUCN Categories 1a,
1b, Il and V).
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In terms of the shared cultural heritage, the
diversity ranges from mesolithic and neolithic
excavations, Celtic, Germanic and Roman sites,
medieval rock-castles, churches and monasteries to
elaborated half-timbering and coloured sandstone
architecture along the famous wine-route.

It should be noted that from a historical point of
view the TBR lies in a border area where armed
conflict and war had a strong impact on local people.
Alone between 1870 and 1945 the German and
French inhabitants fought each other in the course of
three cruel wars. Peaceful cooperation does not have
a long tradition yet!

Good practice and the challenge of
sustainability

There is a couple of TBR success stories and
examples of good practice, real showcases for the
interested international public, milestones on the
way to become an international model region. But,
the crucial issue is: How can we make all this good
practice become sustainable in itself? How can we
avoid short-term oriented ‘flashlights’ and short-
breathed ‘shooting stars’, all of them being
politicians’” and donors’ favorites?

Forest management, forest products and forest
conservation

Since the beginning of the 1990s the German
and the French forestry administrations in the TBR
region have started a process of mutual
approachment and exchange, resulting in very similar
‘close-to-nature’ forest management and silvicultural
systems. When crossing the border the once existing
obvious differences can hardly be seen anymore. The
positive impacts on biodiversity, ecological corridors
and zonation are visible.

Furthermore, they designated a transboundary
area of 400 hectares to become a joint cross-border
nature forest reserve, forming the first
transboundary core area of the TBR. Joint research
and monitoring are taking place, joint programmes
of nature interpretation and environmental
education are evolving. The project is steered by a
joint committee of German and French stakeholders,
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in conjunction with the TBR managing bodies and the
forestry administrations. EU-funding was the
financial starting point.

Complementarily, German and French
foresters, biosphere reserve managers, private
enterprises and rural communities together created
a transboundary project aiming at the promotion of
locally grown, PEFC-certified wood for renewable
energy scheme purposes, especially for large-scale
heating systems. This transboundary ‘public-private
partnership’ is the first of its kind since the TBR was
established in 1998.

Rural markets and regional produce

Starting in 1997, with initial funding from the
European Union, the transboundary rural markets
became a real highlight, attracting more than 10.000
people per market day.

Over 35 German and French regional
producers offer their produce from organic
agriculture and bio-certified land-use in the TBR to a
growing number of consumers who are ready to
spend more money on high quality products which
are environmentally friendly and whose sale enables
the producer to sustain in an area where agriculture
has dramatically declined during the last 50 years.

The added values of this very successful project
are numerous: It is the transboundary ambience, the
neighbour’s different food, the complementarity of
offers and the notion of friendship and solidarity
which gives those markets a very specific label. The
impacts are obvious: Economic incentives for small-
scale enterprises, ecologically sound land-use and
resource management and the preservation of
traditional knowledge and skills.

Meanwhile the whole project is running
completely independent from EU-funding and with
only marginal assistance of the two TBR managing
bodies. What began as an initiative of biosphere
reserve managers and farmers is now exclusively run
by a transboundary group of producers who meet
regularly and who organize everything themselves.
This is exactly the way projects should develop, by
becoming self-reliant.
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The cross-border lynx-network

The few remaining lynx in the TBR are highly
threatened by extinction because of poaching, habitat-
fragmentation and road mortality. At the initiative of
hunters, foresters, nature conservationists, scientists
and protected areas managers a cross-border working
group on the protection of the lynx was established,
aiming at the implementation of transboundary
measures against the loss of the protected species.

In the course of only five years they succeeded
in setting up a German-French network of lynx
experts who regularly participate at joint training
workshops, exchange data and who carry out a long-
term monitoring.

Furthermore they offer their expertise free of
charge to the local population and in particular to
concerned stakeholders and interest-groups like for
instance shepherds, hunters, hikers and farmers.

The survival of the lynx and of other
endangered or rare mammal species in the TBR like
for instance the wild cat, the badger, the hare or the
red deer to high extent depends on the construction
of large-scale green-bridges across roads and
highways which cut through the biosphere reserve
and on the establishment and defragmentation of
transboundary corridors. In this respect the
underlying transboundary initiative to achieve this
can be an important incentive to road planners on
both sides of the border to give up their one-sided,
purely ‘national’ perspective and as a consequence
to demonstrate to the outside world that
transboundary initiatives generate added values.

After all, so far, the project initiative has created
a lot of awareness for the strong necessity to perceive
the TBR as a shared ecosystem in which the survival of
many species and habitats depends on the close
cooperation of keyplayers on both sides of the border.

Last but not least, by means of jointly organized
international venues on the survival of the lynx, the
initiative succeeds in getting the full support of many
experts from all over Europe as well as the attention
of adjoining areas like the Central and Southern
Vosges (France), the Jura (Switzerland and France)
and the Black Forest (Germany). Those areas are
potential major elements of an internationally
interconnected system of lynx habitats, thus enabling
the populations to disperse and to survive from a
genetic point of view. Without this challenging long-

47

term strategy an isolated and small population of
lynx in the TBR cannot survive.

Fostering all-age intercultural
communication

The transboundary cooperation in the TBR was
intensified by means of EU-funding. Meanwhile 13
years of support have passed and the partners have
reached a new level of active participation and
involvement. Initially the project initiatives and ideas

came exclusively from the two managing bodies of
the TBR.

Since 2004, in the framework of the so-called
INTERREG [lIA funding of the European Union,
there are 14 different partners cooperating with the
two nature park adminstrations, which puts the
transboundary cooperation on a broad and solid
platform of interest and commitment.

Furthermore, the spectrum and range of target-
groups were extended and broadened. For instance,
children and young people are now recognized as
stakeholders and directly addressed by means of
specific cross-border projects.

Playing in a forest without frontiers

One eye-catching example is the joint project
‘Forest without frontiers’ where primary-school
pupils, their parents and their teachers, in the course
of full day events, join in cross-border, forest-based
games. There, in the framework of a bilingual
exercise, they have to mix in German-French all-age
groups, jointly fulfil specific tasks, resolve problems
and explore the forest and its inhabitants.

Parallely they are enabled to spot and check the
cultural differences (and similarities) between
themselves and their neighbours across the border,
resulting in more open-minded and respectful
individuals who begin to view the cultural and lingual
difference as a fruitful enrichment, making life much
more interesting, with many more options.

The games are carried out several times per
year, step by step addressing all primary schools in
rural communities along the border, embedded in a
strategy of mid-term oriented multiplication. One of
the next target groups will be the various
kindergardens along the border.
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The ‘human factor’

Sometimes we forget that transboundary
biosphere reserves’ management effectiveness, long-
term success-stories and sustained good practice on
the ground are initiated, implemented and followed-
up by humans, with all facets of their human
relations’ cultural, social, lingual, political and power-
related implications. Also, the majority of obstacles
and problems we have to face in our daily work were
caused by colleagues, counterparts, stakeholders or
politicians.

There are impressive examples where TBRs
work very properly in situations of low budget
availability, whilst others, obtaining heaps of money
from various donors do not generate many positive
results. Where are the reasons for this?

Even the most sophisticated technical
equipment cannot replace good human relations and
the experience on the ground, together with other
people and in an open process of discussion,
interaction and mutual understanding.

Such a process needs much time, needs
specially trained staff, needs people who do listen to
others and people who are really interested in
stakeholders’ and local communities’ ideas and
needs. Last but not least it depends on personal
continuity and consolidated relationships.

In fact, the facilitation of the process must
receive full recognition as a core task and main
activity in the context of professional TBR
management.

In ‘Pfalzerwald/Vosges du Nord” TBR a project
was started to bring people from both sides of the
border together, to create opportunities and venues
for stakeholders with different backgrounds and
different interests to spend one full day together,
sometimes even a full weekend. They go on joint
study-tours in the biosphere reserve or travel to
other places outside the TBR in order to learn from
other projects and situations. Learning together,
taking benefits from others’ experience and
knowledge are the main pillars of this activity, leading
to an ambience of confidence-building, attention and
mutual respect.

Until now the topics were: ‘nature conservation’,
‘preservation and marketing of traditional orchards’,
‘close-to-nature  forest management’,  ‘lynx
monitoring” and ‘small-scale enterprises’.
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Sharing knowledge and experience in a
world network

Serving as a model of good practice in a
World Network

The idea that TBRs can serve as international
models of good practice is evolving:

‘Pfalzerwald/Vosges du Nord” TBR quite
frequently has the pleasure to welcome foreign
visitors and experts from various countries,
institutions and initiatives, ranging from the Republic
of Korea and Vietnam to Poland, Slovakia, Belarus,
Czech Republic and Austria. They all come for an
exchange of ideas, seeking advice and giving an input
of valuable ideas. This kind of interaction and
dialogue makes the experiment “TBR’ become more
vital and authentic. Furthermore it makes the local
people become proud of their native place and they
begin to realize that their environment is something
very special. Finally, the encounter between ‘locals’
and ‘strangers’ quite often leaves an increased
number of open-minded people behind.

Establishing TBR partnerships

A quite recent development is the
establishment of partnerships between biosphere
reserves. So far, no partnership between TBRs has
been established yet.

‘Karkonosze/Krkonose’ TBR (Poland/Czech
Republic) and ‘Pfdlzerwald/Vosges du Nord’ TBR
took the initiative and are on their way to set up a
framework of partnership and fourlateral
cooperation. Recently a German-French delegation
travelled to Poland and the Czech Republic to visit
the TBR and to meet the representatives of the two
TBR administrations. Now they are elaborating the
baselines of cooperation and in the near future they
will sign a mutual agreement of partnership and
determine the agenda of joint future activities,
including joint fund-raising, exchange on research
and monitoring, promotion of ecologically sound
regional development and sustainable
tourism/visitor mangement, and the development of
participatory approaches, actively involving local
communities and stakeholders.
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Future challenges

Despite the above described success stories and
examples of good practice, ‘Pfalzerwald/Vosges du
Nord’ TBR will have to face a number of evolving
crucial issues in the near future, problems and
threats that will show if the transboundary
cooperation is really sustainable in the strict sense of
the term. The main challenges are:

® Lack of interest and fashion-oriented
attitudes of some decision-makers and

stakeholders:
A number of locally and regionally important

people are focussing on short-term revenues
and non-sustainable economic activities,
negatively impacting on the natural
environment. Quite  often their
understanding  and  perception  of
‘development’ is limited to the conversion of
natural ecosystems. This goes along with
increasing fragmentation and loss of habitats.

At the same time they complain about the
demographic change taking place especially
in the western part of the TBR. They fear a
decline in population growth without
recognizing new  opportunities and
alternative scenarios. It will be a major task in
future to draw their attention away from
sheer quantitative aspects of development
and more towards the various facets of what
‘quality of life’ can mean and be.

® Inappropriate UNESCO MAB frame-

work for TBRs:
‘Pfalzerwald/Vosges du Nord” TBR was

officially recognized by UNESCO in 1998.
Consequently, a joint periodic review will
have to be carried out in 2008. So far,
neither the MAB secretariat nor the national
MAB committees of Germany and France
have started to develop a procedure and
well-defined criteria for such a joint
evaluation of the TBR.

Since 2004 everyone announces the joint
periodic review in 2008 but unfortunately no
one knows how to do it or even starts to
initiate the process of getting there. Still,
some representatives of the two national
MAB committees talk about ‘Vosges du
Nord’ Biosphere Reserve or ‘Pfélzerwald’
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Biosphere Reserve and their acting clearly
reflects the very limited perception of the
reality, that since 1998, those two biosphere
reserves do not exist anymore.

Furthermore, it has to be noted that bottom-
up initiatives relating to the elaboration of
review-procedures and -criteria, coming
from TBR-practitioners, are not always very
welcome and sometimes even ignored.

Consequently, traditional mind-sets will have
to be altered, even on higher levels of
national and international MAB decision-
making, in order to proceed and to
implement the ad hoc Task Force’s
recommendations for TBRs at the ‘Seville + 5
International Meeting of Experts’, in 2000, in
Pamplona.

Uncoordinated and unmanaged tourism

and visitor development:
As nowadays in many minds ‘nature’ does

not have a value in itself, and, without being
‘developed’ or being ‘put into value’ by man,
does not have the right to exist, even the
core areas of the TBR are coming under
increasing threat and negative impact now.

Neither the fast growing market of tourism
industries nor the various operators of
‘adventure tourism’ and  ‘wilderness
trekking’, nor the representatives of other,
new-fashioned, so-called ‘outdoor-activities’
see the necessity to respect at least 1,8 % of
the total TBR area to be preserved as core
areas, with only very little human impact and
with climax or emerging ecosystems, where
natural processes predominate and not man.

What is clearly missing to face the increasing
anthropogenic pressure on some of the most
important and fragile centres of biodiversity
conservation, are feasible and well-
coordinated transboundary concepts for
visitor management and environmental
education-oriented ranger services, for
instance, built on the guidelines and findings
of EUROPARC’s ‘European Charter for
Sustainable Tourism’ and being implemented
in an ambience of consensus between the
relevant key-players on both sides of and
across the border.
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Furthermore, an increased awareness of
biodiversity conservation, being one of the
three main functions of Biosphere Reserves,
in the framework of a transboundary
ecosystem-approach, has to be positively
generated, communicated and promoted.

Staffing, funding and performance-
perceptions in times of shrinking

budgets:
The national staff of the two managing

bodies of the TBR is overloaded with
‘national” work and quite frequently rejects
additional tasks related to transboundary
projects.

If active stakeholder and local community
involvement shall not just become a lip-
service, then the TBR administrations will
desperately need proper mid-term budget-
lines for transboundary projects, independent
from European Union funding, enabling them
to recruit specifically trained staff who
allocate all their time for transboundary
cooperation and the interaction with people
‘on the ground’. Also, the budget decision-
makers’ tendency to perceive task
performance and project implementation in a
purely  short-term,  quantity-oriented
dimension is counterproductive in a situation
where transboundary complexity can only be
dealt with appropriately if people become
interested in steadily evolving processes of
qualitative change and improvement.

Conclusion

Like the other six TBRs in Africa and Europe,
‘Pfdlzerwald/Vosges du Nord’ TBR has the real
potential to become a well-balanced, international
model region for transboundary cooperation, nature
conservation and sustainable development, in the
framework of the world network of biosphere
reseves. So far, it has been an experiment with many
success-stories but also with failures and with various
future threats and problems.
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Still, many key-players in the TBR and outside,
at national levels but also at the international level of
UNESCO-MAB, have not fully recognized and
appreciated the multi-facetted potential, the added
values and enormous opportunities which TBRs
represent and display in an interdependent world of
resource-consuming globalization, religious conflict,
cultural alienation and armed fighting about
shrinking spaces for more and more humans to live.

The two managing bodies of
‘Pfdlzerwald/Vosges du Nord” TBR are highly
committed to contributing with their knowledge,
resources and long-term experience to the process
of making the clear vision of TBR become reality, in
the German-French border region as well as
worldwide.
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The Binational Biosphere Reserve Project in the Argentinian-Bolivian
Altiplano: ‘Lagos del Cielo de America’

Rodolfo Tecchi

The proposed area comprises the current
National Reserve of the Andean Fauna ‘Eduardo
Avaroa’ and the Lipez Zone in Bolivia, the Provincial
Reserve ‘Lagunas de Vilama' and the Biosphere
Reserve ‘Laguna de Pozuelos’ in Argentina. It
complies with the main proposed objectives for
Biosphere Reserves.

It is a representative portion of the Andean
ecosystem having a very important biological
richness. Because of its beautiful landscape as well as
the presence of human populations who utilize the
land in a traditional and harmonic way, its special
protection is justified. It is of important interest to
keep it in a good conservation state especially for its
supply of scientific knowledge and for its practical
and cultural values which contribute to a sustained
development understanding.

Why a Binational Biosphere Reserve?

* Because it refers to a continuous and
representative territory of the Andean
Highlands.

* Because preservation initiatives are existing
on both sides of the border, which are
compatible.

* Because the preservation problems and the
sustainable development possibilities show us
a coherent continuity in accordance with the
territorial uniqueness.

* Because the settlers from both sectors
demand a major cultural and economic
integration.

* Because therefore, it is advisable to apply for
a relevant management plan which has to be
suited for the complete territory.
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Common outstanding points

Nature Values:

There are areas located in the same bioregion,
therefore they share nature values. Furthermore,
vulnerable endemic fauna populations exist and the
area served as a source centre for the development
of cultivated plants.

Fauna and Flora:

The fauna is characterized by an abundance of
endemism and various important protected species.

Vegetal communities:

The characteristics of the vegetal communities are:

- Bushed steppes compound by bushes of tola
or tolilla (Parastrephia) and afiagua
(Adesmia).

- Vegas: characteristic grassland which grow up
at the blooming of permanent water
expenses. They own a vegetation mainly
composed by juncaceas which form hard and
sharp pads over which some grass and
dicotiledoneous grow covering 100 % of the
soil.

- Small forests of quefioa in little groups of
Polylepsis tomentella - unique tree species
which grows above 4.000 meters above sea
level. They are located on the high valleys and
rocky landscapes, compounded by small
bushes, cactaceas yaretas and vyaretillas
(Azorella compacta and Anthobryum sp.).

- Pajonales: grass steppes (Festuca spp.) which
grow in bushes of 20 to 50 cm height on the
elevated mountain hillsides between 4.200
and 4.800 m a.s.l.

- Llamas breeding: In the Pozuelos basin the
llama breeding is not as important as the
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sheep breeding (sheep/llamas relation, 6:1).
In the Vilama region it is inverse, 5 llamas on
one sheep; where every family owns an
average of 60 llamas, similar to the adjoining
communities of Bolivia.

Landscapes:

Puna is furrowed by mountain chains and
volcanos, some of whose elevations ascent up to
more than 6.000 m a.s.l. Among them there are
basins which have originated important small lakes as
that of Pozuelos and numerous salt marshes.

Cultural Values:

- Cultural nucleus and common traditional
rituals

- Historic and archaeological richness
contribute to the importance of the
preservation of the Andean ecosystems and
its human populations and cultures in the
scale of an important longitudinal and
latitudinal gradient. The region shows
traditional and commercial linking between
the communities of both countries.

History:

It is difficult to think about the Puna of each
country as an isolated zone from the rest of the
Andean Highlands. Although we can now
considerate it as a marginal area, most part of the
history was not like it is nowadays. It was part of a
very wide environmental and cultural system: ‘the
Andean culture’, whose major development was
during the last years of the pre-Hispanic age.

Archaeology:

An important quantity of archaeological
registries was found in Avaroa, Vilama and Pozuelos.
They give testimony of the presence of human beings
during the hunting stage up to the Inca expansion.

Economic activities:

In Argentina, the outstanding economic activity
is livestock farming. Its main characteristic is the
multiple species group strategy containing the
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simultaneous breeding of sheep, camelids, goats and
in smaller quantity also cows and donkeys.

Tourism:

In Argentina, the Pozuelos basin owns a road
network which is in a good general condition. The
Vilama basin in contrary is difficult to access due to a
lack of roads and walking routes. In the Avaroa
Reserve (Bolivia), the network communication is in
many sectors developed by means of mining activities
and energy generation. The Avaroa Reserve also has
an important tourism development. Its enormous
tourist potential is owed to its scenic beauty, to the
existence of samples of biological processes,
geothermal demonstrations and to the presence of a
certain number of small lakes.

Preservation Lines:
It is proposed:
- To carry out specific studies in a big scale,
which should be focused on the Andean

wetlands of Bolivia, Chile, Peru and Argentina
as one big system.

- To take into consideration the protection and
the integrated management of these lakes in
heigh altitudes.

- To apply the Biodiversity Convention, relying
on practice, bioregional planning models and
the mapping of the incentives.

Sustainable Development Lines/Promotion
of breeding of domestic camelids (llamas and
alpacas):

This task has started many years ago and it
intends to control the overgrazing as well as to
reduce in this way the soil erosion risk. In Argentina,
it would be worth continuing with these efforts in
order to return to the llamas breeding as ‘the main
livestock farming” of the zone.

The main actions performed for this purpose
are based on the process of cooperative shearing as
well as the classification and marketing of the wool.
Achievements in the improvement of the processing,
especially in designing the craft fabrics, are also being
pursued. Furthermore the meat production is being
improved.
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Sustainable management of wild camelids
(vicuiias):

These activities have recently started in the
Pozuelo basin, Argentina and in the Sud Lipez,
Bolivia. In the 60s the vicuia was in danger of
becoming extinct. Thanks to the preservation efforts
implemented, some populations have recovered.
The sector of the farm workers perceives the
management of the species as an economic purpose.
It is an important necessity which lets them
compensate the externalities caused by the
preservation of the vicufia. On this basis, a series of
sustainable management plans for the wild vicufias
have been designed and implemented which are
based on their capture, shearing and release using a
traditional technique named ‘Chocu’.

This kind of management minimizes the
biological consequences of the human intervention

with the intention of increasing the system
sustainability, thus contributing to the species
preservation.

Other activities:

- To improve the energy efficiency (according
to renewable energies),

- To develop bioprospection agreements,

- To strengthen the capabilities of community
institutions,

- To develop joint management guidelines

- To develop eco-tourism programs that enable
to control this activity in the area and to
generate benefits for the local populations.
Preventing an uncontrolled growth and of
course taking into account the different
environmental impacts emerging from the
activities.

The West Polesie TBR—initiative (Belarus/Poland/Ukraine), as an important
activity for sustainable development in the Polesie region

Natalia M. Rybianets

The Polesie region, shared by Belarus, Poland,
the Russian Federation and Ukraine, encompasses
water and peat swamp ecosystems that heavily
influence climate and water relations in Central and
Western Europe. Recent degradation of the region’s
environment is seriously threatening such unique
ecosystems that have shaped the Polesie’s biological
and landscape diversity.

The National MAB Committees of Belarus,
Poland and Ukraine and their scientific institutions will
carry out the UNESCO project ‘Establishment of a
Transboundary Biosphere Reserve and a Regional
Ecological Network in Polesie (Belarus, Poland and
Ukraine)’, in 2006-2008, with financial support of
the Japanese ‘Funds-in-Trust for the Capacity-Building
of Human Resources’.

The three biosphere reserves ‘Pribuzhskoye
Polesie’/Belarus, ‘West Polesie’/Poland and
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‘Shatsky’/Ukraine are involved into the TBR-initiative
as well as the MAB National Committees of Belarus,
Poland and Ukraine and their scientific institutions.

The West Polesie region, shared by Belarus,
Poland and Ukraine, features a unique landscape of
wetlands, rivers, lakes and forests that is biologically
diverse. The potential West Polesie TBR is located at
the crossing of the Bug and Prypiat rivers ecological
corridors which are of a strategic and all-European
meaning. The region is also ethnically and culturally
diverse; from ancient times the Polesie was one of the
Slav culture oases, and there is considerable
archaeological heritage as is evident from numerous
ancient settlements and burial mounds.

Currently, the region is undergoing great social
and economic changes. The social and economic
development of Polesie is based mainly upon activities
linked with agriculture, forestry and fisheries. In recent
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years large areas of land have been excluded from
agricultural production due to intensive melioration
with negative consequences such as excessive
drainage, soil acidification, excessive peat extraction,
introduction of invasive species and radioactive
contamination from the Chernobyl Nuclear Power
Station accident. As a result, unemployment and social
problems — such as declining and aging population due
to young people leaving the region — have increased in
the local communities.

Establishing the West Polesie TBR (Belarus/
Poland/Ukraine) and an ecological network in the
Polesie region are seen to be the most stable and
effective systems for the conservation and recovery
of the region’s biodiversity, at the same time creating
opportunities for economic development. It is
presumed that such mechanisms would provide
favourable prerequisites for: sustainable social,
economic and ecological development of the region
through more rational control of natural and
transformed territories; transboundary and national
coordination in the design and management of the
areas, thus ensuring better conservation of natural
landscape ecosystems, biodiversity, flora and fauna
species and their habitats.

The rivers of the potential West Polesie TBR
region —Bug, Prypiat and smaller rivers— have a highly
maintained natural environment, meandering
channels, naturally bushed banks sometimes
inaccessible and the existence of old river-beds.
Unfortunately the waters of the river Bug are highly
polluted by municipal and industrial sewage. A large
diverse swamp biotope creates favourable conditions
for the survival and continuation of species of swamp-
water birds. Water basins, which are formed after
peat is extracted, exist in the West Polesie region in
large numbers. They show high degrees of
degradation, which is dependent on the kind and the
intensiveness of anthropogenic pressure.

The level of biological diversity in Polesie’s water
ecosystems is mainly influenced by changing water
ratios. An increasing rate of surface water outflow
has increased the eutrophication processes of these
ecosystems. Proof is found in the decreasing number
of index mezotrophic and dystrophic water species.
The lakes and rivers located within the planned TBR
provide habitats for plant and animal species, these
species are often relics, endemic, and endangered
throughout the Polesie region.
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The dry valley forests of Polesie that for a long
time had been exposed to a high anthropogenic
influence will constitute the TBR’s main part. More or
less anthropogenically transformed forest ecosystems
there have quite a high degree of self-rehabilitation.
The Belarusian part of the potential transboundary
reserve, as it encompasses a significant amount of
forests, will compensate the deficit of forest
territories in the Ukrainian and Polish sectors of the
area.

The setup of the West Polesie TBR will provide
for the creation of the largest protected area
complex, encompassing models of forest landscapes,
in the Central and Eastern Europe, with a total area
of more than 200.000 hectares and for forming the
largest transboundary territory at the western
borders of Polesie that will make links in the
ecological network of this unique region with the Pan-
European Ecological Network.

If the existing unique natural landscapes,
archeological and historical sites are preserved, the
local population will be interested in the
establishment of the transboundary biosphere
reserve West Polesie on their territory. This natural
reserve will contribute to the area’s socio-economic
development, activation of the predominant
agriculture, further development of forestries and
fisheries, tourism, services and marketing.

In  general, the establishment of the
transboundary biosphere reserve “West Polesie” will
lay the foundation for the area’s sustainable socio-
economic and environmental development.

Institutions involved into the
West Polesie TBR-initiative

Belarus: Pribuzhskoye Polesie Biosphere
Reserve; Belarus MAB National Committee,
Institutions of the National Academy of Sciences of
Belarus

Poland: West Polesie Biosphere Reserve;
National UNESCO-MAB Committee of Poland,
International Centre for Ecology, Polish Academy of
Sciences

Ukraine: Shatskyi Biosphere Reserve; National
MAB Committee of Ukraine, Institutions of the
National Academy of Sciences of Ukraine
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The proposed Transboundary Park ‘Elba-Nubia’ (Egypt/Sudan)

Ahmed Belal

The main goal of the proposed Transboundary
Reserve or ‘Park for Peace’ is to reduce the political
tension between the two countries Egypt and Sudan.
Therefore it is necessary to provide a mechanism for
the management of the natural resources that are
shared by the two sovereign states, and a way for
them to deal cooperatively with the common natural
heritage of this eco-geographical region.

The main objectives for the establishment of the
Egypt-Sudan Transboundary Park are:

1. Conservation of biodiversity and particularly
increasing protection for migratory species
which regularly cross the international
border between the two countries;

2. Improving protection of internationally
shared water resources, both inland and
marine: Lake Nasser—Lake Nubia, Red Sea;

3. Protection of indigenous minority peoples;

4. Promotion of a fuller and easier enjoyment
of recreation experiences.

The proposed area extends along the border
between southern Egypt and northern Sudan, from
the Lake (Nasser/Nubia) eastward to the Red Sea. It
is situated between latitude 21-23° N and longitude
31-37° E. This area comprises important eco-regions
(ecosystems) which are shared by both countries:

® |nland water: Lake Nasser—Lake Nubia,
® Dry rivers (desert wadis): Wadi Allagi Basin
® Mountains: Gebel Elba and marine, Red Sea.

Lake Nasser—Lake Nubia

The lake is about 500 km long. In Egypt it is
known as Lake Nasser (291,8 km) and in Sudan as
Lake Nubia (200 km). When the Aswan High Dam
was built in 1964, a huge reservoir was formed
behind the dam between latitude 20° N - 23 58° N.
The water of this reservoir has covered the whole
Nubian Nile Valley in Egypt and Sudan, including all
settlements and archaeological sites, and has deeply
penetrated into the desert through tributary wadis.
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The lake provides important habitats for migratory
and residential birds (e.g. white pelicans, storks,
egyptian geese etc.), the populations of which have
continuously increased since the creation of the lake.

Wadi Allaqgi

Wadi Allagi was declared a conservation area in
1989 and a biosphere reserve in 1993 within the
UNESCO Man and Biosphere Programme (MAB).
The length of the main Wadi Allagi channel is about
250 km, 200 km of which is in Egypt and
approximately 50 km in Sudan. Its catchments area
extends from the coastal mountains of the Red Sea,
particularly the lee slopes of Gebel Elba Mountains, to
the wadis outlet into Lake Nasser. The contemporary
population of Wadi Allagi and its tributaries are
virtually unique in Egypt. The local Bishari and
Ababda tribes are related to the Beja culture. These
people consider themselves Egyptian and freely move
between Egypt and Sudan with livestock following
rain events and available pasture. After the Aswan
High Dam was constructed, the water from the newly
formed Lake Nasser entered deeply into the desert,
to an extent of approximately 80 km, through the
main channel of Wadi Allagi forming an ecotone on
the lake shores.

Gebel Elba Region

The Gebel Elba Region lies at the border of
Sudan, Egypt and the Red Sea. It extends on the
north and south sides to latitude 22° N and to the
east of longitude 36° E. It comprises a series of
basement complex mountains (gebels), some of
which rise above 2000 m a.s.l.

The region comprises a variety of distinguished
habitat-types:
- Red Sea coral reef;

- Mangrove growth (Avicenia and Rhizophora)
in the shallow coastal water;

- Low shore-line coastal dunes;
- Littoral salt march belts;
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- Coastal desert plain;
- Coastal mountains and associated hills with
representative mist oases.

About 480.000 hectares has had protection
status on the Egyptian side since 1986, when it was
declared a conservation area. The area has a very
important conservation value, and is the traditional
home of several hundred nomadic Bisharian
tribesmen. Hundreds of plants and animal species
have been recorded in the area. Many of these do not
occur anywhere else in Egypt and several are locally
endemic.

Benefits

® Parks on the border can stimulate
cooperation among Egypt and Sudan;

= An eco-geographical region, the integrity of
which is compromised by straddling a national
boundary, would be safeguarded;

= Risk of biodiversity loss is decreased in both
countries;

® The nomadic indigenous population (Besharin
tribes) will benefit by easier management of

shared natural resources and movement
within park areas;

® Enhanced and efficient use and management
of park resources;

® Scientists in both countries will benefit
through cooperation, information exchange
and joint research work;

® Nature-based tourism opportunities will be
enhanced;

® The administration of the park will benefit by
sharing funding and staff, joint training
programmes, joint development of education
and information materials (brochures,
pamphlets, tourist guides etc.);

m Effective control of dangerous pest species —
particularly aquatic weeds in the lake (e.g.
Eichhornia crassipes) and terrestrial and
wetland insect pests (locusts, mosquitoes).

Both, IUCN and WWHF have conducted a
resource survey of the area and recommend that the
two governments resolve the issue by establishing a
conservation area that would protect both the
natural resources and the traditional culture values of
the area.

Transboundary Biosphere Reserves in the South-Eastern European (SEE)
region: The challenge of the territorial development

Giorgio Andrian, Boris Erg, Duska Dimovic

The current rapid territorial dynamics
occurring in the South Eastern European countries
are challenging the major political, social, economic
and environmental aspects of local and national
development.

The fast-changing socio-economic scenarios of
these states in transition call for rapid answers from
the international agencies. In the more specific case
of UNESCO, the growing demand of economic
development is seriously challenging the natural and
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cultural heritages - the most ‘unique’ being directly
included in World Heritage sites and MAB Biosphere
Reserves - while natural and cultural resources
(water, cultural and biological diversity, forests,
agriculture, etc.) are becoming more and more
important stakes of geo-political relevance.

The recently generated high geo-political
fragmentation in SEE calls for more intensive
implementation of transboundary cooperation and
cross-sectoral approaches, as possible territorial
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compensation mechanisms. Consequently, the
multilateral frame is being recognized as one of the
few possible forms of cooperation for the majority of
the current donors’ initiatives: UNESCO has been
identified as one of the ‘honest brokers’ to platform
multilateral negotiations.

At this scope, the Biosphere Reserve ‘model’
seems to well accommodate the need of flexible
planning tools; in fact, the combination of a ‘variable
geometry’ zoning - with a core-buffer-transitional
areas concentric system — and a not-legally binding
international framework is proving to be particularly
effective in contexts characterised by a high degree
of institutional changes, typical of the SEE transition
economies. In particular, when a joint zoning is
needed across an administrative border, the
Transboundary Biosphere Reserve (TBR) serves the
purpose of framing a combination of existing and
potential land use regimes, leaving each of the parties
the freedom to shape the function-driven model to
the local needs.

Ultimately, the TBR can facilitate the
implantation of a series of small scale local initiatives
by providing them with an internationally recognised
framework that can contribute in bringing the
necessary visibility to the a wide spectrum of
previously fragmented management units. Within
contexts of rapidly changing socio-economic
conditions, this can offer a guarantee against
uncontrolled depriving and highly impacting human
activities.

The Gornje Podunavlje Special Nature
Reserve (Serbia/Montenegro),

Kopacki Rit Nature Park (Croatia) and
Danube-Drava National Park (Hungary)

Introduction

The Special Nature Reserve Gornje Podunavlje
is a 200 km?2 large protected area situated in the
most northwest part of Serbia and Montenegro
(Vojvodina province). It comprises two big marshes
along the left bank of the Danube river — the
Monostor and Apatin marsh, including 66 km of the
Danube course. Gornje Podunavlje is the most
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important flooded area along the Danube river in
Serbia. It is a part of the Central (Middle) Danube
floodplain, the second important floodplain on the
Danube river. Spanning neighbouring Hungary,
Croatia and Serbia & Montenegro, it is now more
than 64 000 ha of protected areas in three countries:
Gornje Podunavlje Special Nature Reserve in Serbia,
Kopacki Rit Nature Park in Croatia and Danube-
Drava National Park in Hungary.

It is huge biodiversity in this area. There are
about 200 bird species occurring, amongst which a
lot of threatened species (namely White-tailed Eagle
and Black Stork). Botanically, it is an area of
important aquatic and semi-aquatic vegetation, old
native forests of willows, poplars and oaks. The area
is rich in fish species, being one of the most
important spawning areas along the Danube river.

Gornje Podunavlje was designated as a Special
Nature Reserve in 2001, as a protected area of
category |. Within the reserve, there is a three-level
zonation system established: protection regimes of
category |, Il and Ill. According to the Law on
Environmental Protection of the Republic of Serbia,
in the regime | of protection all human activities are
prohibited. Unfortunately, only 1.5 % of the whole
territory of the reserve is under this protection
regime. The first designation as a protected area
dates back to 1955, when an area of 1000 ha was
proposed as an important habitat for the White-
Tailed Eagle and the Black Stork. Since then, the area
included and the level of protection has been
gradually increased. Although strictly protected, this
area is under strong human impact. Historically,
comprehensive water regulations were carried out.
The Danube course was regulated and a system of
embankments and channels was built up. Many
marshlands were drained and dried out,
consequently the area became more interesting for
agriculture and construction. Today Gornje
Podunavlje marshland is mostly surrounded by
cultivated arable land.

Gornje Podunavlje spans two municipalities —
Sombor and Apatin, being surrounded by
many villages, amongst which the most proactive
one is the Backi Monostor local community
(www.backimonostor.com). Many communities
surrounding protected areas are traditional ones
which have been inhabited for many centuries. For
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that reason the area is rich in traditional human
activities, old handicrafts and cultural heritage. Many
traditional activities are still preserved, lately even
more recognhized and promoted locally and
regionally.

stakeholders/initiatives

The international importance of this area is
recognized by designating it as IBA and IPA. Also,
Gornje Podunavlje is planned to be nominated as a
Ramsar site in 2006. Thus, the whole trilateral area of
the Middle Danube Floodplain will be designated as a
Ramsar site, since Kopacki rit and Danube-Drava
achieved that status. Gornje Podunavlje was
nominated as a biosphere reserve in 2001 at the MAB
Secretariat by submitting the respective proposal for
designation. Both designation procedures are driven
by the Institute for Nature conservation of Serbia
(www.natureprotection.org.yu). The procedure
follows the existing PA zonation, which excludes
surrounding villages. Zonation should be reviewed,
surrounding villages included and the transboundary
aspect more considered.

Another designation proposal is in discussion —
ambitious Danube-Drava-Mura TBR, initiated in
1997 as the Mura-Drava TBR. Nowadays, there is a
strong initiative to review this proposal (as the
Danube-Drava-Mura TBR). More coordination is
required in this phase.

To improve management there is a strong need
to build capacities. It is planned to be improved by
several projects, as WWF’s ‘Sustainable rural
tourism as a tool for improving nature management
in the Middle Danube Floodplains’ and IUCN’s
‘Integration of local communities and nature
conservation in the European Green Belt’. Both
projects are aimed to build capacities, raise
awareness, activate stakeholders, involve NGOs and
local communities in the management process.

Importance to biodiversity and natural
resource management

Gornje Podunavlje Special Nature Reserve is an
area rich in natural resources. Human impact is
strong and a variety of activities are taking place at
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the moment. The main activities are forestry,
hunting, fishing, inland navigation, agriculture,
recreation and tourism etc.. Forests are managed
quite intensively; clear cutting is the most common
procedure. Hunting is also rather intensive, main
game species are red deer and wild boar. There is a
new threat for the reserve — the construction of a
cargo centre in Apatin, which is happening now
within the borders of the Gornje Podunavlje Nature
Reserve. A long term prospective is that probably
transboundary cooperation in the region could act as
a driving force in harmonizing management practices
and adapting it to the needs of biodiversity
conservation.

The protected area is managed by the forest
company — Public Enterprise ‘Vojvodinasume’
(www.vojvodinasume.co.yu, www.sgsombor.co.yu),
which is also the main beneficiary in the area. The
financing of the protected area management basically
relies on the forest company budget, causing
conflicts of interests and inappropriate protected
area management. Appropriate financial support
from the state is often missing.

Importance to regional economic
growth and integration

Gornje Podunavlje is a highly important area for
nature resources management. Several important
economic activities are taking place in this area. The
main challenge in terms of regional development is
increasing inland navigation and intensive forest
activities. These are foreseen as important economic
drivers, although still there are no precise and
detailed socio-economic studies which approve such
estimations. The development of eco- and rural
tourism activities is indeed foreseen as a great
incentive for sustainable activities in the region.
There is already existing infrastructure, namely in the
Backi Monostor community, which has to be
improved and promoted furthermore.

Importance in promoting peace and

cooperation
Political heritage of Western Balkans in the 90s

highly impacted on the current situation in the
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region. There is still an unsolved border between
Serbia & Montenegro and Croatia, which is under
political negotiations at the moment. This is an
obstacle for the improvement of institutional
cooperation, whilst communication at the NGO level
is taking place and tries to support institutional
approach. Since the area is inhabited by different
ethnic groups living in each of the three countries,
cultural heritage, customs and tradition are foreseen
as one of the main drivers for transboundary
cooperation in the region.

Main challenges and difficulties

® Economic development — making permanent
pressure to biodiversity

® Border dispute — transboundary initiatives
between Croatia and Serbia are facing
difficulties ~ because = of  economic
developments

® Management of natural resources (forestry,
hunting, fishing) — how to achieve that?
Human impact is too strong at the moment.
Especially forestry management, which is
rather intensive and unsustainable at the
moment (in terms of nature conservation
and the preservation of nature values).

® Financing — no regular financing structure for
the protected area management. It relies on
the forest company budget, which makes it
difficult to properly implement protected
area management plans. Since TBR
designation is re-initiated, financial and
management aspects should be considered
from the very beginning.
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® |ntegration of local communities and further
development of eco-tourism activities are
strong incentives and a possibility to involve
local communities, although some of them,
such as the Backi Monostor community have
already recognized the importance and
possible benefits of tourism activities.

Objectives/future perspectives/vision
and mission

Gornje Podunavlje will be proposed for the list
of wetlands of international importance, probably
within the next year or two. Besides this, its
potentials as a Biosphere Reserve are already
recognized in the Institute for Nature Conservation
of Serbia, which is leading the designation procedure.
Local communities are becoming more and more
aware of the importance of the preservation of
natural resources, biodiversity, traditional activities
and transboundary cooperation. They are key
partners in the Biosphere Reserve designation
process.

Lessons learned/examples of good
practice and benefits of cooperation

Transboundary cooperation is a process which
takes a lot of enthusiasm and time. It requires more
planning in order to provide an appropriate
implementation phase. Also, the financal structure is
often neglected, although it might be the main
obstacle for the implementation of common
management practices.
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The ‘Fleuve du Sénéegal’ TBR (Mauritania/Sénégal)

The second TBR in Africa, which was officially
recognized by UNESCO in September 2005, covers
a mosaic of deltaic and costal ecosystems at the
mouth of river Sénégal that forms the international
border with Mauritania. The basin of the Sénégal
river is the second longest river in this region (1.800
km). The TBR comprises five Ramsar wetland sites
and two World Heritage sites, including the city of
Saint Louis. It is also one of the most important
sanctuaries in West Africa for migratory birds.

The basin of Fleuve Sénégal includes three main
regions with diverse climatic conditions, wetlands
and an abundance of biological diversity: The high
basin (Montagneux), the valley and the delta. The
human population consists of approximately 3.500
000 inhabitants from various ethnic groups (e.g.
Malinké, Bambara, Wolof, Peulhs and Maure etc.).
Migratory movements towards the big cities and
Europe take place constantly.

Coordinated sustainable management of the
river is a central issue for the two countries which
depend on agriculture (e.g. tomatoes, potatoes and
rice) as the main income generator. Agricultural
activities in this region heavily depend on the climatic
conditions (rainy seasons). Furthermore, livestock
farming (sheep and cattle) and especially fishery are
of economic importance to the region.

The building of dams had several positive and
negative effects on the natural resources and the
human population. The ecological system of the
Sénégal basin is influenced by seasonal changes and
there is a continuous admission of fresh water to the
river.

Basic negative effects of the dams are the
resettlement of local communities and the
degradation of the whole ecosystem. The latter also
causes the spreading of illnesses which are
transmitted through water.
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However, positive impacts are also visible and
undeniable. Sufficient fresh water is available
throughout the year. Especially those sectors relying
on fresh water supplies, like the industries in the
valley, profit from the valley irrigation system and the
entire population from the surrounding areas gains
access to fresh drinking water.

The ‘Organisation pour la mise en valeur du
Fleuve du Sénégal’ (OMVS), which has existed since
1972, manages the transboundary cooperation in
the Delta du Fleuve Sénégal Transboundary
Biosphere Reserve. Special attention is given to
issues like the equal sharing of water resources
between the different sectors of utilisation. Those
are agriculture, fishery, cattle breeding, pisciculture,
forestry, fauna and flora, hydrological energy, the
supply of water to urban and rural areas, the health
sector, industries as well as the navigation.

Future challenges:

- Over a period of ten years severe damages to
the region’s ecosystem have been noticed.
They were caused by water pollution released
by means of agricultural and industrial
production.

- Large regions of the basin were affected by
erosion due to forest clearing for the rising
market of firewood.

- The degeneration of the ecosystem also
impacted on the local communities on the
shores. Industries like agriculture, fishery and
stock farming showed declines in their
economical productivity which worsened the
revenues and consequently local peoples’
quality of life.

- Diseases transmitted by water, like bilharzia
and diarrhoea, spread easily.
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The ‘Biosphere Reserve of Noroeste’ (Peru/Ecuador)

Jorge Ugaz

Introduction

The Transboundary Biosphere Reserve is
proposed from the existing biosphere reserve
Noroeste in the Peruvian territory and the
recognition in the Ecuadorian territory of a similar
figure. It is located on the coast of the Pacific, on a
territory which presents ethnic, cultural, and
ecological resemblances. The TBR will have the
Amotape National Park on the Peruvian side as a
core area and it will also include some areas of
sustainable use that could be established on the
Ecuadorian side.

Main partners/organisations/
stakeholders/initiatives

In the biosphere reserve Noroeste important
advances for its appropriate management have been
carried out. During various years the participation of
users, local authorities, businessmen and other
players in the management of this reserve has been
promoted. In this context a Strategy of Conservation
and Sustainable Development of the reserve was
elaborated and a Committee of Coordination was
formed in the process of consolidation.
ProNaturaleza, the Peruvian NGO, promoted and
guided this process of the building of institutional
capacities for the management of the territory. As
part of this process, joint actions together with the
Arco lris Foundation took place in order to propose
a joint strategy in the region as well as a
transboundary reserve.

Importance to biodiversity and natural
resource management

The frontier coastal region between Peru and
Ecuador is recognized for its great biological
importance, with a high number of endemic species,
inside a relatively reduced surface. The zone is
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located inside the limits of the Tumbes endemic
center, proposed by Cacraft (1985) which extends
along a narrow belt of dry forest, stretching from the
north of the gulf of Guayaquil along the coast to the
department of La Libertad in Peru. The ecoregion
Dry Forests of Piura/Tumbes, Ecuador—Peru, is
qualified according to the Evaluation of the State of
Conservation of Latin America and the Caribbean
Land Ecoregion. It is qualified as outstanding on a
global scale by its biodiversity; and according to its
final conservation state it is qualified as being
endangered with utmost regional priority.

Importance to regional economic

growth and integration

The transboundary region in which the TBR
proposal is located is ecologically fragile and faces
strong pressures. In both countries there is a
necessity to include processes that contribute to
appropriate  spatial planning and land-use
management.  Furthermore, to  promote
improvements in production activities and the
sustainable use of forest products, in a way that the
rich biological diversity can be preserved. Hence, the
severe problems negatively impacting on the
environment can be reduced and long-term and
common visions for the development generated.

Importance in promoting peace and
cooperation

The focus that is proposed for the management
of the Transboundary Biosphere Reserve is
extensively participatory, inclusive and based on
dialogue and coordination. Good environmental
governance is a factor that contributes to consolidate
the process of peace and frontier integration
between Peru and Ecuador. For about 100 years
both countries had different views upon shared
borders and their limits which caused armed conflicts
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and negatively affected their economic and social
development. These problems were finally solved in
the year 1999 and since then the building of a culture
of peace and integration advanced.

Main challenges and difficulties

In the biosphere reserve of Noroeste (Peru),
the population growth and the low performances
and little productivity of the agriculture motivated
the pressure to prepare new areas for temporary
use. This affects the remaining natural vegetation
cover. The forest product use has not been carried
out in a sustainable way and consequently there are
extensive areas which show changes in vegetation
cover, with an increasing pressure on the dense
forests. To this pressure the extensive use of
livestock, a traveling system and a lack of guidelines
for forestry management are added. The area is
characterized by overgrazing and burning of forest
determining a tendency towards deforestation and
loss of the forest resource. The plains of the reserve
have lost their value by means of those dynamics and
the pressure is directed towards the interior of the
mountaineous zones, where the environmental
consequences can already be seen. This setting is
similar on the Ecuadorian side but the consequences
of this historical process had greater impact on the
forest areas in Peru. In Ecuador the forests were only
reduced on a very small scale.
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Obijectives/future perspectives/vision
and mission

The main objective is to formalize the
recognition of the Peruvian and Ecuadorian Dry
Forests as a TBR. This process has been promoted
through the civil society in both countries by building
better environmental governance. To achieve this
objective it is necessary to consolidate the process of
management in the Noroeste biosphere reserve in
Peru, to continue the process for proposing a
biosphere reserve on the Ecuadorian side and in
parallel to steer the process for the establishment of
the TBR. Also it is necessary to continue with the
efforts of approaching authorities of both countries,
to work on common agendas and to jointly resolve
the most urgent environmental problems.

Lessons learned/examples of good
practice and benefits of cooperation

The building of capacities for a spatial
management requires a process in which the
different social and institutional players are involved.
The management of a TBR provides for the
opportunity to approach and to integrate urban
communities, to identify common objectives and to
develop solutions to the problems of and threats on
the environment and its conservation. The civil
society, particularly the non-governmental
organizations, can  promote  conservation
movements that are in accordance with the
economic development processes of the region. By
acting together they can facilitate and integrate the
implementation in both countries.
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The ‘Demilitarized Zone Biosphere Reserve’ (Korea)

Suk-Kyung Shim

The Demilitarized Zone (DMZ) was created as
a buffer zone when the armistice was signed
between the United Nations Command and the
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK)
ending the Korean War in 1953. A strip of land
encompassing approximately 907 km?2, the DMZ
extends east-west for 248 km and north-south
originally for 4 km in the middle of the Korean
Peninsula. The Civilian Control Zone (CCZ) was
established in the area within 20 km of the southern
DMZ boundary. The DPRK also established a similar
offlimit zone. Together, this area of more than
2,270 km2 is a place where many unfortunate and
painful events took place in recent Korean history.

Ironically however, due to more than 50 years
of limited human impact, this very area is now a
unique treasure trove of wild flora and fauna. In
other words, the biodiversity of the Korean
Peninsula has been recovered and preserved in a
small but invaluable area of the DMZ and bordering
areas. On the other hand, the DMZ has been
intervened by cold war such as burning the area, so-
called, ‘attacking with fire tactics’. Therefore, some
scientists explain that much of the ecosystem in the
DMZ and its surrounding areas exists as the
disclimax where ecological succession has been
interrupted.

The major ecosystem types of the DMZ and the
CCA are broad-leaved forest and grassland. The
eastern part of the DMZ maintains high-quality
forest, forested wetlands and coastal ecosystems.
The central part has especially international
importance as a wintering site for endangered bird
species such as red-crowned cranes and black
vultures, and the western part is developed with
wetlands and tidal flats showing very high
biodiversity. Although ecological surveys could not
be carried out on a full scale, especially inside the
DMZ, due to the strict entrance control as well as
land mines, 2,176 species of flora and fauna including
67 endangered or protected species have been
identified in and around the DMZ.
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The ROK government, in cooperation and
support from relevant ministries and the Korean
National Commission for UNESCO, has been
pursuing the designation of the DMZ and its
surrounding areas as a UNESCO Biosphere Reserve
since April 2001, and there have been increasing
interests and discussions for its realization among
NGOs, institutes, citizens, etc. in ROK. Such
designation would contribute to not only
conservation and management of the areas of major
ecological importance, but also contribute to lasting
peace on the Korean Peninsula. Furthermore, it will
have a significant meaning in the global context as an
internationally protected area for peace and
conservation.

While the nomination of the Korea DMZ
Biosphere Reserve needs an agreement between
ROK and DPRK, which is very much dependent on
the political situation between the two, it is one of
main challenges and difficulties to get the interest and
involvement of the DPRK. The initiative was
proposed several times to the DPRK side,
particularly at MAB-related meetings; however the
responses have not been supportive so far. Another
challenge is the growing need for infrastructure
development as efforts proceed to facilitate reunion
meetings of separated family members and to foster
North-South exchanges. Several railways and
highways were re-connected across the DMZ and
local governments in the CCA are setting up various
local development plans such as the construction of
a peace city and tourist development projects. There
are other difficulties as well, such as restrictions on
the field survey and the loss of data on land
ownership in the DMZ.

The initiative was confirmed again at a ROK
Cabinet Meeting in August 2005 together with other
DMZ ecosystem conservation measures such as
regular ecosystem surveys in the southern part of the
DMZ. The initiative will be pursued on a long-term
basis and efforts will be continuously made to make it
a main point of discussion on the agenda of the
environmental talks between North and South Korea.
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The ‘Niumi National Park’ and ‘Delta Saloum’ Biosphere Reserve

(Sénégal/Gambia)

Issa Sidibe

[ntroduction

The Niumi National Park (NNP) occupies the
coastal strip north of the River Gambia and is
approximately 4,940 ha. The terrestrial part
contains very sparse wildlife though a wide
biodiversity of habitat types, while the wetlands
component serves as an important fish breeding
ground. Niumi National Park was gazetted in 1986.
It is located between 13°31 N and 16°31 W.

Gambia is surrounded by the Republic of
Sénégal. The international character of the Delta du
Saloum, as one ecological entity with vital and
incalculable environmental value to the region made
Gambia and Sénégal recognize that the protection
and management of the life supporting systems and
their resources are a crucial factor in the long term
management of the region.

The Biosphere Reserve of Delta Saloum
(330,000 ha) is also located between 13°35 and
14°15 N and 16°50 W. The Saloum Park was
gazetted in 1976 and classified as a BR in 1981. The
two areas Saloum and Niumi became Ramsar sites
respectively in 1984 and 1997. The local
communities are involved to consider the natural
resources as their own property. An agreement was
signed by the departmental ministers on June 2nd
2001 in Jinak, a small insular village between the two
countries.

Main partners/organizations/
stakeholders/initiatives

The two countries are developing a good
cooperation with different stakeholders and donors
to get best results related to the valorisation.

Other partners are UNESCO/MAB, Wetlands
International, IUCN, technical departments, NGOs
and local associations. The results of the first
assessment were presented in Toubacouta (Sénégal),
a small city not far from Gambia, on December 22nd
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2005, with many participants of the two
environmental departments of both countries. The
successful event was covered by UICN Sénégal. At
present Wetlands International is working on the
two management plans of these areas in order to
develop a joint resolution which will permit to get
funding for some activities in the area.

Importance to biodiversity and national

resources management
The NNP and Saloum have species like the

West African Manatee (Trichechus senegalensis),
dolphins (Sousa tenseni), a great diversity of birds —
more than 250 species (migratory and Ethiopian
birds).

Furthermore there are:

- Fish species in Saloum 114 with 52 families
(Diouf, 1996); Niumi 13 (Ramsar Wetland
study/Gambia, 1997);

- Terrestrial fauna, around 30 species;

- Six mangrove species (Rhizophora racemosa,
R. harrissonii, R. mangle, Avicennia africana,
Laguncularia racemosa, Gonocarpus erectus);

- More than 100 species of trees and grasses.

Importance to regional economical
growth and integration

One of the results of ‘Following-up on
Seville+5” is to create new TBRs. The objectives of
The New Partnership for African Development
(NEPAD) are also of great importance. It is a new
step in the integration process and facilitates
economical cooperation between the two countries.
Many actions have been carried out on capacity
building for the staff of protected areas.
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Importance in promoting peace and
cooperation

Gambia is curious about the possibilities to
mobilize a great number of persons trying to share

their

knowledge for managing our common

resources which are indispensable for life. People
understand that without secure peace, nothing will
be possible in a situation where they live closely
together, on both sides of the border.

Main challenges and difficulties

Differences in administration-structures;

No donors to fund the implementation of
NNP management plan since the year 2000;
No additional staff to look after the NNP,
only two rangers based at the head quarter;

No framework of coordination in the BR of
Saloum Delta;

No young staff in Saloum National Park;

No additional equipment to support and
improve the work of the rangers.

Objectives/future perspectives/vision
and mission

Regular consultations between our political
leaders, respective experts and development
partners, like IUCN, Wetlands International,
UNESCO/MAB and WWHF. Necessity to
move from signed agreements to the
implementation on the ground.

Gambia should work more closely with
UNESCO to designate Niumi as a Biosphere
Reserve and to explore jointly with Sénégal
possibilities of demarcating the boundaries;

65

Review and update legislative frameworks of
the conservation bodies so that their
regulatory frameworks can be
complementary to each other;

Facilitate information exchange between the
managers of the two protected areas for
management purposes;

Initiate and implement common strategies for
sustainable resource management;

Organise for joint training sessions in order to
assist the wildlife staff and the local
communities in improving their skills and
capacities;

Elaborate a joint management plan;

- Remove all barriers and fences between the

boundaries of the two protected areas;

Welcome tourists at any entry point
troughout the two parks;

Facilitate community involvement at all levels
of natural resource management;

Elaborate a research programme to enhance
and improve the results with all the partners;

Facilitate community development by creating
small scale projects and jointly seeking
international funding;

Seek and collaborate with development
partners in the best interest of the protected
areas and associated local communities;

Study the status of the four villages which are
located inside the two areas for defining limits
of local activities of local people survival;

Establish a joint work plan for the managers
of the parks in order to strengthen the
collaboration and to be prepared when a
donor finances the management plan of the
future TBR.
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The nomination of ‘Mt. Elgon National Park’ as a TBR (Uganda/Kenia)

Lillian Nsubuga

Introduction

The idea to nominate Mt. Elgon National Park as
a Transboudary Biosphere Reserve was first conceived
during a meeting of East African Wildlife Directors in
April 2001 in Kenya. Uganda and Kenya then resolved
to implement programmes that would enhance
cooperation in the management of the Mt. Elgon. A
subsequent workshop for stakeholders, held in Kenya
in November 2001, with participants from Uganda and
Kenya, recommended that Mt. Elgon should be
nominated a Transboundary Biosphere Reserve.

Mt. Elgon National Park, which extends over
2,000 kmz2, was officially recognized as a Biosphere
Reserve in 2005 by the UNESCO MAB Programme
in Paris. At the same time, preparations are ongoing
with Kenya for the joint establishment of Mt. Elgon as
a TBR. The recognition was communicated by the
Director, Division of Ecological and Earth Sciences
and Secretary of the MAB Programme, Mr. Ishwaran.
An event is being organized to hand over the diploma
to the government of Uganda as well as to inaugurate
the site as a biosphere reserve.

Of the 2,000 km2, 830 km2 constitute the core
zone, while 300 km2 constitute the buffer zone. The
sub-counties neighboring the national park constitute
the transition zone.

Functions and potential activities

Mt. Elgon National Park lies across the Uganda-
Kenya border, and provides livelihoods to about 8
million people who live in its vicinity. It has several
scenic features such as huge cliff faces, waterfalls,
calderas, crater rims, hot springs and moraines.
Other features include the Suam Gorge and
numerous caves. Furthermore it has four regionally
endemic species, one of which is known to only occur
on Mt Elgon. The species include the White-starred
Forest Robin (Pogonocichla stellata elgonensis), the
Four-striped Grass Mouse (Rhabdomys Pumilio), the
Three Spot Sylph (Metisella) and Imbrasia krucki.
Tourism is one of the main activities taking place in
the BR. The mountain has potential for several
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tourism activities including mountain climbing and
hiking. Many traditional practices take place on the
mountain slopes especially the annual circumcision
festivities. Furthermore there are training and
awareness courses on conservation issues being
offered to schools and communities. Monitoring and
research is carried out and community conservation
programms are put in place.

Objectives/future perspectives/vision
and mission

The Mt. Elgon TBR is expected to have the
following benefits for the communities living nearby
and the two countries in general:

® Employment opportunities: management jobs
will be created in the national parks and forest
reserves as a result of Mt. Elgon becoming a

TBR

® Improved roads, transport and tele-
communication systems as well as other
infrastructure

® |ncreased number of investors to the region
in a bid to set up businesses in the tourism
sector, e.g. accommodation facilities,
shopping facilities and picnic sites

® [ncome generation opportunities through
joint business ventures

® |ncreased regional co-operation in political,
social and economic aspects

® Re-establishment of the key ecological
functions of the mountain, which are at the
moment disrupted by the artificial limitations
of the political boundaries.

Involvement of other stakeholders

The management of the Mt Elgon
Transboundary Biosphere Reserve is expected to
involve several stakeholders including the following:
International NGOs, local and regional NGOs,
donors, academic institutions, research organisations.
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TBRs as a mechanism for conservation and development:
Initiative on the potential TBR between Vietnam and Cambodia

Nguyen Hoang Tri

Introduction

Vietham and Cambodia have a long
cooperation in economical and cultural activities.
The two countries are located in Southeast Asia and
are members of the Association of Asian Countries.
The proposed transboundary Vietnam-Cambodia
Biosphere Reserve is located in two coastal
provinces with a great diversity of culture,
ecosystems, habitats and species, especially in
marine and island areas. The main figures are
summarized in the below table:

The marine biota includes 89 hard coral
species, 19 soft coral species, 125 coral reef fish
species, 132 mollusc species, 32 echinoderm species
and 62 species of seaweed. They are inhabited by
several species of conservation concern, such as the
Scaly Clam, Tridacna squamosa and Trochus Shell,
Trochus niloticus. Prior to 1990, the globally critically
endangered Hawksbill Turtle, Eretmochelys imbricata,
was known to nest on the beaches of the Phu Quoc
archipelago. However, the frequency of nesting has
declined sharply in recent years (Asian Development
Bank, 1999). The
seagrass beds are

Country | Coastal Area | Coastline | Population | Main Cultural important for
Province | (km2) | (km) economic | figures foraging  marine

activities turtles (IUCN

Vietnam | Kien Giang | 6.243 | 200 1.490.497 |Fishing | Buddhism 1993/1994). The
Province proposed marine
Cambodia| Kampot | 5.209 | 435 603.000 |Fishing | Buddhism protected area has
Province and Hoa Hao|  recently been

confirmed to

support a

The biodiversity is very rich, including tropical
rain forests in the mountains and karst islands,
mangroves, swamps, marine habitats and species-
diversity. Dominating Dipterocarpaceae forests are
distributed on mountains and on sand dunes along
the shore. Major species include Hopea odorata,
Dipterocarpus dyerii, D. costata, Purinari annamense,
Syzygium cinereum, Dillenia ovata. Limestone and
Karst forests are distributed on high hills, mountains
and slopes. They are composed of Trestonia
mergvensis, Hopea pierrei, Syzygium cinereum, Hopea
pierrei and Manilkara hexandra. Mangrove
ecosystems are distributed along coastal zones with
Rhizophora  apiculata, Bruguiera gymnorrhiza,
Sonneratia alba, Lumnitzera racemosa and Excoecaria
agallocha. A Melaleuca forest ecosystem is developed
on acid sulphate soil mixed with sand, tightly
structured and alum, flooded only during the rainy
season.
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population of the globally threatened Dugong,
Dugong dugon.

Seagrass beds cover an area estimated to be
more than 2,000 ha. Ten new seagrass beds have
been recorded. Those beds are significant in
sustaining aquatic organisms and are consequently
supporting fisheries in the region. A Dugong dugon
population is found in the area of seagrasses. The
seagrass ecosystem is therefore clearly a valuable
and important ecosystem, which deserves the
highest conservation attention.

stakeholders/initiatives

The main partners are the MAB National
Committees of the two countries. They suggest to
establish a mechanism and appropriated regulations
to coordinate activities of social-economic sectors
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and administrative levels at the ground level and on
the top level. The improvement of awareness and
knowledge of local managers and people should be a
high priority in the development of the strategic
plans of the two provinces.

Importance to biodiversity and natural
resource management

Fishing is the main activity in the two provinces.
The export of marine products stands for a third of
the economic growth rate in the Kien Giang
Province. The biodiversity is very important to
economic development and conservation. The idea
of the effective coordination of economic
development and biodiversity conservation is
presented in the planning for the biosphere reserve.
The clear distribution of structure and functions
contributes to clarifying responsibilities and duties of
every sector and administrative level relating to
boundary-systems and enforcement of issued
regulations of development and conservation.

Importance to regional economic
growth and integration

The proposed biosphere reserve will contribute
to the development of the economy in each of the
two countries and in the whole region by means of
sustainable and responsible fisheries, by introducing
the integration of the management mechanism and
regulations, in which a top responsibility is taken by
highest level of provincial administration and People
Committees. They can coordinate and resolve every
conflict and occasionally also violations against
endangered species by mobilizing both law
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enforcement and public education and training. The
relationship between geographical zonation, local
people involved and management mechanism and
defined responsibilities in the proposed biosphere
reserve contribute to the sustainable development of
the provinces.

Importance in promoting peace and
cooperation

The proposed biosphere reserve contributes as
a forum to discuss issues which emerged through the
use of natural resources and in the framework of
possible conflicts on borders. It may also promote
the creation and implementation of a mechanism to
live together in peace and cooperation between two
countries.

Main challenges and difficulties

The proposed biosphere reserve should be
officially agreed on by high level administration;
however, there are not any official discussions on this
initiative between the two countries so far.

Objectives/future perspectives/vision
and mission

The two MAB National Committees of Vietnam
and Cambodia will put forward the initiative by
communicating ideas and discussions in international
and regional workshops and conferences. Vietnam
will go ahead to nominate the Proposed Kien Giang
Biosphere Reserve in 2005-2006 and Cambodia will
follow to nominate the Kampot. The two sides will
coordinate this initiative within UNESCO-MAB
activities.



Results of the ‘Open Space’ - Workshop in Edesheim

Expert Workshop in Edesheim (14.11.2004 —18.11.2004)

Introduction

Succeeding to the ‘International Conference of
Transboundary Biosphere Reserves: Following-up on
Seville+5” an expert workshop was carried out at
Edesheim castle from November 14th to 18th 2004.

The working-sessions were facilitated by Peter
Bachmayer and his experienced, multi-lingual team
and took place in the friendly, enchanting
atmosphere of the castle.

Encompassing approximately 40 experts from
all officially recognized TBRs and from a wide range
of TBR-initiatives, the workshop developed a
wonderful ambience of trust, interaction and mutual
learning.

At the beginning, the participants discussed
conditions for successful TBR-projects and difficulties
concerning their establishment. Then, in the
framework of parallely run, so-called ‘open-space’
sessions, in the course of two days the participants
had the opportunity to discuss the most urging
questions and issues. Especially for those
representing the regions which make an effort to
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receive official recognition as a TBR, the sharing of
experiences with colleagues from existing TBRs was
very useful and valuable.

After an interesting day in the field (with joint
excursions to project-sites in the French and the
German part of the ‘Pfalzerwald/Vosges du Nord’
TBR), a number of small working groups was formed
in order to critically analyze and evaluate the
Pamplona recommendations for TBRs.

The participants identified those
recommendations which proved to be particularly
useful and checked how much of this had been
implemented since 2000. Finally they agreed on
fields of work where rapid action is needed.

Together then, all working-groups members
elaborated and endorsed recommendations for the
future cooperation in a TBR-network and between
UNESCO MAB and the network. The outcomes and
results of the different working-groups are
documented in the following section.
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Results of the ‘Open Space’ - Workshop in Edesheim

€ Sunday, 14.11.2004

Discussion-Group 1: ‘How to establish a
common view for TBRS?”

Key points of discussion and results

= |n order to elaborate a common view and
philosophy of a TBR, is it necessary to have
a ‘vision™?

Agreeing on a vision for the area is a long term
notion, which allows conflicts to be avoided. It is
idealistic, asking: “What do we want for the future?’
The question ‘What we don’t want?” seems useful for
some participants in this process but not for others.

A number of participants thinks that the vision
is the objective and a strategy has to be determined.

Some participants propose to find common
interests which are the first tangible steps. In this
case, establishing a list of problems in the various
communities  (local communities, scientists,
managers etc.) needs cross-border cooperation.

Some participants propose that a TBR be
established after inventory (nature, people interests,
legislation etc.) and assessment (analyze common
interests, identify political obstacles). Others think
this is interesting but very ambitious.

A TBR is a long term process of cooperation,
from technical, thematic exchanges to more global
territory management.

Tools to establish the common view: have a
bottom-up approach, meetings, visits, consultation,
get opinions (which implies communication and
information), round tables. Finding a leader, a
charismatic person to identify the process can be
efficient. Have simple concrete language to speak
about the TBR, build a clear message. It is also
important to get political will.

= Do we have TBR success-stories?
No, if we consider the total completed
process. Yes, if we consider TBRs as long
term processes of cooperation.
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Main reason to establish a TBR:

Obligation to become wiser in managing our
natural resources, sharing them to have a
sustainable approach.

Discussion-Group 2: ‘Autonomy in the
management of financial resources’

Key points of discussion and results

For the sustainable management of TBRs, some
necessary preconditions have to be created.
Autonomous structures involving all concerned
actors are needed. The financial resources have to be
used for the benefit of the local population and the
maintenance of the TBRs. In the particular case of
the TBR ‘Région W’ better integration appears to
require that the various parties involved have similar
levels of financial autonomy.

The agreements needed for a successful
harmonisation are:

® Decentralisation at the level of the nations
involved

® The intention of the nations involved to do
this harmonisation

® The existence of certain structures

® The creation of appropriate structures on
the national and regional level involving the
most important actors will obviously reduce
certain difficulties.

To improve the existing structures we propose
the following:

- Establishment of a committee on the national
level comprising representatives of farmers
organisations, private actors, managers of
the reserve, elected persons and national
directors.

- Establishment of a committee on the regional
level which is comprised of elected
representatives who would focus on local
development activities ensuring transparent
and equitable distribution of funds generated
through the exploitation of the resources.
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- Decision-making body: composed of
responsible ministries, national directors,
private actors and those responsible for
projects and programmes.

Discussion-Group 3: ‘What are the
benefits of TBRs to local communities?’

Key points of discussion and results

TBRs have many benefits for local communities
which include the following:

1. Promote the creation of new jobs through
various activities such as ecotourism, souvenir
shops, information centers, transboundary
markets, translation to different languages,
making of handcrafts etc..

2. Facilitate interactions and collaboration
between local communities in the
neighbouring countries.

3. Enable more organized and effective
biodiversity conservation.

4. Promote development of infrastructure in
rural areas such as roads, telecommunication
facilities, hotels, health centers, schools and
cultural facilities.

5. Help to resolve conflicts between local
people in neighbouring countries.

6. Contribute to the promotion of quality
economies though exchange of traditional
knowledge between the local communities of
neighbouring countries.

7. Promote the creation of local associations
and NGOs at both national and regional level
which increases funding opportunities.

Discussion-Group 4: ‘How to do a
common zonation?’

Key points of discussion and results

* |t is not automatically wrong to have two
different zonations in a TBR, in the case of
two pre-existing biosphere reserves, but we
need to create a specific zonation which is
linked to the TBR-framework.
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* Zonation is only one aspect of the
management. Most important is the process of
building together a zonation because zonation
is a tool more than an objective in itself.

*In the method to arrive at a common
zonation, the most important step is to know
what we want to protect and to develop
jointly on the transboundary level. We need
to define arguments and the advantages of a
common zonation from the ecological, social
and economic point of view.

* The external boundary of the transition-zone
of a TBR is determined by natural values and
geographical features (borders). However the
boundary is flexible for outside organisations
and stakeholders to participate in the TBR.

Discussion-Group 5: ‘Conflict resolution’

Key points of discussion and results

Different levels of conflict with different causes:
*No balance between development versus
protection,

¢ Conflicts from tourism in the core area,

* Ownership of land and the land tenure
system,

* Lack of land-use plans and regional strategies,
* War and political unrest,

* Poverty-related degradation of natural
resources,

* Demands for natural resource utilisation vs.
protection.

Tools for resolving the conflicts:
® Measure indicators of conflicts,
® Dialogue/meetings/discussions/transparency,

® [ocal community involvement in the process
from the beginning,

® Zonation may solve or dilute the conflict,
® Decision-making process,

® Capacity building/more human resources,
human-power, more financial resources etc.,

® Management plans/land use plans,

® |ncome
alleviation,

generating  projects/poverty
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® Cooperation and integration of views and
plans in joint management decisions,

® Education and awareness for local
communities and stakeholders — know-how
to resolve conflicts.

Discussion-Group 6: ‘Funding for TBRS’

Key points of discussion and results

When discussing funding for transboundary
activities in TBRs, a distinction was made between
the following:

* Sources of funds versus mechanisms to
obtain/use funds,

* External versus internal funding sources,

* Project (or short term) funding versus
sustainable (or long term) funding,

* Funding required for existing TBRs versus
funding necessary to establish new TBRs.

Recommendations

TBR managers/coordinators should try to look at
a TBR as a private entity. When fundraising or selecting
relevant funding sources and mechanisms for TBRs, it
is necessary to look at the needs for budgeting/
different necessary ‘budget lines’, as follows:

® Basic TBR operations: TBC coordination,
administration and communication among
the TBR partners and stakeholders - this will,
for instance, include organising common
meetings, mail, phone, internet etc.. Stable
funding for such basic operations is a must.

® Developing common strategies and action
plans: elaborating common proposals for
transboundary actions - this will for instance
include establishing common thematic
working groups, developing common actions
and proposals.

® Cooperation _on __common __projects:
implementing common ‘small-size’
transboundary actions, (which is a must
again) to be financed from available ‘internal
sources’.

® Advanced cooperation involving external
sources: raising funds for ‘bigger’
transboundary actions and programs, to be

72

financed from external sources; this requires
development of common applications to
external funding sources, and often also own
‘matching funds’.

Potential sources for different ‘budget lines’

Internal sources of funding can include:

® Revenue distribution & allocation to TBR
issues - for example part of revenues from the
economic activities such as ecotourism (e.g.
from private business, fees from local business
partners in exchange for TBR marketing/
labelling of their products or services,
park/BR entrance fees, co-operatives);

® Allocation of budget, staff and work time for
TBR cooperation by institutions in charge of
the TBR on each side;

® Constant/occasional contributions, both
financial and in-kind, by administrations and
institutions based in the TBR-area and
cooperating partners from outside the area;

® Contributions from national and/or regional
authorities;

® [ocal fundraising events like e.g. TBR
product fairs.

External sources of funding can include:

® National and regional authorities and
agencies;

® [nternational funding programs supporting
transboundary cooperation, e.g. EU
INTERREG, partnership programs, CBC
(Cross Border Cooperation) program;

® Ministries & agencies responsible for
external/foreign relations (like Ministry of
Foreign Affairs or EC External Relations);

® Commercial companies: either using
resources/raw materials coming from the
TBR-area (e.g. timber, plants, dairy
products) or producing goods corresponding
to recreational activities in the TBR (such as
camping equipment, binoculars, bicycles,
boats, hiking boots, backpacks, tents, etc.);

® Banks (via e.g. ‘charity credit cards’ - special
purpose banking/credit cards);

® National lotteries (the winner spends 2
weeks in a TBR with a spouse),
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® Every kind of creativeness may be successful:
‘The sky is the limit’, e.g. no donor will resist
subsidising a ‘Miss TBR’ contest.

Recommended special tools

Establishing ‘Environmental Trust Funds’ (ETFs)
to support TBR activities:

® [ocal ETFs (supporting a single TBR, e.g. the
ECBC Foundation in East Carpathians BR);

® Regional ETFs (supporting regional
networks, e.g. the fund proposed by
ArabMAB);

® Global ETFs to support the proposed TBR
network.
Organising ‘donor conferences’ on TBRs: collecting
proposals for TBR projects/initiatives, then
compiling a “TBR project portfolio’ (global/regional/
local) and inviting major potential donors and project
originators to a joint conference.

Suggested action

Urge MAB to exert pressure on national
governments, e.g. by sending them reminders
concerning their committments in terms of TBR-
support.

Discussion-Group 7: ‘Future Challenges
for TBRs’

Key points of discussion and results

Knowing about the importance of establishing
TBRs and the role they play in enhancing
cooperation at international, regional and local levels
as well as promoting sustainable community
development, the following challenges are identified:

® [ncrease and harmonize capacity-building
management,

® Strive for integrated management plans,

® Agree on a common vision that combines

both concepts of institutional and financial
sustainability,

® Enhance communication and cooperation, as
well as gaining support of local inhabitants,

® Enforce the TBRs capacity to act as a catalyst
for financial resource mobilization,
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® Promote cross-regional reconciliation,
® Create public-private support at all levels,

® Determine measures which can diminish
economic pressure on the TBR-resources
affecting conservation and sustainable
development,

® Improve knowledge to prevent natural
disasters, disturbances, damages,

® Benefit from research and monitoring of
indicators of the GCC in order to reduce
influence both on nature and economic
activities.

Discussion-Group 8: ‘Managing the
(major) conflicts in TBRs’

Key points of discussion and results

= Examples of major conflicts which could appear
in TBRs:

* Border disputes

* Disputes on natural resource use: water
resources  (including  ground  water
resources), wild flora and fauna etc..

= How to avoid conflicts in TBRS?
Before the establishment of TBRs:

* |dentify the potential sources of conflicts (if
they exist) and negotiate them through initial
agreements between the main stakeholders;

*If possible, incorporate the results of
negotiations into governmental agreements;

* The partner-countries involved in the TBR
should start ratifying the main international
conventions which could strengthen the
implementation of wise transboundary
management objectives.

In existing TBRs:

* |dentify the potential sources of conflicts (if
they exist) and negotiate them through initial
agreements between the main stakeholders;

*If possible, incorporate the results of
negotiations into governmental agreements;

* Establish, as soon as possible, a coordination-
body of the TBR;
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* Elaborate and implement a common
management plan and a monitoring system;

* The partner countries involved in the TBR

should continue ratifying the main
international  conventions  that could
strengthen the implementation of wise
transboundary management objectives.

= How to manage arising conflicts?

* Promote local negotiations between the
partners of the TBR (use the TBR as a
framework for discussion of problems);

¢ Involve the National MAB Committees in
order to jointly develop solutions to the
conflict;

* Ask UNESCO to act as a mediator in the
partners’ discussions (negotiations);

* Involve international organizations and their
relevant conventions for reminding the
governments of their commitments
concerning the protected areas, by recalling
the ratified conventions to be applied.

Discussion-Group 9: ‘Network
establishment’

Key points of discussion and results
* Cooperation
* Implementation of joint projects
* Fundraising
* Supporting each other
* Exchange of knowledge
* Transfer of experience
* Conflict resolution
» Communication
* Training and exchange visits

* Economic visibility

How this can be achieved:
- Select focal persons for the TBR

- Seek UNESCO’s assistance in the TBR
network establishment
Tools: website, exchange of publications, joint
meetings, etc..
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Discussion-Group 10:
‘How TBRs contribute to the regional

development’

Key points of discussion and results

* Relationships between TBR territories and
the surrounding areas

* Importance of initiating a dialogue between
the local communities (inside the TBR) and the
surrounding populations (outside the TBR)

* Discussions of TBRs should be in line with
regional development

* Involvement of local communities in the
decision-making process

* Cultural knowledge exchange

* Promoting benefits through the creation of
public-private partnerships

* Development of an innovative management
model that could be exported outside TBRs

* Influence of the TBRs on the surrounding
land-use planning

Examples of different tools identified for economic

development:
* Common legal framework

* INTERREG I
* Labelled/certified TBRs products
* Revolving funds

e Ecotourism

* Integrated services, integrated and larger
markets, and products marketing

Discussion-Group 11: ‘Which kind of
structure for TBRs?’

Key points of discussion and results

= What would be an efficient structure for
managing a TBR?

= Are there examples of successful structures and
good practice?

® The structure should comprise a
coordinative and an administrative element.
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® The coordinative element is not a new super-
administration: in the case of pre-existing
management structures in each country of the
TBR, these remain near by the coordinative
structure. It is necessary to guarantee a
sufficient structure for those tasks which
cannot be accomplished at a national level.

® A coordinative structure is not a working
group; it brings politicians, NGOs,
governmental agencies and stakeholders
together. Especially politicians should have a
mandate to work in the coordinative
structure.

The role of a coordinative structure is:

- to establish and renew a common vision for
the TBR

- to look for funding for transboundary
projects and to do lobbying

- to decide on common projects

- to evaluate and coordinate these common
projects

- to facilitate the public relations of the TBR.

The administrative level should be appropriate in
order to fulfill an integrated role for the chosen
tasks. Different options are possible:

* Installation of a specific administration,

* Combination of existing staff/structure in a
fixed or periodically changing way.

To make the coordinative structure visible to
the media and the local population, the TBR must
work on concrete projects, involving a diversity of
partners.

Discussion-Group 12: ‘TBRs as a
framework for cooperation’

Key points of discussion and results

TBRs are less and less a simple combination of
two adjoining national BRs, but more and more
become an opportunity/framework for cooperation
on Man and the Biosphere. Therefore, as soon as
possible, TBRs should be set up on the basis of a
‘cooperation act’. This is at least why UNESCO has
recommended the establishment of TBRs. Nature
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and often also culture do not know boundaries.

We agree that the TBRs are different from
biosphere reserves whose primary objective is to
ensure cooperation between the three zones (core,
buffer and transition). Apart from managing national
problems, TBRs have to deal with the problem the
frontier itself represents.

Zoning may allow scientific cooperation in the
core areas, and cooperation in planning and land use
management at various levels in the other two zones
but TBRs may have/should have additional values and
functions:

* Place of peace

* Place for liberty

* Place for tolerance

* Creation and management of an ‘Interregional

Place” within which national issues do not play
a major role

* Place to learn from each other and to apply
good practice

* Potential zones to harmonize different legal
frameworks of the partners

* Place with a high potential for the mediation
of intercultural misunderstandings

Taking into account these special features of TBRs, it
can be concluded that:
® Bi-or trilateral MAB comittees should be
established (at least joint working sessions of
these committees);
® A TBR-network within UNESCO MAB should
be created. This network could be called
‘TRANSMAB’ and should be equipped with
the same means as the regional networks;
® |n order to create synergy-effects, an exchange
of experiences as well as joint actions in
lobbying should be organised in conjunction
with other transboundary networks.

Discussion-Group 13: ‘TBR networking’

Key points of discussion and results

Justification for TBR networking:

* TBRs have different, specific, challenges from
‘regular’ BRs;
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* There is no special framework to facilitate
cooperation on TBR issues so far;

* TBR specialists have not yet worked out and
implemented tools for communication and
experience exchange on TBC issues;

* TBR specialists meet on an occasional basis
only;

* TBRs are very much ‘regional Foreign Affairs
Agencies’ or focal points for international
cooperation on a regional scale, and TBR
coordinators are performing such functions
without an official mandate;

* Respective countries designated TBRs and
UNESCO has recognised them as TBRs and
encourages further development of such (see
Pamplona recommendations) - but little
support for TBR activities is available either
from the side of national governments or
UNESCO; the same is true regarding other
international organisations;

* Should TBRs remain passive and show no
initiative - nobody else will do it for them.

Proposal for establishing the Network of TBRs

(NTBR) as a ‘sub-network’ of the World Network

of UNESCO-MAB Biosphere Reserves:

NTBR Objectives:

- To enhance cooperation between TBRs
(within the TBR network)

- To facilitate cooperation with the ‘outside
world’

- To promote the idea of transboundary
cooperation and TBRs

Cooperation within the network:

- Development and maintenance of a TBR
database,

- Development and updating of a TBR
address/ contact directory,

- Facilitating communication among TBRs, e.g.
by distributing an electronic newsletter/
bulletin on news from TBRs (e.g. planned
events, seminars, new projects), distributed
via e-mail directly to TBRs,
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- Establishing and coordinating common
thematic working groups on TBR-specific
issues, disseminating working group outcomes
and experience gathered, preparing guidelines
on specific TBR management issues/ challenges,

- Organising study visits and staff exchanges,

- Organising TBR meetings, workshops and
conferences,

- Providing consultancy services to member
TBRs and assistance in developing
applications for funding/project proposals,
and in project management;

- Organising common trainings and capacity
building for TBC.

Cooperation with the ‘outside world’:

- Representing common interests of TBRs
towards national and international
authorities, organisations and institutions,

- Lobbying for TBRs and assistance in
fundraising,

- Coordinating common TBR public relations,
including common informational and
promotional materials and publications,
common website, common exhibitions on
TBR initiatives and projects, promotion of
‘best TBC practice examples’, success stories
and demonstration projects,

- Cooperating with other transboundary
networks, initiatives and conventions (e.g.
WHS, Ramsar).

Proposal for immediate action

It is proposed that the organiser of the TBR
Conference/Wasgau Border Forum, Mr. Roland
Stein (Germany), is mandated to initiate steps
towards establishing the proposed network, and to
later on perform the function of the Network
Coordinator.
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4 Monday, 15.11.2004

Discussion-Group 1: ‘Technical aspects
of the TBR network’

Key points of discussion and results

How to find the right way and means to bring
UNESCO to the recognition of the real added value
which the idea of establishing a network can have for
the TBRs but also for the MAB Programme.

In fact, every network which was born outside
UNESCO could risk to lack the philosophy of the
concept and the possibility of obtaining direct or
indirect financial support. After all, it would be less
influential on the different involved countries.

To make sure that UNESCO will discuss our
request, the network has:
® to be equipped with a political voice in order
to elaborate more concrete actions and to
send the messages to:
- the TBRs
- the different countries, involved in TBRs
- UNESCO
national and international donors

® to be the place of exchange between the TBR
managers and coordinators.

The technical part of the network has to build on the
support of the National MAB Committees and the
regional MAB networks, by involving the technical
staff of each TBR, be it officially recognized or still an
initiative. Likewise, its organizational framework has
to be a space, open to all kinds of problems to be
discussed.

In order to secure financial and political support
for the existing and the emerging TBRs, the political
voice of the network must build on:

* the Permanent Delegations,

* the UNESCO Ambassadors,

¢ the National UNESCO Commissions,
¢ the concerned Ministries,

* the local political representatives of the
respective TBRs.
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The implementation of the network cannot be
achieved without:

* understanding the reasons for the failures
within the regional networks,

* the elaboration of an analysis of the problems
encountered by the existing TBRs,

* assessing the problems occuring in the course
of the establishment of new projects which
are strictly transboundary.

In another way it could promote the
implementation of decentralized cooperation between
TBRs. The network should be a bilingual one, by using
the official languages of UNESCO, French and English.

Discussion-Group 2: ‘Conditions
required by UNESCO-MAB for

establishing a TBR’

Key points of discussion and results

Some members of the group explained to the
whole group the conditions and steps that need to be
taken into consideration for the establishment of TBRs
using UNESCO guidelines and recommendations.

In addition some members of the group
explained their experiences in developing a TBR. The
group stressed the importance to make the most of
the UNESCO operational structure, which involves
the full cooperation between permanent delegations,
National Commissions to UNESCO, MAB-
Committees as well as all concerned parties from
early stages of the process.

Discussion-Group 3: ‘Would it make
sense to use the power unlocked by the
UN-Decade ‘Education for sustainable
development’ to plant ‘the good idea of
TBRs’ into the brains and hearts of our
children?’

Key points of discussion and results

In 2005 the United Nations will start the decade
of ‘Education for sustainable development’. Until 2014
all nations of the world will make serious efforts to
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teach especially children but also adults what it means
to live sustainably and how we can achieve this goal.

What does it mean? How could it help TBRs?

Are there synergies?
® Children certainly are the most important
resource of the future. So it does make sense
to teach them how to live in a sustainable way.

® (Much more) effort should be spent to allow
children to exchange information about
themselves with others on the other side of
the borders of the involved countries. This is
a good and easy way to help avoid conflicts
between the nations, especially in the future.

® |t makes sense to bring together more
children, both from within the TBRs and also
from the national BRs of the involved
countries.

® We have good opportunities to achieve this
by using electronic (computer-) techniques.

® But it is important that these techniques are
adapted to the potential and abilities of
children.

® To succeed in promoting this, it will be
necessary to teach the teachers! Therefore
we should have special efforts of the
institutions teaching them (e.g. universities
and teacher training colleges).

® Vacation camps help children to learn about
their peers on the other side of the border.

® |t is important to look at things with open
eyes, to observe that the same problem can
have very different dimensions in different
areas of the world (e.g. North-South).

® |tis very important that it is understood by as
many people as possible, that the best way to
avoid conflicts is to live in a fair manner.

® To teach children about sustainable
development makes more sense than to
teach adults, because children are much
more open to good ideas and much more
creative in finding solutions. They have to be
enabled to design on their own the world
they have to live in.

® |f children know about the importance of
sustainable development for their own
future, they will teach their parents as well.
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® \We could use existing structures for realizing
this education.

® We are quite sure, that we could realize
enormous positive effects for the progress in
TBRs.

Discussion-Group 4: ‘Lessons learned
from TBRSs’

Key points of discussion and results:

® Cooperation within countries is not an easy
task. Continuous communication,
coordination and consultation are important
to achieve full cooperation.

® Open borders will facilitate and enhance
cooperation.

® Agreements at the local level first and then
on the regional level.

® Topics of common interest promote
cooperation and conservation.

® Social and cultural differences are not easy to
overcome (e.g. different languages).
Education and awareness are needed to
overcome these differences.

® External resources are needed to establish
TBRs.

® Similar capacities and resources make the
process of establishing and managing TBRs
easier.

® |t takes a long time before a TBR shows an
impact. Actions are needed on local,
national, regional and international levels.

® |t may be that two or three BRs or Protected
Areas have gained the common label as a
TBR. However the implementation on the
ground often is not well developed, yet.

® Even though UNESCO is not providing
enough support for the establishment and
management of TBRs, nevertheless, the label
of a TBR may be useful (revenue generation,
reputation, conservation etc.).

® Almost all revenues generated from tourism go
to the private sector and not to the TBR itself.

® The local population tends to give priority to
economic development rather than to
conservation.
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Discussion-Group 5: ‘Management-Plan’

Key points of discussion and results

1) Terminology:

* The expression ‘Management-Plan’ is not
appropriate for Biosphere Reserves because,
with the exception of core areas, the
managing body is neither in the position of
managing nor of planning.

* The expression ‘Coordinator’ is preferred for
Biosphere Reserves, likewise the expressions
‘Coordination Programme’ or ‘Guidance for
Coordination Support’.

The coordination programme (CP) is a tool
which permits to lead the various stakeholders of the
TBR towards a consensus on the actions to be
formulated and implemented. The CP builds on an
assessment of the concerned territory and on its
analysis. In a second step the objectives and an
action-plan are defined.

2) Specific features of a TBR coordination programme:

It is important to differentiate between the
topics which need to be addressed in the framework
of a national approach (principle of subsidiarity) and
those which need to be treated in a transboundary
context. Only the latter are included in the
transboundary coordination programme.

Methodological ~ elements  guiding the

elaboration of the coordination programme:

- Carry out an assessment of the whole
territory of the TBR

- Analysis of the assessment on the national
levels

- ldentification of the converging elements
requiring a transboundary approach

- Apply an interactive and iterative process in
order to define the national and the
transboundary objectives and action-plans

- Approve the transboundary coordination
programme and make it official

Principles to be respected when elaborating a
coordination programme:

- Respect the sovereignty of each of the
involved countries
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Respect the international treaties and
conventions which were signed by the
involved countries

- Apply an approach of involvement and
participation which takes into consideration
the perceptions and expectations of the
different local stakeholders

Discussion-Group 6: ‘Research and
continuous monitoring in the TBRS’

Key points of discussion and results

® Remember that research in a biosphere
reserve (BR) is a tool of the logistic function,
serving the functions of conservation and
sustainable development. Research serves
the improvement of the BR-management and
assists the managing bodies in clarifying
issues relating to the management.

® Sometimes there are formulation problems on
the side of the managing bodies. The scientists
often develop programmes which are not well
connected with the issues of management. In
order to avoid this situation, the BR
coordinator has to act as a facilitator between
the scientists and the managing bodies of his
territory. He has to watch over the
establishment of interactions between the BR
and the researchers, so that they can
participate at the elaboration of research
programmes. Also, he can compile a
framework programme for research in the BR,
complementing the coordination programme.

® |n terms of method you have to start from a
joint management problem (of the guidance
for coordination and management support)
for which the research is useful. The
definition of the statement of the problem
and its formulation in terms of research topic
have to be carried out in close and
continuous interaction between researchers
and managers of the TBR. Obviously you
have to put into respect the assessments
which exist in the two countries.

® The transboundary framework offers a new
perspective for research:
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- with a joint formulation of certain research
programmes

- by constituting mixed research-teams

- with scientific exchanges
universities from both sides

between

- by inquiring the support of the other
country’s researchers

- with specific transboundary topics,
especially in the field of socio-cultural
aspects (in order to better understand the
differences and the things in common) and
the application of an ecosystem-approach
which puts into respect the existence of
the border

- with a  specific
radiation/charisma

transboundary

- with a reinforcement of capacities to make
experiences last

- with comparative studies

The research in the TBR has to serve as a support
for local partners and the population in their
cooperation activities. It has at the same time to render
a future-oriented work on the territory of the TBR.

It is desirable to have a transboundary scientific
advisory board of the TBR which coordinates the
research activities, evaluates their results and advises
the projects concerning the TBR. The TBR must
establish a network of scientists with whom it can
cooperate.

Discussion-Group 7: ‘Research and
Monitoring in TBRS’

Key points of discussion and results

1) Opportunities of joint research and monitoring
ina TBR:
* Integrated research without borders
* International funding
* Interdisciplinary research
* Compatible research methods
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2) Constraints of joint research and monitoring in a
TBR:

* Different laws and legislations
* Different research and monitoring methods

* Different technologies and different levels of
their implementation

3) How to install research and monitoring in a TBR
(in addition to the checklist for action of the
‘Seville+5” recommendations for TBRs)?

- Establish a joint advisory group for scientific
research and monitoring:

* |dentification of common interests/
problems/issues to be investigated

* Common approach to research and
monitoring
- Prepare joint project proposals/seek
funding/organise the project:

e Common team for research and

monitoring, including external experts

* Involvement and

volunteers

of young people

* Student exchange
- Jointly disseminate scientific results:
* Annual published report
¢ Current web-site

* Popularization/interpretation of scientific
results

- Practical application of scientific results by
bodies in charge

Discussion-Group 8: ‘Technical aspects
of TBR networking’

Key points of discussion and results

® Defining the role of the proposed TBR
Network:
- Task to bridge existing transboundary
networks and initiatives;

- Use the BR competitive advantage of
linking/harmonising conservation with
e.g. sustainable development;

- Stress the TBR potential for preventing,
mitigating or resolving transboundary
conflicts - corresponding to UNESCO’s
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mission to promote understanding, peace
and cooperation between nations;

- Benefit from synergies with existing
transboundary initiatives.

® Relations of the proposed TBR Network

with the World Network of UNESCO

Biosphere Reserves, MAB Secretariat;

formal arrangements for establishing the

proposed network:

- The concept of the TBR Network will
most probably be easily approved by
MAB, which will not necessarily mean
direct/financial support;

- UNESCO National Commissions have to
be involved in forwarding official requests
to MAB Secretariat on establishing the
proposed TBR Network;

- Membership:  both  existing  and
proposed/potential TBRs;

- Need to update the UNESCO-MAB
website on TBRs.

Defining funding sources for the proposed

TBR Network:

- Limited capacity and resources available
from the MAB Secretariat,

- Proposed network would depend to a
great extent on external sources of funding.

Selecting priority actions for establishment of
the proposed TBR Network:

As ‘big funding’ is not available — the strategy
for establishing the proposed TBR Network
should rather be based on ‘small steps’ (small,
feasible and non-expensive actions) instead of
a ‘big-bang launch’ with no follow up.

Proposed actions are:

- To develop/compile the address/contact
database of existing and proposed TBRs (a
“TBR Directory”) as the first priority action;

- To review documents concerning
establishing other MAB regional/thematic
networks and to draft similar documents
on the proposed TBR Network;
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- To develop a draft questionnaire for
distribution among the potential members
of the proposed network - providing feed-
back and knowledge on the needs of the
TBRs and their expectations towards the
proposed network;

- To introduce the proposed TBR Network
as the point of the agenda for MAB
meetings (e.g. EuroMAB 2005, MAB ICC,
MAB Bureau Meeting);

- To develop simple promotional material
on TBRs targeted at decision makers,
showing the added values of TBRs and
benefits of transboundary cooperation,
explaining the reasons for networking and
promoting the TBR Network concept.
Such material shall also be used at coming
MAB meetings (e.g. EuroMAB 2005) to
promote the TBR networking idea;

- To forward an official proposal on the TBR
Network to the Bureau and ICC.

® Comment: Use EUROPARC ‘Basic
Standards for Transfrontier Cooperation’ as
a tool to evaluate the efficiency of
transboundary cooperation in TBRs, do not
try to ‘reinvent the wheel’ by developing
another system.

Four ‘sood reasons’ to have the TBR Network:

* Additional dimensions of TBRs in comparison
with national BRs

* TBR Network as a thematic network

* Support for existing transboundary initiatives
like the ‘Green Belt’ along the former Iron
Curtain, or the Pan European ECONET

* The TBR Network could be a tool to
implement the UNESCO mission to promote

understanding, peace and cooperation
between nations.
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€ \Wednesday, 17.11.2004

Discussion-Group 1: ‘Ensuring more
efficient management of common TBR-

research and monitoring-programmes’

Key points of discussion and results

Joint  TBR-research ~ and  monitoring
programmes are focused on multilateral advantages
using indicators and topics to provide the best
synergy-effects. In TBR-management synergies are
more effective and efficient to produce best results
by sharing the same database, technical resources
and additional design of research and monitoring
programmes.

We therefore have to:

- Develop/define a list of criteria to create a
common priority list considering the special
role of TBRs in the MAB-Network (for
example, in a specific area: indication of large
areas inhabited by the lynx);

- Extract from national priority lists for
monitoring those elements which will give
the greatest transboundary benefits and
which respond to the urgent problems/
issues in the TBR;

- Define a joint priority-list of monitoring
topics and indicators (within TBRs);

- Ensure that the TBR-monitoring priorities
are included/added to the different national
priority lists;

- Attract more balanced support of TBR -and
BR- national priorities with financial and
personnel budgets;

- Involve more people who are employed in
other organisations/structures within the
TBR area;

- Communicate the needs and benefits
(behind the scientific interests) for and to the
local populations;

- Improve the benefits for transboundary staff
(scientists and communicators), e.g.
opportunities for exchanging ideas, insights,
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reflections, improved knowledge (more
colleagues working on the same issues);

- Deliver indicators to evaluate the processes
of cooperation, more resources for activities
and projects, professional motivation.

Discussion-Group 2: ‘Diversity issues as
an opportunity for TBR cooperation’

Key points of discussion and results

® Organisational mechanisms for TBRs

To be able to use the opportunities of diversity
in TBR cooperation we have to:

- ldentify, learn to deal with and accept
differences coming from e.g. culture,
organisation, gender, interests, education,
ideas, language and styles.

- Create a platform (e.g. internet market) for
the exchange of knowledge, staff,
equipment, scientific activities, school and
university places, offers of possibilities for
vacancies.

- Improve the capacity for bilingual
communication.

- Succeed in developing joint GIS and make the
most useful information available for other
institutions and public.

- Establish a joint coordinative structure to
implement cooperation within the TBR, with
alternating leadership and responsibility.

Discussion-Group 3: ‘Increase the
political will’

Key points of discussion and results

In order to convince politicians of the value of
TBRs, in terms of offering ways of translating their
commitments into practical action, we need to:

- Inform them by means of concrete and viable
transboundary projects:

* The politicians should be informed about
the successful transboundary cooperation
through  the  common  projects
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implemented within the TBR so that they
are aware of the role of the TBR and the
role of transboundary projects in
promoting international and regional
cooperation on nature protection, thus
respecting their commitments on the
national and international levels.

- Simplify the language of the TBR/MAB
Programme:

* The organizations/authorities of TBRs
should play an important role in presenting
the objectives of TBRs and the objectives of
the MAB Program in a simplified way to
contribute to a better communication
between the politicians and their electors.

- Establish good relationship with ‘champions’
of TBRs (VIPs, Politicians, etc.):

* The organizations/authorities of TBRs
should identify well-known persons in the
region and the countries (Olympic
champions, VIPs, famous politicians, etc.)
that understand and support the idea of
regional and international cooperation
through the TBR as a tool for local
development and establish specific ways to
promote/support the TBR. Exchange of
politicians should also be organized within
TBRs.

- Establish a marketing programme for the
TBR (exhibition of local goods, labelled
products, etc.):

* The TBR authorities should ensure the
involvement of politicians in local events
which promote local products and local
traditions of the communities in the TBR.
This will contribute to a better participation
of local communities on the wise use of
natural resources and also improve their
political image.

- Explain the value of easier transboundary

activities:

* Politicians should be convinced that easier
transboundary activity (i.e. that cross-
border activity should happen more easily
and with less bureaucracy) will contribute
to better communication between the local
communities on both sides of the TBR, and
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to the development of economic/scientific/
cultural exchanges to the benefit of the local
communities.

- Develop an economic case for conservation.
- Create public opinion pressure.

Discussion-Group 4: ‘Urgent actions
which must be carried out for the sake

of joint TBR research and monitoring
programmes’

Key points of discussion

m Research and monitoring in TBRs

If we really want to get the best resolutions
from all our research and monitoring efforts we
urgently need to:

- Increase the responsibility for using the
shared natural resources in a sustainable way
- even in economically difficult times.

- Recognize/identify the most important
natural resources which make the TBR
unique.

- Establish a group of scientists who
harmonize the classification of natural
resources (use the same language) and work
intensively with each other.

- Create practical and concrete financial
sources for scientific research and monitoring
for TBRs.
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Field Trip

Field-Trip to transboundary project sites in Pfalzerwald (Germany) and Vosges du
Nord (France), on Tuesday, 16th of November 2004

First Group: ‘Bus-Tour’ Second Group: ‘Hiking-Tour’
- Agriculture and Environmental Education: - Start of the Hiking-Tour from the Half-
‘Hofgut Hohenberg’ - an organic farm for Timbering Village of Nothweiler

school-children

- Conservation and Forestry: The strict nature
- Conservation and Utilization of Traditional reserve of ‘Zeppelinhalde’

Orchards: The fruit-tree initiative of Lembach
- Transboundary Eco-Tourism and Cultural

- Extensive Grazing as a Tool for Biodiversity Heritage: Hiking across the border to the
Conservation: ngh|and Cattle in Wetland' medieval rock_castles Of the Wasgau
valleys
- The Largest Forest in Western Europe: The
- Lunch: Local restaurants promoting regional panorama-viewpoint ‘Wegelnburg’
produce
- Leisure  Sports  Activities and the
- Conservation of Indigenous Tree Species: The Conservation of Threatened Species:
sessile oak (Ouercus petraea) Rockclimbing and the protection of the
peregrine falcon at the sandstone rocktower
- Research and Monitoring in a Cross-Border of ‘Hirtsfels’
Core Area: The transboundary nature forest
reserve ‘Adelsberg-Lutzelhardt’ - Forestry and Silviculture on the Border:

Examples of transboundary cooperation
shown by French and German district
forestry officers

- Environmental Education/Clean Energy
Production: ‘P’tit Fleck’ — a centre for future
generations

- Lunch: Local restaurants promoting regional
produce

- Zoning and the Conservation of Wetlands
and Mires: The strict nature reserve of
‘Rohrweiher—Rosselsweiher’

- Research and Monitoring in a Cross-Border

Core Area: The transboundary nature forest
reserve ‘Adelsberg—Lutzelhardt’
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Message from Edesheim

We, participants of the Workshop on
Transboundary Biosphere Reserves at Edesheim,
are convinced that all human beings, irrespective of
their nations or their cultures, have a deeply felt
need to live in harmony with each other and with
nature.

We all need peace, respect, hospitality and a
feeling of security. We need a place where we can
feel at home and are motivated to take care of.

All this does not come automatically to us or
to others. We all have to work for it, on the
individual, local, regional and global level.

Transboundary Biosphere Reserves provide a
framework for international cooperation and
represent commitment of two or more countries to
jointly protect and take care of the cultural and
natural heritage of neighboring regions.
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Transboundary Biosphere Reserves provide
space and opportunities to practice partnership
across borders, tolerance and peace building. They
are chances to learn from each other instead of
competing on differences.

Encouraged through the communication
during our workshop, we feel inspired to work for
further development of Transboundary Biosphere
Reserves. We commit ourselves to share and
promote this vision in our regions.

Edesheim Castle,

Transboundary Biosphere Reserve
‘Pfalzerwald/Vosges du Nord’
18.11.2004
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Recommendations to UNESCO-MAB

Message of the first International Conference & Expert Workshop of
Transboundary Biosphere Reserves ‘Following up on Seville+5’ to the UNESCO

MAB Programme

The 3rd WASGAU BORDER FORUM
‘Following-up on SEVILLE+5: First International
Conference & Expert Workshop on Transboundary
Biosphere Reserves’ met on 12-19 November 2004
in Fischbach and Edesheim, Germany, bringing
together some 150 participants, representing
UNESCO’s six officially recognized TBRs (‘East
Carpathians’, ‘Danube Delta’, ‘Région W’, ‘Tatra’,
‘Krkonose/Karkonosze’, ‘Pfélzerwald/Vosges du
Nord’) and a diverse range of TBR-initiatives from 24
African, Asian, Latinamerican and European
countries, with various expertise, interests and
experience in transboundary biosphere reserves.

The Conference & Expert Workshop identified
the following actions as being relevant for the
improvement and development of the emerging
‘family” and networking of TBRs and TBR-initiatives
worldwide, in the framework of UNESCO’s MAB
Programme, drawing from its discussions and main
outcomes, and especially from the working-groups’
conclusions and recommendations.

Taking into account:

® that since ‘SEVILLE+5” in 2000 in Pamplona,
the TBR concept has further improved in
terms of new nominations for TBR status,
consolidation of existing TBRs and evolution
of new TBR initiatives.

® the encouraging results of the ‘Wasgau
Border Forum - Following-up on SEVILLE+5’
expert workshop which clearly indicate that
the potential, the effectiveness and the long-
term benefit of TBRs can be further
improved.

® that Transboundary Biosphere Reserves in
their daily work implement to high extent the
various aspects and tasks of UNESCO’s
overall mission in its full complexity. In this
respect the TBRs contribute to the World
Network of Biosphere Reserves with a wide
range of added values and cover additional
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dimensions of multilateral interaction which
make them clearly differ from unilateral
Biosphere Reserves. In fact, in terms of
international cooperation, TBRs can serve as
models of good practice.

® that TBRs conserve whole ecosystems,
accomodate predicted shifts in biota with
climatic change and are an ideal framework
for the promotion of research on global
change.

® that the [IUCN World Parks Congress 2003,
in Durban/South Africa outlined its major
interest in transboundary protected areas.

Based on the major outcomes and main results
of the Conference & Expert Workshop, including an
assessment of the implementations since Pamplona,
the exchange of information on the procedures of
TBR-establishment and their functioning, and the
refinement and completion of various aspects and
details of the Pamplona recommendations, the
participants emphasise:

- that no specific framework has been
developed so far to facilitate cooperation on
TBR issues,

- that there is a great need for better and more
support of TBR activities and initiatives,

- that despite the encouraging work of the ad
hoc Task Force on TBRs in Pamplona in 2000
(‘SEVILLE+5”), resulting in the
‘Recommendations on the Establishment and
the Functioning of TBRs’, only little support is
available either from the side of most of the

involved national governments or from the
side of UNESCO MAB.

The participants conclude:

- that at this point, UNESCO MAB Programme
needs to increase the support of the
establishment and the management of TBRs
and the networking between TBRs/TBR-
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initiatives, with a clear distinction between the
BRs and the TBRs.

Consequently the participants welcome the
MAB Secretariat’s clearly expressed intention:

® to treat the promotion of TBRs as a priority
(e.g. by allocation of a specific profile, in the
framework of current MAB activities and
meetings),

® to publish further technical notes on new
TBRs, addressing specific issues (e.g. joint
management plans, transboundary conflict
resolution, etc.),

® to support bi-, tri- and multilateral workshops,
securing the continuity of joint brainstorming
activities on an annual basis,

® to contribute with technical expertise on the
reviewing and/or further improvement of
zonation-systems, in particular in the TBR-
context (e.g. by providing innovative
management practices and tools),

® to assist in the establishment of new TBRs
(e.g. by fostering institutional dialogue at the
top level of decision-making)

Taking this as a first step towards more and
better support but still seeing the strong need for
additional and complementary support, the
participants call upon the MAB Programme to follow
the recommendations and to consider taking action in
the following areas:

1. Support bi-, tri- and multilateral workshops on
capacity-building in the following fields:
® fundraising and lobbying
® conflict-management
® joint management of environmental hazards
® issues of cross-cultural communication

2. Offer technical assistance on

® the establishment of joint TBR structures and
the implementation of TBR-specific
operational tools (e.g.: zonation, managing
body, management-plan, etc.)

3. Facilitate
® the building of partnerships between TBRs
and TBR-initiatives
® the cooperation between different MAB
national committees, for instance in terms of
joint periodic reviews
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4. Assist

® in the establishment and functioning of a
thematic network of TBRs (as a sub-network
within the world network of biosphere
reserves) and use its benefits for the
implementation of UNESCO’s mission to
promote understanding, peace and
cooperation between nations

® in the establishment and maintenance of an
updated list of potential TBRs, at national and
at regional levels

In order to fulfil the above mentioned tasks, the
participants recommend to the MAB Programme:

- the recruitment of additional, specifically
trained staff

- the creation of a TBR coordination unit

- the creation of an appropriate budget-line for
TBR support and the allocation of a specific
budget for TBR promotion and networking

- the delegation of specific tasks on TBRs to the
UNESCO Regional Offices

- to promote the implementation of cross-
sectoral programms/projects (e.g.: natural
and cultural assets)

- creation and facilitation of an international
working group/Task Force on TBRs

The participants consider the following outputs
to be priority goals for a future cooperation between
the MAB Programme and the TBR-network:

1. Elaboration of

- guidelines for TBR establishment &
management

- guidelines for the establishment of joint
zonation systems

- guidelines for the creation of joint managing
bodies

- guidelines for the implementation of joint
management-plans

- a framework for joint periodic reviews,
including criteria for evaluation

- guidelines for economic valuation of TBRs

2. Permanent update of the information on TBRs,
available on the MAB website

3. Coordination  of = UNESCO’s  existing
programmes/projects at international, national
and regional levels, in terms of TBR promotion
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(e.g. World Heritage Centre (8 World Heritage

Convention),  International ~ Hydrological
Programme, Environmental Education (= UN
Decade on Education for Sustainable

Development), etc.)

4. Endorsement of an ‘action-plan 2006-2010" on
the promotion of TBRs

The participants of the Expert-Workshop
endorsed the ‘Message from Edesheim’, a joint vision
on the promotion of TBRs. Furthermore they
decided to take joint action on the official creation
and establishment of a thematic network on TBRs.

With this in view and wishing to fulfil their task
in the framework of the world network of biosphere
reserves, the participants recognise that much of the
progress in TBR development and improvement
depends on TBR coordinators’ good practice. They
therefore commit themselves to:

(d share and promote their common vision of
the future role of TBRs, expressed in the
joint ‘Message from Edesheim’

(d establish partnerships between TBRs and

between TBRs and TBR-initiatives

provide for all relevant input, necessary for

the launching and the maintainance of a TBR

thematic network and to disseminate TBR
related information to all participants in the
thematic network

select regional and national focal points for

the functioning of the thematic network

actively participate at future expert-
meetings, conferences and workshops on

TBR development

actively interact with the MAB national

committees and the UNESCO national

commissions in order to optimize the benefit
from the existing mechanisms and structures

(d exchange technical expertise and information
on relevant publications

[ introduce the TBR topic and related issues to
the regional MAB networks (e.g.: EuroMAB,
AfriMAB, etc.)

(d foster a TBR section on the MAB-website

(d create and facilitate a periodical newsletter
for the TBR “family” and interested partners

(1 establish programmes on expertise exchange
and partnership in the fields of
interdisciplinary research and monitoring

-
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In the light of the above mentioned points, we,
the participants of the 3rd WASGAU BORDER
FORUM ‘Following-up on SEVILLE+5: First
International Conference & Expert Workshop on
Transboundary Biosphere Reserves’, jointly urge
and encourage the MAB Bureau and Secretariat to
examine and accept our recommendations and to
bring them forward as a motion to the forthcoming
33rd General Conference of UNESCO in 2005, in
order to reflect them adequately in the programme
and the budget for the period 2006-2007.

Furthermore we request the MAB Programme to
make the achievement of the above mentioned targets
possible by adopting a strong programme of work.

We shall be ready to contribute with our
personal and institutional capacities.

The signatory participants:

Salwa Mansour Abdel Hameed/Sudan; Bah Ould
Moctar Sidi/Mauritania; Grigore Baboianu/Romania;
Patricia Balcar/Germany; Ahmed Belal/Egypt;
Werner F. Dexheimer/Germany; Harald Egidi/
Germany; Boris Erg/Serbia & Montenegro;
Bonaventure D. Guedegbe/Benin; Peter Heil/
Germany; Vladimir Ira/Slovakia; Ulrich Jager/
Germany;  Fritz-Werner ~ Kniepert/Germany;
Zbigniew Niewiadomski/Poland; Hoang Tri Nguyen/
Vietnam; Lillian Nsubuga/Uganda; Hana Petrikova/
Czech Republic; Jean-Noel Poda/Burkina Faso;
Andrzej Raj/Poland; Natalia M. Rybianets/Belarus;
Mayada Saad/Syria; Sahailou Samaila/Niger; Helmut
Schuler/Germany; Suk-Kyung Shim/Republic of
Korea; Issa Sidibé/Sénégal; Thomas Sprengel/
Germany; Roland Stein/Germany; Rodolfo Tecchi/
Argentina; Jorge Ugaz/Peru; Jean Westphal/France;
Lina Yamout/Lebanon; Filip Zieba/Poland.

The endorsing participants:
Giorgio Andrian/UNESCO ROSTE, Venice/Italy
Chérine Khallaf/ UNESCO Cairo Office/Egypt

‘Pfalzerwald/Vosges du Nord” TBR
German Part: ‘Pfdlzerwald Nature Park’
(Roland Stein, Transboundary Coordinator)

Lambrecht/Germany, 15th of June 2005
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Ms Salwa Mansour

Abdel Hameed

(Director), Wildlife Research Centre,
Khartoum, National Commission for
UNESCO/ MAB Committee - Sudan,
P.O. Box. 16 code 12214 Elmurada,
Omdurman, Sudan

Tel.: (249(85)) 314 798

Tel.: (249(85)) 313 532

Fax: (249(83)9 776 030

Fax: (249(85)) 314 798

E-mail: salwa39@hotmail.com or
osmirghani@yahoo.co.uk
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Gallery
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The transboundary core area: fallen trees cross
the border where old boundary stones mark a
long history of war and peace

Typical villages in the border region

View from the ‘Wegelnburg’ medieval rock-castle
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Gallery

Conference venue: Biosphere House in
Fischbach/Germany
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Farticipants of the Conference
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Exhibition venue: ‘Wappenschmiede’, Centre for nature Farticipants presenting their TBR at the exhibition
interpretation
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Working group: Managing conflicts in TBRs
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Presenting the working-group results

97

Field Trip: ‘Hofgut Hohenberg'- an organic farm for
school-children

Participants during a presentation at ‘Hofgut Hohenberg'
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"

Field Trip: Transboundary core area and nature forest Let's have a break
reserve ‘Adelsberg-Lutzelhardt’

Old boundary marks on the German/French border

Field trip: Conservation and marketing of traditional orchards:
‘The fruit-tree initiative of Lembach/France’
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