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Abstract

Protection of marine areas is important to tackle global environmental challenges humanity
faces and manage human activities in a sustainable way. Due to the lack of ecological
boundaries in the seas, cross-border collaboration and coordination is essential. However,
cross-border collaboration is often lined with challenges, such as the broad array of countries’
institutional designs. This master thesis aims to explore cross-border collaboration, identify
challenges and how the collaboration may be affected by the institutional design of two
adjacent Nordic marine national parks, Koster Sea in Sweden, and Outer Hvaler in Norway.
The study is explorative and qualitative, comparing and analysing the two cases internally, and
their interactions, using documents and interviews. A key focus is the countries’ institutional
settings. Thus, the Institutional Analysis and Development framework provides an overarching
theoretical structure to understand the role of institutions, complemented by a vertical policy
hierarchy to unravel formal rules, and mandates on different institutional levels. Moreover,
program logic models display conditions to carry out cross-border activities and how the

activities are structured from start to finish.

The analysis identifies three key challenges: different level priorities; divergent organisational
structure and mandate; and degree of allocated resources and capacity. The identified
challenges seem closely connected to the institutional design of each country, where internal
structural differences seem to cause imbalances in the cross-border collaboration. Possible
solutions include determining what cross-border collaboration mean in the specific context,
plan for how to collaborate, formalise informal networks and most importantly, allocate

resources for collaboration.



Popular scientific summary

Humanity’s welfare depends on earth systems to function and thrive. Many of earth systems
are in crisis due to human pressures, including the marine environments. Protection of marine
areas is one way to conserve marine environments and one such protective measure is marine
national parks. In the Skagerrak region, on the west coast of Sweden and the south-eastern
coast of Norway, there are two neighbouring marine national parks working to protect and
conserve the coherent marine park areas while allowing sustainable use by local communities,
visitors, fishers and others. The marine environment sees no borders and so, cross-border
collaboration is essential when managing human activities in a marine context. However, cross-
border collaboration is often lined with different types of challenges, such as divergent
legislative structures and management systems, framing choices, behaviours and decisions on
different levels of Government. What are the differences between the two adjacent national
parks in Sweden and Norway and how may these differences affect and challenge the quality
of cross-border collaboration and coordination? The thesis aims to explore these questions

further.

The findings indicate several differences in the countries legislative structures and management
systems. Three key cross-border challenges include: different priorities; divergent
organisational structure and decision-making mandate; and most importantly, the degree of
allocated resources and capacity. These challenges can be seen as closely connected to the
countries’ legislative structures and management systems and seem to cause imbalances of in

the cross-border collaboration.



List of abbreviations

CAB

CG

EC

EU

IAD

KSD

KSNP

MMP

MPA

NDA

NEA

NMCE

NP

NPO

SEPA

SwAM

OHNP

County Administrative Board (Lansstyrelsen) — regional branch of national
authorities in Sweden.

County Governor (Statsforvalteren) — regional branch of national authorities in
Norway

Environmental Code (Swedish legislation)

European Union

Institutional Analysis and Development (theoretical framework)
Koster Sea Delegation (Steering committee in Koster Sea NP)
Koster Sea National Park

Management and maintenance plan

Marine protected area

Nature Diversity Act (Norwegian legislation)

Norwegian Environmental Agency

Norwegian Ministry of Climate and Environment

National Park

National Park Ordinance

Swedish Environmental Protection Agency

Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management

Outer Hvaler National Park
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1 Introduction

Humanity’s social and economic welfare rely on Earth systems to function and thrive.
However, several of Earth’s systems are threatened by human pressure, including the oceans
and seas. (e.g., Steffen et al., 2007; Rockstrém et al., 2009). One way to tackle the global
environmental challenges humanity faces is to protect Earth’s systems and manage human

activities in a sustainable way.

Marine protected areas (MPASs) are important tools for the protection of marine species,
biodiversity, and ecosystems. However, coastal areas in need of protection are often inhabited
by humans or subject to human use or pressures and thus, marine protected areas also serve as
important management tools to promote conservation while facilitating sustainable human use
of marine resources (e.g., Christie et al., 2017). This trend is driven by international initiatives
such as the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), which also highlight a robust biological

resource base as foundational for humanity’s social and economic welfare (CBD, 2022).

Governing and managing marine areas is complicated by the nature of oceans and seas as open,
changing systems; open to a broad array of human uses and pressures where marine life and
environmental impacts see no boundaries (Morf et al. 2019; Verlaan, 2021). In the past two
decades there has been an increase in the perception of ecological systems as interconnected
and linked to the social systems; leading to implications for management when consideration
must be taken of the complex, adaptive social-ecological systems nested across temporal and
spatial scales (e.g., Berkes & Folke, 1998; Holling, 2001). Stemming from this perception,
involving stakeholders, users and local communities into management has become increasingly
important, arguing that participation and stakeholder involvement can for example increase
efficiency and enhance legitimacy in decision making processes (e.g., Beierle & Konisky,
2001; Reed, 2008).

Due to the lack of ecological boundaries in the sea, it is important to consider transnational
scales in governance and management for it to reflect the scale on which the ecosystems are
functioning. National level efforts must therefore be nested in a wider international sphere
(Kidd & McGowan, 2013) and as a society, we must consider how to address the drivers of our
activities in the marine environment rather than where the effects of those activities might occur
(Verlaan, 2021). To address these transnational challenges, it is essential with collaboration
and coordination of marine management across spatial and temporal scales, as well as between

sectors and institutional levels.



The Ecosystem Approach (EA) is a key strategy in the CBD for the “integrated management
of land, water and living resources that promotes conservation and sustainable use in an
equitable way” (UNEP, 2004). The EA also highlights spatial and temporal scales of the
ecosystems and urges parties to increase cooperation, collaboration, and coordination between
“sectors, (ii) at various levels of Government (national, provincial, local), and (iii) among

Governments, civil society and private sector stakeholders” (UNEP, 2004).

Formal and institutionalised cross-border cooperation and collaboration (see box 1-1 for
definitions) on the regional level in European waters mainly occur in the regional sea’s
conventions (i.a. the OSPAR and HELCOM Conventions). Although the regional sea
conventions provide and strengthens legal and institutional frameworks for collaboration, they
have their limitations. Both in terms of being sectoral rather than cross-sectoral, and, due to
their spatial scale and administrative level, for being far from the problems they seek to address
on the local scale (Joyner, 2009). These higher-level institutional collaborative forums
therefore may need to be complemented by other types of transnational collaboration on the
regional to local scale, such as between adjacent marine national parks. However, cross-border
collaboration is often lined with different types of challenges. For example, the broad array of
institutional designs governing marine national parks, or other challenges including
transboundary and procedural characteristics; knowledge and technical aspects; stakeholder

involvement; and policy/sectoral and political differences (Moodie et al. 2019; Jay et al. 2016).

Definitions of cross-border:

- Cooperation: the process of working with another country or organisation to
achieve a common purpose (formal).

- Collaboration: the act of working together with other organisations to create or
achieve something (informal).

- Coordination: the process where organisations organise themselves to work
together in a proper and efficient way.

- Coherence: parts of for example a plan or strategy addressed by several
organisations fit together in a logical, consistent, and reasonable way.

Box 1-1 Sources: Cambridge Dictionary (n.d.) and Grip (2017).

This master thesis explores cross-border collaboration and how it may be affected by the
institutional design of two adjacent Nordic marine national parks (NP). Conservation and
sustainable use, as well as local integration are central in both Koster Sea National Park (KSNP)
in Sweden and the adjacent sister park, Outer Hvaler National Park (OHNP) in Norway (figure
1-1 and 2-1). Considering this combination, the two parks can be seen as applying the

ecosystem approach.



Figure 1-1 Map overview of case study area location in Sweden and Norway (red square). Source: Eniro.se.

The protection of the shared marine environment is central for both parks. Cross-border
collaboration and coordination should therefore be important to manage the complex,
transnational social-ecological system. Previous studies in the area have explored differences
and similarities in the two parks’ institutional designs and how it may interplay with
management outcomes (Morf et al., 2017); and the level of local participation and its impacts
on the effectiveness of the parks” management (Reistad, 2019). A curiosity was raised whether
the discovered differences could have implications in the cross-border collaboration. However,
no studies have explored how the institutional design may interplay with the cross-border
collaboration between the parks. Some cross-border challenges were also raised by local actors
when conducting research during an internship in 2021. Thus, there is a need to explore the
institutional design further to understand how it may challenge the cross-border collaboration.

1.1 Aim and research questions

This thesis explores the institutional design of two Nordic marine national parks, Koster Sea
and Outer Hvaler, to examine how the quality of cross-border collaboration and coordination
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may interplay and be affected by the institutional designs of each park. Focus is placed on the

fishing sector and the tourism industry in relation to nature conservation.

The following overarching questions guide this research:

How do the parks collaborate and coordinate on cross-border issues related to fisheries and
tourism? How does the institutional design affect the quality of the collaboration and

coordination and what challenges can be identified?
To explore this, the following questions are asked:

1. What are the differences and similarities in the institutional design at different levels of
the two parks regarding conservation, fisheries and tourism, considering the following
aspects?

a. Regulations, aims and purposes.

b. Administrational organisation, management procedures, mandate and
resources.

c. How is cross-border collaboration and coordination included in the above?

2. How do the parks collaborate and coordinate on cross-border issues related to fisheries
and tourism?

3. What challenges can be identified in the cross-border collaboration on the above topics?

o How and how far are these challenges related to the institutional design
aspects named above?

1.2 Delimitations

The stakeholder groups in focus of the thesis are the fishing sector and the tourism industry in
relation to nature conservation. These are important uses in the area and focused on in
legislation and management plans of each park. They also differ greatly considering how
strictly managed they are (section 4.1). The fishing sector has a long tradition and so has a
cultural heritage value, as well as a strong local influence in the area. Moreover, management
of the fishing sector is important because of the impacts fishing has on the marine environment,
especially so on the fragile coral reefs. The tourism industry has its high season during the
summer, causing positive local economic impacts but also negative societal and environmental
impacts from stressors on societal infrastructure and the local environments. Nature
conservation is fundamental in the parks and both sectors depend on a functioning and thriving

environment to remain and develop.



1.3 Study layout

In this chapter, an introduction has been made to illustrate the broad and diverse research field
and put the aim and research questions in a broad scientific context. Also, the delimitations of
the thesis have been presented. Chapter two provides a short overview and description of the
case study areas, KSNP and OHNP. Here, the choice of case study as overarching study
approach and the two case study areas is motivated for, followed by an account of the methods,
document analysis and interviews, and the processes of collecting the empirical data, and
scientific literature. Lastly, the analytical process is presented followed by a reflection of the
study limitations. In chapter three, the theoretical concepts, frameworks, and model are
presented. First a review is made of some key previous research in the case study areas, and
research of cross-border challenges. Thereafter, a presentation and motivation for the
theoretical frameworks and model are made. Lastly, the analytical framework application is
accounted for. In chapter four, the results from the document analysis and the interviews are
presented and the implications discussed. First, an account of the legislative structure and
management systems are made regarding national park specific-, fisheries specific, and tourism
specific legislation and management. Thereafter, the cross-border activities and interactions
are presented, followed by an account of the identified challenges and how these challenges
relate to the institutional designs of each park. Chapter five provides the conclusions of the

thesis, its implications in a broader setting and further areas of research.



2 Cases, methods, and material

This chapter provides a short overview of the two case study areas, followed by a motivation
for the choices of the case study approach and cases. Thereafter, the empirical method, that is
the document analysis, interviews and literature collection, and related material is presented
and motivated, followed by a presentation of the analytical process and a reflection on the

limitations of the study.

2.1 Short overview of the case study areas

The parks are situated in the north-eastern Skagerrak (fig 1.1) and share the marine
environment and characteristics of the archipelago. A marine trench connects the two parks
and leads oceanic water from the Atlantic through the Hvaler Trench to the Koster Trench (fig
2.1). The oxygen rich and saline water bring species commonly found far out in the Atlantic
close to the coast, providing for the unique and biodiverse marine environment of both parks.
The biodiversity in the area is an important reason for the nature protection, with nature types
such as reefs and sandbanks slightly covered by sea water all the time (HD 92/43/EEC), and
unique species such as the curled octopus (E. cirrhosa) and milky sea-cucumber (O. lacteus).
The Koster Sea area is also part of the EUs coherent areas for nature protection, Natura 2000
(SEPA, 2009). The terrestrial cultural landscapes are also subject for the protection due to its
unique composition of flora and fauna (SEPA, 2009; Outer Hvaler Steering Committee, 2020).

The parks were inaugurated 2009-09-09 with a grand joint opening ceremony. Together both
parks form a coherent MPA of sea- and archipelago of around 800 square kilometres, with
around 50/50 in each park (SEPA, 2009). Koster Sea NP span over Stromstad and Tanum
municipalities in Western Gotaland county. Outher Hvaler NP is mainly located in Hvaler
municipality with about six percent of the land areas in Fredrikstad municipality in Viken
region (Outer Hvaler Steering Committee, 2020). In Sweden, land in NPs must be owned by
the Swedish state (2 8 SFS 1987:938) and therefore the inhabited land-areas, such as the Koster
Islands, are managed by the NP-management as nature reserves. In Norway, NPs can be created

on private land and so OHNP consists both of private and state-owned land.

The areas in and adjacent to the parks are typically rural with a, in general, declining
population. During the year, the population size varies considerably due to the increase of
temporary residents and short-term visitors in the summer months. Like other coastal
communities, the area is highly dependent on this seasonal tourism but the increase in
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population makes the societal services and infrastructure vulnerable (Morf et al., 2011; Morf
et al., 2017). Commercial fishing in the area has at least a century’s long tradition, especially
bottom trawling for the North Sea shrimp (SEPA, 2009; OH Steering Committee, 2020).

In the Koster Sea establishment process, local influence was of high importance. Therefore,
the park management is characterised through a local co-management steering committee,
Koster Sea Delegation (KSD), with mixed representation of local users and decision makers to
promote local influence, complemented by thematic advisory groups (Stark & Sundholm,
2014). In Outer Hvaler, a different way to include decision makers and stakeholders into
management have been used. The authoritative management body, Outer Hvaler (OH) Steering
Committee, consists of political representatives from the two concerned municipalities and
Viken region, complemented by a cross-sector advisory group consisting of local users and
stakeholders (Morf et al. 2017).
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Figure 2-1 Detailed map of case study area: Koster Sea (Kosterhavet in Swedish) National Park and Outer Hvaler (Ytre
Hvaler in Norwegian) National Park including boundaries and special regulation areas. Map by Hans Sjogren, Stockholm.




2.2 Study approach: case study

The overall study approach (figure 2-2) is exploratory and comparative, implying a
combination of qualitative multiple-case studies. It encompasses one overarching case, the
cross-border collaboration, coordination and coherence within the area of two marine national
parks which make two sub-cases. The sub-cases are analysed and compared both internally
(sub-cases in the side boxes figure 2-2) and in their interactions (overarching case in the centre
figure 2-2).

OVERARCHING CASE

SUB-CASE Collaboration and coordination

Koster Sea national park

SUB-CASE

North-eastern Skagerrak region Outer Hvaler national park

Outer Hvaler Steering
Committee

Koster Sea Delegation
%

4

NP- NP-
< Overarching case affected by each > / / secretariat

g separate case and vice versa "
Fisheries; / Fisheries;
Tourism Tourism

Figure 2-2 Overall case study approach with an overarching case encompassing two sub-cases.

Following Yin’s (2018) arguments for when the case study approach is appropriate, in the
thesis it is applicable because (1) the research questions asks how the two parks collaborate on
cross-border issues related to tourism and fisheries and how the collaboration may be affected
by the institutional design of each country and; (2) the thesis focus on a contemporary
phenomenon in a real-world context where the context (the institutional design) is believed to

have implications on the phenomenon (collaboration and coordination between the parks).

The analysis in the thesis is of a qualitative kind where essential information is collected from
the data material in a systematic way by adapting an analytical application process (section 3.6)
from the theoretical frameworks and model presented in chapter three. The process is iterative,
where interpretations of early collected data interplay with theory and relate back to the
research questions, and where the aspects found in the sub-cases are related back to the

overarching case and vice versa.

2.2.1 Choice of cases

The cases were chosen based on previous research during an internship where challenges were
raised associated with the collaboration between the parks (and Sweden and Norway in the
north-eastern Skagerrak region in general). The study by Morf et al. (2017) also raised a
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curiosity whether the institutional differences could be contributing challenging factors in the
cross-border collaboration. Consulting conversations in December 2021 with my supervisor;
the park manager in Koster Sea; and an actor closely involved in the collaboration between
Sweden and Norway in the Skagerrak region also pointed at the importance of studying the

differences and similarities of the parks and the cross-border collaboration more closely.

2.3 Empirical method and related material

To answer question one regarding institutional design differences and similarities, the primary
empirical method and related material included document analysis of key documents
complemented by interviews with key representatives from management and related
stakeholder groups. To answer question two and three regarding cross-border collaboration and
related challenges, the material was collected through interviews with key representatives from
management and related stakeholder groups, complemented by and discussed in relation to the

results of the document analysis.

2.3.1 Document collection for analysis

Since the institutional design of the two NPs was analysed in the study by Morf et al. (2017),
the collection of data for the document analysis was based on the material in Morf et al. (2017)
and complemented with further needed documentation. This included legislative documents,
protocols, policies and reports in their original language (Swedish or Norwegian) and were
found through Google search and retrieved from organisational-, governmental-, county- or NP
specific websites. The documents were translated to the best ability. Google Translate was used
as a complement to translate from Norwegian to Swedish. Meeting protocols and similar was

either sent from the park manager or found on the NP websites.

2.3.2 Interviews

Interviews are an important source in a case study approach because it provides insights from
people involved in the contemporary phenomena which is studied (Yin, 2018). The interviews
were a complementing source to the document analysis regarding for example resources, as
well as providing subjective and practical experiences of the cross-border collaboration. They
were semi-structured, guided by a predetermined set of themes and related questions based on
the research questions, theory and information from the document analysis. The development
of the interview guide (appendix) was ongoing during the preparation and document analysis
phase. It was somewhat adapted towards each respondent, depending on their role and sector.

10



The questions also drew inspiration from interview guides from previous research done in the

geographical area and closely connected to the topic (Morf et al. 2017; Morf et al. 2011).

A stakeholder mapping was carried out to select relevant respondents (final selection of
respondents in appendix). Recommendations for respondents were made by the supervisor
based on previous work in the area and by an actor closely involved in the cross-border
collaboration between Sweden and Norway. Asking respondents for more relevant interview
candidates (i.e., snowballing) was also used initially as a method to find more interviewees.
Key respondents were selected based on the level of involvement in park management and/or
the cross-border collaboration, and people with long experience in the geographical area. This
included both respondents indirectly involved in tourism or fisheries from public organisations
(such as Svinesund Committee!), and people directly involved in the respective sector. The
park-manager in OHNP, the NP-director and the Swedish marine manager in KSNP were also
interviewed, based on their important roles in the organisations of the parks’ management and
their engagement in cross-border collaboration projects throughout their active years.
Depending on the language of the respondent, the interviews were carried out either in Swedish
or Norwegian while the interviewer spoke Swedish. The interviews were for the most part

recorded and transcribed.

2.3.3 Literature collection and analysis

The scientific literate for chapters one, two and three was collected during a longer period from
about December 2021 to February 2022. It provides both a broad context of the thesis and
research question, and a foundation for the theories and methods used for analysis, synthesis,
and conclusions. Some ten key papers and books were recommended by the supervisor, in close
conversation with a qualified researcher, based on their experience in the field of study. In these
initial recommended readings, chain-searching was carried out in reference lists to locate more
relevant literature resulting in about 15 papers. Further literature queries were made primarily
through the Gothenburg University library search engine Super Search and on Google Scholar,
complemented with searches in the databases Web of Science and Scopus. The search strings
included search words such as cross-border collaboration, coherence and coordination; marine

or coastal management; conservation; adaptive co-management; participation; evaluation in

1 One of 12 Nordic border committees working on behalf of the Nordic Council of Ministers to promote Nordic
collaboration in the border regions and constitute a forum for communication between its member
municipalities and regions (Nordic co-operation, n.d.).
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different combinations. Later search queries involved search strings related to the specific case
study areas, i.e. Koster Sea and Outer Hvaler, where for example the paper by Stokke and
Haukeland (2018) was found. These different searches generated long lists of hits where around
six papers were deemed relevant based on a scan of journal, title and abstracts, and later through

closer reading.

2.4 Analytical process

The analysis was carried out using tables with different topical codes, to put relevant statements
under topical categories in a structured way. One table was created for each case and each
empirical method (documents and interviews). The topical codes were based on the research
questions and guided by the theoretical approach. In the document analysis, these included
three institutional levels which were collapsed from the theoretical frameworks and model
(chapter three, figure 3-5), constitutional; administrational; and operational. Moreover, topical
codes were created for the overarching aims and purposes on the constitutional level; objectives
on the administrational level; and targets on the operational level. Codes was also created for
cross-border collaboration; mandate; and nature management. Two separate tables were
created to map the sector-specific legislation and administration for fisheries and tourism in
Sweden and Norway. These tables were also coded according to the codes established above.
In the interviews, colour coding was first carried out in each interview transcript and thereafter
statements were collected in a joint table to analyse and synthesise the interview results in a
structured way. The codes in the interviews were as follows: organisation; resources for
projects and/or organisation; participation and involvement in NP-management; cross-border
activities; cross-border challenges; cross-border success factors; output or outcomes; and lack
of cross-border collaboration and opportunities. The tables worked as a basis for analysis and

synthesis to provide the results, discussion, and conclusion.

2.5 Limitations and reliability

The small number of respondents could have impacted the results of the thesis to some extent.
For example, other actors from either fisheries or tourism-related activities could have other
perspectives or experiences of both internal challenges as well as cross-border. In addition, not
all respondents had the time to partake in an interview, such as the chairpersons of KSD and
OH Steering Committee. In retrospect, more respondents from for example the KSNP visitor

centre, the Norwegian Nature Inspectorate or actors involved in the fishers’ associations could
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have provided additional insights and perspectives. However, this might not have been possible
based on the time limitations and scope of the thesis, and reliability was increased by basing
the choice of respondents on key actors in park management and/or cross-border collaboration.
In addition, translations from Norwegian to Swedish and from Swedish to English could have
impacted interpretations of statements from respondents, and the understanding of legal texts
in Norwegian. To promote reliability of the thesis further, documents, semi-structured
interviews and cross-checking with NP-director and manager was performed for triangulation

and validation.
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3 Theoretical concepts, frameworks and model

This chapter provides an overview of previous research in the case study area and conceptual
research concerning cross-border challenges. A presentation is also made of the overarching
framework guiding the analysis, as well as the complementing framework and models used in

the analysis and synthesis. In addition, the analytical framework application is accounted for.

3.1 Previous research in the study area: Koster Sea and Outer Hvaler

Koster Sea and Outer Hvaler has been studied from various perspectives. In a study by Morf
et al. (2017), the authors explored the interplay between the institutional design of the Koster
Sea and Outer Hvaler national parks and sustainability outcomes as perceived by key user
groups. They found that both parks’ institutional design was to some extent similar but differed
in for example their management structure and decision-making mandates. The study inspired
the direction of the thesis and provides a foundation in the analysis of the institutional design
of the parks. The thesis also uses the same analytical approach (Institutional Analysis and
Development framework), as well as some of the same national legislation and steering
documents as Morf et al. (2017).

In both parks, the local connectivity and influence are important aspects in park management
but integrated in different ways. Reistad (2019) compared how the local participation has taken
place in the parks to explore if the effectiveness of park management was affected by the degree
of local participation. The author found that the level of local participation is higher in Koster
Sea than Outer Hvaler but anyhow, the interviewed actors in the study seemed mostly satisfied
with the degree of participation in each separate park. Reistad’s study provides insights to the
differences in terms of local participation in each park. It is interesting to consider when
investigating challenges to the cross-border collaboration and how the degree of local

participation in each park may have affected the collaboration.

In a study by Stokke and Haukeland (2018), they examined the relationship between nature
management and land use planning in and outside the NP borders of Outer Hvaler. The authors
emphasise the importance of local networks and social capacities between competent key
individuals, as well as informal networks for interaction between park management, municipal
planners and users. However, reliance on key individuals and informal networks also makes a

vulnerability. Thus, the authors recommend an institutionalisation of the informal networks to
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make the management more robust and resistant to changes, such as replacement of key
individuals. Interestingly, interviewees also mentioned the importance of collaboration with
Koster Sea NP on questions related to sustainable tourism, highlighting an EU-Interreg funded
collaboration with sustainable tourism as a topic (name of the Interreg-project: Our Common
Heritage, see section 4.2). The authors’ results may support findings in the thesis such as the
lack of institutionalisation of informal networks and the importance of collaboration between

the parks.

3.2 Conceptual research: cross border challenges and connectivity

As mentioned above, the lack of boundaries for marine life and environmental impacts in the
open and changing sea makes cross-border collaboration and coordination essential when
managing human activities in a marine context. The field of marine management is diverse and
broad including research areas such as marine and territorial governance, ecosystem-based
management, and marine spatial planning (MSP). The thesis focuses on ways in which cross-
border collaboration is affected and challenged by institutional design in two marine NPs, and
challenges in other transboundary settings (e.g., MSP) can be similar to cross-border challenges
between the parks. Some central challenges (mainly from an MSP research context) were listed
in the introduction of this thesis. The following section specifies those challenges to use in the

thesis to identify cross-border challenges between the parks.

First, transboundary and procedural challenges include for example struggles with matching
divergent institutional governance structures and regulatory frameworks of different countries,
which often lack integrated policies concerning marine and maritime aspects (Grip, 2017).
Second, knowledge and technical challenges involve for instance the lack of reliable data on a
national level, regulatory restrictions on information sharing between countries as well as a
lack of efficient means for communication. Third, stakeholder challenges concern for example
the difficulty of involving regional and local actors. Lastly, there may be policy-related,
sectoral and political challenges with for example competing sectoral interests and differing
policy priorities (Moodie et al. 2019; Jay et al. 2016). Another challenging aspect relevant in
the context of Sweden and Norway is the highly fragmented policy landscape of the European
Union (EU). In Sweden, the EU marine directives and other relevant marine and nature policies

on an EU level provide a basis for marine management, which is not the case in Norway.
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Two aspects in the thesis were inspired by a template to analyse transboundary issues in MSP,
provided by the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea’s (ICES) Working Group
on Marine Planning and Coastal Zone Management, based on the ‘Ten tenets’ of adaptive
management and sustainability (Barnard & Elliott, 2015). The two aspects include legislative
and administrative connectivity (ICES, 2021). The legislative connectivity entails that
legislation, public policies and mandates in Sweden and Norway are compatible and
equivalent, and that the vertical structure from national to regional to local level is known. The
administrative connectivity implies that the same bodies are responsible for marine
management in Sweden and Norway at a higher level or that on a lower level the
administrations either side of the border are equivalent regarding their tasks and procedures

allowing for a holistic and integrated marine management horizontally (ICES, 2021).

3.3 Institutional Analysis and Development (IAD) framework

The IAD framework can be applied when analysing complex policy situations and for
understanding how institutions operate, change and influence policy situations over time (Kiser
& Ostrom, 1982; McGinnis, 2011). The framework was developed by Ostrom and colleagues
in the 1980’s and have been widely used and transformed to analyse policy-related questions

throughout the years. Figure 3-1 depicts the basic components of an IAD framework.

Biophysical conditions

Action

i i — . . » Interactions
Community attributes situations |«----

i Evaluative
Criteria

Rules in-use

y

———————————————————————— b------------4 Outcomes

Figure 3-1 Basic components of IAD framework. Source: Ostrom (2005; 15).

According to the IAD framework, the action situation is the social space where individual
participants in specific positions must act and make decisions in light of the information and
control they have about how certain actions link to potential outcomes (McGinnis, 2011;
Ostrom, 2011). The action situation is influenced by the external context (left box, figure 3-1)
in which it is set. These external variables include the biophysical conditions that put
constraints on what is physically possible based on the nature of the resource or ecosystem.
The attributes of the community entail social and cultural aspects, such as educational level and

norms of the community, that participants bring to the action situation (McGinnis 2011; Ostrom
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2005; Ostrom et al. 1994). Considering the primary focus on institutions and institutional
design in the thesis, these two external variables are excluded from the analysis. The
biophysical context is to a large degree the same in both parks considering that the marine
environmental similarities are the main reason for the protection of the parks. The community
attributes differ between the parks but are in the context of the thesis too broad of a scope to

include. Therefore, institutions, or the rules in use are focused on in the analysis.

Institutions can be viewed as “the perceptions that humans use to organize all forms of
repetitive and structured interactions” (Ostrom, 2005: 3) where institutions shape and influence
processes of both social interaction and collective choice (McGinnis, 2011). So, the rules-in-
use are closely linked to the action situation since behaviour of participants are influenced and
constrained by a set of formal and informal rules needed for explaining policy related actions,
patterns of interactions and potential outcomes (Polski & Ostrom, 2017). The formal rules refer
to written rules and, in the thesis, imply the written rules governing the parks. Rules are often
nested in other rules operating on different institutional levels. In a policy situation, three
institutional levels must be considered, affecting actions taken and outcomes derived from any
policy situation (Kiser & Ostrom, 1982). The lowest level rules are on the operational level,
which have practical implications affecting actors in their day-to-day decision-making. These
rules are in turn a result of action situations on a higher institutional level, the collective choice
or policy level, where institutions are constructed, and policies made by authorised participants.
The participants on the collective choice level gain their authorisation from the highest
institutional level, the constitutional level, which set the conditions for the collective choice
level (Polski & Ostrom, 2017; McGinnis, 2011). The external variables, actions and decisions
made in the action situation and the patterns of interaction all influence the outcomes which
may be evaluated and lead to insights and recommendations as to how to change to reach
desirable outcomes (McGinnis, 2011; dashed lines fig 3-1).

In the thesis, a key focus is the institutional settings of Sweden and Norway and how they affect
cross-border collaboration. Thus, the Institutional Analysis and Development (IAD)
framework is relevant. In the analysis, the institutional levels are used actively, complemented
by the vertical policy hierarchy (section 3.4) to unravel the formal rules, the legislation and
regulation, forming the institutional design governing both parks. This to understand how the
formal rules frame, influence, and affect the actors within each park; and how it may affect the

cross-border collaboration.
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3.4 The vertical policy hierarchy

The vertical policy hierarchy can be applied to understand how the vertical link from
international obligations and goals to local operations produce a hierarchy with allocated
mandate and authoritative power in marine management (Cormier et al. 2019; Boyes & Elliott,
2014; Cormier et al. 2017). Figure 3-2 depicts an adapted vertical policy hierarchy based on
Cormier (2019), and Cormier et al. (2017).
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Figure 3-2 Vertical policy hierarchy from international to regional and national levels. Sources: Cormier, (2019); Cormier
et al. (2017), adapted.

What is implemented into national legislation at the state level is influenced by international
obligations from the United Nations (UN) and the European Union (EU). These set institutional
frames for their respective member states in the form of treaties, conventions, agreements or
directives and so influence national legislation and public policies at the state level
(constitutional in IAD) when ratified, implemented and integrated into law. The top-level
institutional organisations influence ‘why’ states must implement legislation to reach
conservation, sustainability or development goals. At the administrations level, competent
authorities have the responsibility to enact ‘what’ objectives must be achieved to follow the
conventions and directives, and then set the regulatory frame for ‘how’ activities will be
managed to implement the conventions etc. at the regulators level (Cormier, 2019).
Conventions or directives cannot be implemented by regulatory authorities unless these are

integrated into national legislation or public policies and the regulatory authorities have a
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mandate provided by governments at the state level to address these questions (Cormier, 2019).
The vertical policy hierarchy is applied to complement the institutional levels in the IAD
framework (constitutional, collective choice and operational) to unravel the formal rules
governing each park. This to shed light on the vertical hierarchy with different mandates set by

the legislative structure on the related management systems governing the parks.

3.5 Program logic model

Program logic models can be applied in varying settings to display in a logical way how for
example a new program is structured from start to finish (Knowlton Wyatt & Phillips, 2013).
Logic models is useful when for example doing evaluations of programs (e.g., Mulroy &
Lauber, 2004) or when studying theories of change (e.g., Funnell & Rogers, 2011). Figure 3-3
depicts the basic steps in a program logic model.

outcomes outcomes term outcomes

Short-t Long-t Int diate-
Resources F Activities i Qutputs = Ortterm -y Ongerm ) ‘ntermediater Impact

Figure 3-3 Basic steps in linear logic model. Source: Knowlton Wyatt & Phillips (2013).

Any new program, policy or similar require resources in the form of personnel, financing,
facilities, supplies etc. as inputs to carry out the activities, i.e., different actions or undertakings
in for example a new project set out to secure a desired change (Knowlton Wyatt & Philips,
2013). When activities are performed, they produce and lead to certain outputs which are
usually quantifiable or qualifiable factors in some way and form the application of activities to
a certain audience. The outcomes refer to the changes achieved at various time intervals where
the impact is the ultimate change (goal or vision) wished to achieve with for example., a
program (Knowlton Wyatt & Phillips, 2013). The first component, resources, of the logic
model is used as an analytical tool, while all four first components are used to illustrate an
example of and highlight the foundational aspects in a cross-border collaborative project

between the parks.

3.6 Analytical framework application

The thesis draws from the frameworks and model presented in section 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5 to
analyse the interaction between the formal rules (i.e., the institutional design governing the
parks) and how it may affect the cross-border collaboration and coordination. Figure 3-4
illustrates a simplified 1AD-inspired framework guiding the analysis and providing an

overarching theoretical structure.
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Figure 3-4 Adapted IAD framework for overarching theoretical structure. Sources: Ostrom (2005); Ostrom et al. (1994);
McGinnis (2011).

The analysis unravels the formal rules (left box fig 3-4), interpreted as the legislative structure
and the management systems (inspired by ICES, 2021), to distinguish differences and
similarities between both parks’ institutional design. These rules influence and put constraints
on actors (park management, related authorities and stakeholder groups) behaviour, actions and
decisions made in the action situation. In turn, the interaction between the two parks (i.e. the
cross-border collaboration activities and projects) is influenced by how participants are
organised, act and make decisions within each park. To explore outcomes, i.e., the quality of
cross-border collaboration (bottom right box), these external variables and their interactions

with the cross-border collaboration is analysed and discussed in chapter four.

The legislative structure refers to the vertical policy hierarchy (figure 3-5) to unravel and
understand the goals, objectives and targets and related mandates of each park. These are set
by legislation on different institutional levels, that is international obligations from the UN and
EU, constitutional level legislation and administrational policies. The management systems
represent who is responsible for governing and managing the parks on different institutional
levels, which in turn is impacted by the legislative structure (figure 3-5). Thus, the vertical

hierarchy provide a complementary view to the institutional levels of the IAD framework.
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Figure 3-5 Collapsed institutional levels. Adapted from Cormier (2019); Cormier et al. (2017); Ostrom et al. (1994).

Four components in the program logic model are used in the analysis (figure 3-6), whereas two
as analytical tools. Resources is used as an analytical tool to investigate the allocated resources
in each park, and further to explore how resources for specific cross-border activities are
attained and what the specific cross-border activities were. This, to illustrate in a logical way,
a specific cross-border project, starting from the allocated resources to the different activities,
to the specific outputs from these activities and what potential short-term outcomes the project

created.
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Figure 3-6 Program logic model with applicable steps. Adapted from Knowlton Wyatt & Philips, 2013.
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4 Results and discussion

This chapter presents the results from the document analysis and interviews and discuss the
implications of the findings. Section 4.1 aims to answer and discuss the first research question
regarding differences and similarities in the parks’ institutional designs. Section 4.2 aims to
answer and discuss the second research question regarding how the parks collaborate on issues
related to tourism and fisheries. Section 4.3 aims to answer the third research question
regarding cross-border challenges and explores the interplay between the identified challenges

and the institutional design presented in section 4.1 above.

4.1 Institutional design: legislative structure and management systems

4.1.1 National Park specific legislation and management

Table 4-1 provides an overview over the legislative structure and management systems of
Koster Sea and Outer Hvaler NP, on the constitutional, administrational and operational levels
(chapter three). It covers legislation and policy regarding aims and purposes, mandate, general
park management, resources, cross-border collaboration, and specific park regulations
regarding tourism and fisheries management. The table is not all-encompassing but focus on

legislation relevant for the thesis.
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Table 4-1 Overview of NP-specific legislation and management in KSNP and OHNP.

Koster Sea National Park (Sweden)

Outer Hvaler National Park (Norway)

Constitutional | Aims & Promote sustainable development to | Safeguard nature through sustainable
Environmental | purposes assure healthy and good use and protection (NDA 2009-06-19-
legislation environment (EC 1998:808). 100).
Mandate NP proposed by the Government, NP established by King in Council?, to
adopted by Swedish Parliament, on protect larger nature areas with
land owned by the Swedish state distinctive or representative ecosystems
with the purpose of conserving or landscapes and are without
larger coherent areas in their natural | considerable encroachment to nature.
or substantially unaltered state (EC Compensate landowners and licensees
1998:808). for economic loss by making utilisation
Authority bylaw with purpose of of area difficult as result of protection
care, management and limitations of | (NDA 2009-06-19-100; Taraldrud, 2021)
use and travels may be provided by
authority appointed by Government
(EC 1998:808).
Admini- Objectives KSNP to preserve a distinctive and Great natural values, coastal landscape,
strational diverse marine and archipelago area | and special marine attributes to protect
NP-specific with adjacent land areas in a through NP. Important area for outdoor
overall substantially unaltered state (NPO recreation (Royal Resolution,
regulation 1987:938 and amendment Norwegian Ministry of Climate and
2009:729). Environment, 2009).
Objectives in Gov. prop. 2008/09:98 | Conservation of (Outer Hvaler NPO 2 §):
(Swedish Government, 2009): - Distinctive, large and relatively
- Long-term preservation of marine undisturbed area
and terrestrial cultural and - Underwater landscape with varying
natural values bottom topography
- Sustainable use of marine - Ecosystems onshore and in water
biological resources (species, communities, landscapes)
- Facilitate for visitors to General public should be able to
experience and learn of nature- experience nature through traditional
and culture values and how it can | and low-tech outdoor activities
be sustainably used
- Research and education on
conservation and sustainable use
should be promoted
Further concrete regulations will be
in bylaw and MMP
Mandate NPO 1987:938: NEA establishes the managing authority

SEPA may establish authority bylaw
limiting the right to use land- and
marine areas; and the right to travel
and reside within the NP.
Opportunity to comment shall be

for OHNP (NPO 7 §, with legal basis in
NDA 62 §). New general model for NP-
management in 2010 established
municipalities as managing authorities
by introducing steering committees
consisting of concerned municipalities

2 King in Council is the highest administrative body in Norway where the Norwegian Government, led by the
King, meet to make decisions. Matters are prepared by ministries or the Prime Minister’s office. Decisions made
here result in a Royal Resolution (Norwegian Government, 2022).
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given to CAB, municipalities and
SWAM.

In individual cases, CAB may grant
exemptions from the authority bylaw
(NPO 1987:938).

SEPA may, after consultation with
CAB, municipality and SWAM in a
decision on the MMP, decide how
NP is to be cared for and managed.

and regions where NP is located
(Norwegian Government, 2009a, b).

General Park
management

NPO 1987:938:

The NP shall be cared for and
managed according to its purposes.
It is CAB that is responsible for
management of the NP.

Concrete use rules (OH NPO 3 §): seven
detailed points/under-points of
protection regulations related to
intrusion in the terrestrial and marine
landscapes; protection of flora/fauna;
cultural heritage; traffic and travel
within NP by foot or motor driven
vehicle; contamination; and noise.

Cross-border
collaboration

International importance of a
coherent transnational protected
area: “The value of the area is
further increased considering the
planned national park Outer Hvaler
in Norway bordering Koster Sea
National Park. Thus, a cross-border
national park is created which is
unusual even from an international
perspective.” (Gov. prop.
2008/09:98)

Royal Resolution (NMCE, 2009):
transnational MPA. Close collaboration
to develop KSNP-OHNP to national and
international resource for education
and research in coastal zone
management and sustainable use of
marine resources, development of
regional, international tourism project
that will be a sustainable destination for
the region and development of
information, communication and
learning activities (e.g., for schools). EU
Interreg-project 2009-2012, Our
Common Heritage.

Operational
User rules &

management

MMP (SEPA, 2009)

In MMP (OH Steering Committee,

Targets - Long-term 2020), purpose to conserve:
protection/conservation of - distinctive, large and relatively
marine ecosystems, while undisturbed area
allowing sustainable use of - underwater landscape with varying
biological resources. bottom topography

- Preserve marine and terrestrial - ecosystems onshore and in water
natural/cultural values. (species, communities, landscapes)

- Facilitate for visitors to - General public should be able to
experience and learn about experience nature through
natural and cultural values. traditional and low-tech outdoor

- Promote research/education in activities
conservation/sustainable use.

Mandate Koster Sea Delegation, responsible OH Steering committee consisting of

for non-authoritative decisions
concerning care and management of
the NP and adjacent nature reserves
(CAB, 2009a; SEPA 2009).

After consultation with concerned
actors, authority bylaw by SEPA in

Viken region (Fylke), and Hvaler and
Fredrikstad municipalities, assisted by
NP secretariat (NP-manager) and
advisory group (stakeholder groups
such as local fisher and tourism actors).
Responsible for decisions concerning

24




place, limiting right to use land and
water within NP and right to travel
and reside within NP (SEPA
Regulations, 2009:7).

park management, including
authoritative decisions, permits and
exemptions, and establishment of MMP
(approved and adopted by NEA).

General Park

Authority bylaw:

OH Steering committee are to manage

management A. Limiting right to use land and the park area in accordance with
water 1-13 §§ international obligations, NDA and NPO
B. Limiting right to travel/reside in | (NEA, 2020).
NP 1-19 §§: NP-manager (from CG) responsible for
tourism/recreation specific day-to-day management, including
e.g. making fires. Zoning as preparations for authoritative decisions,
instrument, e.g. zones with permits and exceptions from protection
speed limits or limiting access | values, decided by OH Steering
to certain islands committee (NEA, 2020).
C. General exceptions: for purpose | MMP as practical and guiding tool to
of management, certain maintain and promote protection of NP,
activities allowed according to | and to ensure predictability and equal
what is determined in MMP; treatment in processing of matters,
carry out licenced commercial | such as permits. MMP revised every ten
fishing years after evaluation (OH Steering
(SEPA Regulations, 2009:7) Committee, 2020).
Resources NP-management with several CG employs one NP-manager,

employees including one NP-
director, staff for marine and
terrestrial management, and at NP
visitor centre (4; 7 April 2022).

Set budget from SEPA through CAB.
May apply for additional funding for
larger projects or activities (4; 7 April
2022).

responsible for assisting OH Steering
Committee with park management, in
close collaboration with other
organisations responsible for e.g.
operative maintenance, staff at visitor
centre, surveillance and policing (6 April
2022).

Funding for all types of activities (OH
Steering Committee meetings,
maintenance, projects, marine
monitoring etc.) must be applied for
from NEA (6 April 2022).

Cross-border
collaboration

MMP (SEPA, 2009): Important
condition to reach set goals is to
develop collaboration between the
parks and harmonise actions, rules
and policies.

Overlapping identity programme
with e.g., signs and information.
Suggestion to establish consultation
group between parks steering
committees for harmonising rules
and policies, and informal
consultation groups between
management.

MMP (OH Steering Committee, 2020):
Wish to continue developing both parks
as national/international resource for
education/research of sustainable
marine use and destination.

Joint yearly meetings between OH
Steering Committee and KSD for
information sharing, coordination of
operations and management. Contact
between park management.

Same method used in marine MMP in
both parks.

Fisheries
specific
management

In MMP (SEPA, 2009):
- Commercial fishing conducted
according to Fisheries legislation,
trawling conducted in

General exemptions for commercial
fishing (NPO).

Commercial fishing regulated through
Norwegian Marine Resource Act and
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accordance with
Koster/Vaderofjord model.
Continued fishing gear
development, education and
information for active fishers in
the area.

- Need of improved collaboration
with Norwegian fishers and
authorities for good protection
of areas adjacent to border.

- Specific user targets

- Fishing activities are not
regulated through the NPO and
MB but through Fisheries
legislation.

other regulations (MMP, OH Steering
Committee, 2020). Zone with bottom
protection, no trawling allowed.

Tourism
specific
management

In MMP (SEPA, 2009):

- Tourism conducted and
developed adapted to the area’s
high natural and cultural values.

- Principles for zoning: outdoor
life/tourists channelled to avoid
disturbances of sensitive animal
and wildlife, and damage on
sensitive vegetation. Five types
of zones.

- Specific user targets

- Plan for outdoor life and
Accessibility with overarching
goal: NP used for its nature given
prerequisites without larger
facilities for outdoor life
(tourism-recreation). Used in
sustainable way, no harm to
nature- or culture values.

- Satisfied visitors as objective.
Identity program regarding
design of information material,
signs etc. to some extent jointly
with OH.

Possibility for tourism operators to
become certified NP-operators: must
comply with NP aims and
sustainability (29 March; 7 April
2022).

All travelling or residing within NP must
do so carefully with consideration to
vegetation, animals and culture
heritage sites.

Different zones to protect sensitive
areas and/or species from disturbance.
Visitor strategy under development, to
facilitate for visitors to experience the
NP while preserving the nature values
(MMP, OH Steering Committee, 2020).

Sources: EC: Swedish Environmental Code (SFS 1998:808), NDA: Norwegian Nature Diversity Act (LOV-2009-
06-19-100), NPO: National Park Ordinances (SE: SFS 1987:938 and amendment SFS 2009:729; NO: FOR-2009-
06-26-883); Governmental Proposition 2008/09:98 (Swedish Government, 2009a), Royal Resolution (NMCE:
Norwegian Ministry of Climate and Environment, 2009), Norwegian Government (2009a, b), SEPA Regulations
(authority bylaw, SEPA 2009:7), MMP: Management & Maintenance Plan (SEPA, 2009; OH Steering
Committee, 2020), CAB (2009a), Taraldrud (2021), personal communication.
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Constitutional level aims & purposes, and mandate

The UN through the CBD set the frame for nature protection both in Sweden and Norway,
along with the applicable EU directives (BHD; MSFD; MSPD) for Sweden (see fig 4-1 below).
In Sweden, the legal basis for establishing NPs is in the Environmental Code (7 chap. 2 § EC),
Sweden’s principal and framing environmental legislation with the overarching aim of
promoting sustainable development (1 chap. 1 § EC). In Norway, the legal basis for NPs is in
the Nature Diversity Act (11 chap 35 8 NDA), a holistic legislation with the purpose to
safeguard nature’s biological-, landscape- and geological diversity and ecological processes
through sustainable use and protection (1 chap 1 § NDA). In Sweden, NPs are established by
the Government on land owned by the Swedish state (7 chap. 2 8 EC) while in Norway NPs
can be established on private land if landowners are compensated for economic losses (5 chap
50 § NDA,; table 4-1 Mandate). In Sweden, authority bylaw for care, management and
limitations of use and travels within NPs may be provided by an authority appointed by the
Government (7 chap. 3 § EC), in this case the Swedish Environmental Protection Agency
(SEPA), after consulting the County Administrative Board (CAB), the concerned
municipalities and the Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management (SWAM) (4; 7 88
NPO). In Norway, this type of authority bylaw does not exist.

Here, both similarities and differences can be found that might affect the cross-border
collaboration. The overarching aims of sustainability are similar in both laws (table 4-1 Aims
& purposes). However, the Swedish legislation is phrased towards sustainable development
whereas the Norwegian legislation phrases it as sustainable use and protection. This may have
implications on lower institutional levels as the higher-level institutions shape and influence
social interaction and collective choice on lower institutional levels (McGinnis, 2011; Polski
& Ostrom, 2017; section 4.3). In addition, in Sweden land within NPs must be owned by the
Swedish state but not in Norway, meaning for example that cabin owners within Outer Hvaler
wishing to make changes to their property must apply for exemptions from the protection

values.

Administrational level objectives, mandate, and cross-border collaboration

On the administrational level, the overarching objectives for the parks are found in each
country’s national park ordinances (1 8 29 p. NPO; Swedish Government, 2009a; 2 8§ OHNP
NPO; NMCE, 2009). In Sweden there is no general model for how NPs are managed and so in
Koster Sea, CAB of Western Goétaland is in individual cases responsible for authoritative
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decisions concerning exemptions, permits and the like (Table 4-1 Mandate). Following an
acknowledgment from the Norwegian Government, a new general model for NP management
was established in 2010. The Government emphasised that management of NPs should be
knowledge-based and locally established, thus steering committees consisting of the concerned
regions and municipalities were appointed as managing authorities for Norwegian NPs

(Norwegian Government, 20093, b).

The concrete user rules of the parks are found on different institutional levels. In KSNP, the
specific user rules with restrictions are in the specific authority bylaw from SEPA, i.e. the
expert authority, on the operational level (table 4.1 Operational General park management). In
Outer Hvaler, concrete restrictions are on the administrational level in the NPO from the
Norwegian Ministry for Climate and Environment (NMCE), i.e. the politically established
ministry (table 4-1 General park management). The cross-border connection between the parks
is mentioned on the administrational level. In the Swedish Governmental Proposition (Swedish

Government, 2009a) it is formulated accordingly:

The value of the area is further increased considering the planned national park
Outer Hvaler in Norway bordering the Koster Sea National Park. Thus, a cross-
border national park is created which is unusual even from an international

perspective.

The Norwegian Royal Resolution (NMCE, 2009) contains almost the same formulation,
indicating the insight that a coherent cross-border marine NP is important. The Norwegian
Resolution elaborates more on cross-border collaboration, stating that a close cross-border
collaboration was a wish from the Swedish side to develop the parks as international resources
for education and research (table 4-1 Cross-border collaboration). The initial and lengthy
Interreg-project, Our Common Heritage, is also mentioned in the Royal Resolution (see

section 4.2).

Overall, the NP objectives are rather similar concerning what values to protect but differ when
it comes to sustainability vs. protection. Outer Hvaler leans more towards conservation and

low-tech outdoor activities whereas in Koster Sea sustainable use, research and education is

3 Interreg is an EU-funding programme for European cross-border cooperation and constitute one of two goals
in the EU cohesion policy. It promotes and supports cross-border cooperation for countries to work together on
common challenges and find shared solutions. Funding is project-based and in turn funded by the European
Regional Development Fund (Interreg, 2022).
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promoted equally to conservation and protection (table 4-1 Objectives; see Morf et al. 2017).
Moreover, in OHNP the steering committee is a managing authority appointed by the
Norwegian Government (figure 4-1), indicating differences in mandate between KSNP and
OHNP which may affect the cross-border collaboration. An additional institutional difference
between the countries is that more detailed legislation for protection of OHNP is found on this
higher institutional level (i.e. from the ministry), whereas in KSNP the administrational level
regulations provide overall guidelines whereas the specific restrictions are provided by the

public expert-authority on the operational level (see Morf et al. 2017).

Operational level targets, and management and maintenance plans

On the operational level, the management and maintenance plans (MMP) set targets and work
as integrative management tools to guide and coordinate management efforts directed at sector-
specific and cross-sector activities, such as tourism and commercial fishing (table 4-1; Morf et
al. 2017). In Sweden, MMPs are developed by the expert-led CAB, with involvement and
inputs by the steering committee, Koster Sea Delegation (KSD), whereas in Norway, Outer
Hvaler (OH) Steering Committee has the responsibility for developing MMPs, assisted by the
NP-secretariat (see Morf et al. 2017). In both countries, SEPA and Norwegian Environmental

Agency (NEA) respectively must approve and adopt the MMPs.

The MMPs also provides plans and protective measures including how activities should be
managed to reach objectives and aims (SEPA, 2009; OH Steering Committee, 2020). For
example, there are descriptions of, and directed management and guidance specifically for
commercial fisheries and tourism. In KSNP, tourism operators also have the possibility to
become certified NP-businesses, providing a NP-related forum for discussion and exchange of
knowledge. To become a certified business, companies must i.a. comply with the aims of the
NP and take other sustainability measures (table 4-1 Tourism specific management; 29 March;
7 April 2022). Both MMPs are rather similar in their structure, mainly due to the Our Common
Heritage-project between the parks where management was a topic (see section 4.2).
Furthermore, the Swedish MMP must be in place before inauguration of NPs but not in
Norway. Thus, the MMP in Outer Hvaler used the same method and standards (Open Standards
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for the Practice of Conservation?) as the Koster Sea MMP, making the MMPs coherent

concerning management, especially in the marine sections (4; 6 April 2022).

The cross-border collaboration between the parks is highlighted in each MMP. One aspect
raised in the KSNP MMP is:

The Koster Sea National Park will be Sweden's first transnational national park.
[...] there is much to be gained from harmonising rules and policies in the

national parks.

The OHNP MMP was adopted in 2020 and therefore elaborates on what cross-border activities
have been done and the implications of these. It also states wishes for further joint development
of the parks and contact between NP- managements, and information sharing and coordination

of operations and management efforts (table 4-1 Cross-border collaboration).

Overall, the two MMPs can be considered coherent and similar in many ways but two main
differences appear on this institutional level that might affect the cross-border collaboration.
First concerning mandate, where in OHNP the OH Steering Committee has the responsibility
to develop the MMP with assistance from the NP-secretariat, whereas in KSNP it is the CAB
with inputs from the KSD who has the responsibility to develop MMPs and formally the KSNP
MMP is a product from SEPA (Table 4-1 Administrational Mandate). Second, Swedish MMPs
must be developed and in place before NPs can be established and so Koster Sea’s MMP is
from 2009 with for example marine mapping of the area done in 2006-2008. In OHNP, the
MMP was adopted long after the inauguration of the park. Thus, there are no marine data from
Outer Hvaler before the establishment of the park making it harder to follow up how protective

measures have made a difference or not.

Organisational structure and mandates

Figure 4-1 provides an overview of the vertical institutional hierarchy of both parks. Focus of
the thesis is on the collaboration on the local to regional geographic scale (grey boxes fig 4-1)
where both parks have steering committees who are responsible for strategic management
decisions, assisted by NP- management and secretariat. The national cross-sector authorities at

the regional geographic scale in both countries, CAB in Sweden and County Governor (CG) in

4 Standardised method describing ideal practices for doing good conservation work (Conservation Standards,
n.d.)
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Norway, have important roles both as links between institutional levels and across sectors as
well as strategic support and managers of each park (6; 7 April 2022; Morf et al. 2017).

SWEDEN (KSNP) NORWAY (OHNP)

Ministry of
Environment
b >{ SEPA NEA

v )
.
G OH Steering
KSD CAB Committee
NP- tariat
Lb NP-management secretaria

(CG-employed NP-
manager)

Norwegian Government

Ministry of
Climate and ]
Environment

Figure 4-1 The vertical institutional hierarchy of each NP. Adapted from Cormier (2019); Cormier et al.
(2017). (Not all-encompassing).

Day-to-day Park management in KSNP is assigned to a specific unit of CAB under the nature
division, with a set of employees including a NP-director, marine and terrestrial nature
managers, staff at the NP visitor centre and more (fig 4-2; 4; 7 April 2022). In OHNP, the CG
employs one NP-manager in the NP-secretariat who assists OH Steering Committee in all
decision-making concerning park management and maintenance. Other NP-related functions
such as carrying out operative maintenance; staff at the visitor centre; surveillance; and policing
etc. is performed by other organisations or actors (table 4-1 Resources; fig 4-3; 6 April 2022).
Communication and network-building is essential between concerned organisations and actors,
such as the municipality (NP visitor centre), the Norwegian Nature Inspectorate (operational
duties and surveillance in the field) and the Archipelago Service (operative maintenance of
recreational areas) for management and maintenance of the park to function. According to
respondents, the management of the park may at times be challenging since it is dependent on
interest and priorities from several different organisations as well as building informal
networks, and close geographical links (4; 6 April 2022; cf. Stokke & Haukeland, 2018). Since
there are different organisations responsible for different tasks there are also different priorities
and mandates, meaning the NP-secretariat cannot tell another organisation what to do, only ask
for it to be done (6 April 2022). In addition, KSNP has an allocated yearly budget for
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management and maintenance of the park provided by SEPA through CAB, and additional
funding for projects can be applied for from for example., SWAM or the EU. In OHNP on the
other hand, all funding for activities carried out related to park management must be applied
for every year from NEA. Some funding for example for maintenance of state-guaranteed areas

for outdoor life and recreation may be provided by the Archipelago Service (see section 4.1.3).

The establishment of KSNP was a bottom-up process where it was important to secure local
participation and involvement into governing and management of the park and adjacent areas
(Swedish Government, 2009a; Morf et al. 2011). After evaluating different ways to govern the
park (Piriz & Westman, 2008) it was decided by SEPA that a delegation, Koster Sea
Delegation, would be established organisationally under CAB of Western Gotaland (CAB,
2009a; SEPA 2009). The establishment of OHNP was more of a traditional top-down process
(Morf et al. 2017) where a new general governance model applying for all Norwegian NPs
came into place in 2010 (Norwegian Government, 2009a, b). To secure local participation,
KSD consists of representatives from CAB, politicians from Stromstad and Tanum
municipalities, local community associations, local commercial fishers, and researchers from
Gothenburg University (CAB, 2009b), complemented by thematic consultation groups, such
as Co-management Northern Bohuslan (fig 4-2). Figure 4-2 provides an overview of the links

and representation in the different parts of Koster Sea NP.

~

NP-management under Nature
Division, Unit for Koster Sea

KSD
CAB (chair)
Strémstad and Tanum
municipalities
Local community associations
(five different ones)

Research (Gothenburg University)
Local commercial fisher
SEPA (adjoined member)

!

Thematic consultation groups |
Local commerecial fishers (Co- L Coast Guard (and Police) J

NP-management
NP-director

Nature conservation managers

Nature conservationists

Head of Visitor Centre
Nature guides

management Northern Bohusldn) Supporting control and
Sustainable Tourism (Stromstad and prosecution
Tanum municipalities)
Local Hunters
Temporary ones when needed

Figure 4-2 KSNP representation. Source: Author.

Figure 4-3 provides an overview of the links and representation between the different parts and

organisations in Outer Hvaler NP. OH Steering Committee consists of political representatives
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from Viken region, and Hvaler and Fredrikstad municipalities (Norwegian Government,
2009a, b; Morf et al. 2017), complemented by a cross-sector advisory group where all local
interest groups are represented (fig 4-3). NP-related functions such as staff for the NP visitor
centre is assigned to Hvaler municipality, and operational maintenance of the recreational areas
is assigned to the Archipelago Service (fig 4-3; 6 April 2022; OH Steering Committee, 2020).

OH Steering Committee
Viken Region
Hvaler and Fredrikstad
municipalities

:

Cross-sector advisory group
Local commercial fisher
Farmers
Cabin owners

NP-secretariat
NP-manager

PR Other interest organisations (e.g.
P N S~ tourism actors, NGOs)
e \ BN
\ i O
27 \ i,
7 N ~
N

o e - - Norwegian Nature

Hvaler municipality Archipelago Service
o i X Inspectorate

Head of Visitor Centre Maintenance of recreational

X 3 Control, enforcement and

Nature guides areas around the Oslofjord .
prosecution

Figure 4-3 OHNP representation. Source: Author.

Koster Sea Delegation (KSD) have been delegated the formal responsibility from CAB to take
non-authoritative decisions concerning strategic management and maintenance of the park and
adjacent nature reserves (such as setting annual plans and budget). KSD is assisted by experts
from CAB in the form of the NP-management (CAB, 2009a; Morf et al., 2017). Authoritative
decision-making concerning exemptions, permits and such lies with another unit of CAB in
individual cases (table 4-1 Administrational Mandate; 7 April 2022). OH Steering Committee
on the other hand consists only of elected politicians who both make strategic management
decisions and have mandate to take authoritative decisions, including exemptions and permits
(table 4-1 Operational Mandate and General Park management). OH Steering Committee is
assisted by the NP-secretariat (employed by the CG) serving as secretary and coordinator (fig
4-1; Morf et al. 2017). The NP-secretariat is for example responsible for preparations of
authoritative decisions, something considered time consuming by respondents. Considering
that land within NPs in Norway can be private property, preparations of authoritative decisions
are common in OHNP since for instance cabin owners wishing to make changes on their

property must apply for permits with OH Steering Committee. According to respondents, these
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processes reduce time for other tasks related to for example development, stakeholder

communication and the like.

Several similarities and differences can be identified in the parks organisational structure and
mandates which may affect the cross-border collaboration. First, in terms of internal
collaboration and coordination within the parks, the conditions differ considerably. In the
KSNP-management, close communication and common priorities is built into the
organisational structure since a large degree of the NP-related functions are placed in the same
organisation, i.e. CAB (fig 4-2). This is not the case in OHNP, making management of the park
dependent on close collaboration and coordination with other organisations which the park-
secretariat have no mandate to make decisions or priorities for. Second, financing for
management and maintenance in the parks differ. KSNP have an allocated yearly budget but
in OHNP financing must be applied for yearly which makes it harder to foresee what activities

might be carried out and therefore it may be harder to make long-term plans.

Furthermore, the composition and degree of including users and stakeholders into decision-
making differs between the parks. An interesting aspect raised by respondent concerned the
communication between NP- management/secretariat and local fishers. In KSNP, forums for
dialogue and communication are built into the governance structure since the commercial
fishers are represented in KSD, as well as constitute a thematic consultation group through the
local co-management steering group, Co-management Northern Bohuslan (fig 4-2). These
participatory and internal collaborative forums have created a foundation for communication,
mutual learning, knowledge- and trust building (4; 7 April 2022). In OHNP on the other hand,
the advisory group is diverse with representatives ranging from tourism actors and local
commercial fishers to cabin owners and farmers (fig 4-3), with one yearly meeting to discuss
different matters from each interest group. The dialogue between NP-secretariat and local
commercial fishers is therefore less frequent and no forums where just the two interests can
meet exists (6 April 2022). In the KSNP case, the developed participatory processes may
contribute to increased legitimacy and acceptance when making controversial decisions (cf.
Beierle & Konisky, 2001; Reed, 2008). In OHNP on the other hand, the somewhat lacking
participatory processes can make controversial decisions harder to implement. This is also
supported by a find in the evaluation of the new governance model of Norwegian NPs, stating
that long-term important decisions which can be locally controversial can be harder to take
(Lundberg et al. 2021).
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Lastly, KSD and OH Steering Committee differ in their tasks and degree of decision-making
mandate. The KSD is responsible only for strategic management decisions, excluding
authoritative decisions while the OH Steering Committee, consisting only of elected
politicians, is a formal authoritative management body. This may affect the cross-border
collaboration because of the divergent institutional governance structure which could lead to
unequal mandates and challenge collaboration and coordination (cf. Grip, 2017; ICES, 2021;
section 4.2.2). However, it seems as if having decision-making mandate is not always a strength
considering the time it takes for the OHNP-secretariat to prepare for authoritative decisions.
Thus, the KSNP model seems to be stronger where other units at CAB is responsible for
authoritative decisions, increasing time for other tasks to be performed by the KSNP-
management. Moreover, more employees, as in KSNP, may also mean time for more tasks to

be performed and prioritised.

4.1.2 Fisheries-specific legislation and management

Table 4-2 below provides an overview over the fisheries-specific legislation in Sweden and
Norway. The table is not all-encompassing but focus on legislation and policies relevant for
the thesis.
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Table 4-2 Overview of fisheries-specific legislation, policies and regulation in Sweden and Norway.

Sweden

Norway

Constitutional

Preserve and manage fishing resources;
structural actions for fisheries; and
market regulations for fish and fish
products (EU: CFP)

Who has the right to fish, when and
where and under what conditions;
monitoring; sanctions and punishments
(FA 1993:787)

Ensure sustainable and socio-
economically profitable management of
wild marine resources (MRA, LOV-2008-
06-06-37). The industry provides safe
settlement, local jobs and benefits for
coastal districts and communities (PA,
LOV-1999-03-26-15).

Who has the right to fish: when, where,
how much and under what conditions;
monitoring; sanctions and punishments
(MRA, PA)

Administrational

SWAM may provide authority bylaw for
fish conservation and management
which limits or restricts what fish is
allowed to catch; methods and gear is
allowed to use; and what areas are
allowed to fish in (FO 1994:1716)

Specific regulations regarding mesh size
and design; minimum fish size per
species; restrictions on gear, certain
species and areas, etc.; discard ban and
more (FOR-2021-12-23-3910).

Operational

Specific regulations for areas within trawl
limit, i.e. within KSNP, e.g. exception
from trawl ban within trawl limit; fishing
licences only provided when fisher
participated in introductory course on
nature values of the area; functioning
automatic identification system (AIS) on
fishing boat; specific limitations on size
of trawl to limit bycatch; areas
prohibited to trawl due to conservation
of high marine natural values (3 ch. 12a-
h §§ HVMFS-FIFS 2004:36).
Co-management group Northern
Bohuslén, collaborative juridical platform
for co-management of fishing waters in
and adjacent to KSNP. Consisting of local
commercial fishers, researchers,
municipal politicians, KSNP/CAB, SWAM
(4; 7April 2022; Co-management group
Northern Bohuslan, n.d.)

Norwegian Fishermen's Association:
fishermen’s national union and business
organisation active participant in national
and international fisheries management.
Link for local fishermen to responsible
Ministry and Agency through regional
and local fishermen’s organisations. In
OHNP area, Fishermen’s Association
South as regional organisation and
@stfold Fishermen’s Association as local
organisation (6 April 2022; The
Norwegian Fishermen's Association, n.d.).

Sources: EU CFP: European Union’s Common Fisheries Policy (EU 1380/2013) and related acts and regulations,
FA: Swedish Fisheries Act (SFS 1993:787), MRA: Norwegian Marine Resource Act (LOV-2008-06-06-37), PA:
Norwegian Participants Act (LOV-1999-03-26-15), FO: Swedish Fisheries Ordinances (SFS 1994:1716), HO:
Norwegian Harvesting Ordinance (FOR-2021-12-23-3910), SWAM Regulations (authority bylaw) HVMFS-FIFS
2004/36, Co-management group Northern Bohuslan, (n.d.), The Norwegian Fishermen's Association (n.d.),
personal communication.
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Constitutional and administrational level

Commercial fishing in Sweden is mainly regulated through the EU Common Fisheries Policy
(CFP). The CFP consists of several acts and regulations which set aims for the fisheries
management; establishes control systems for compliance; regulate catch quotas, technical
limitations etc. Quotas, or total allowable catch, are regulated yearly through EU regulations
and are distributed by member states for different fish stocks and groups of fish (SwAM, 2021).
Commercial fishing is also regulated in national Swedish legislation, including i.a. the
Fisheries Act (1993:787), and the Swedish Fisheries Ordinance (1994:1716) on the

constitutional and administrational level.

In Norway, commercial fishing is regulated through the Marine Resource Act (LOV-2008-06-
06-37), along with other laws such as the Participation Act (LOV-1999-03-26-15) which set
the foundational aims, regulatory measures, restrictions and more for fishing in Norway (table
4-2 Constitutional level). Since Norway is not an EU member state, there are several bilateral
agreements between EU and Norway on cross-border fishing for certain species in the
Skagerrak area (SWAM, 2017). Consultations on the share of quota between the countries also

take place on a yearly basis (Working Group Fisheries South, 2013).

Overall, the fishing regulations are rather similar where the overarching aims in both Sweden
and Norway are centred around profitability and sustainable use. However, in Norway there is
a lean towards local integration, i.e. that the fishing industry should secure local jobs and
promote coastal fishing districts and communities (table 4-2 Constitutional level). This

difference in priorities may affect the cross-border collaboration (section 4.3).

Operational level

On the operational level, in KSNP there is sector-specific authority bylaw issued by the
Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management (SWAM) with strict regulations for the
fishing activities within the Koster-Véaderé marine trench and including the NP (table 4-2).
These restrictions were set several years before NP-planning started (Morf et al. 2017). Already
in 2000, the local fishers and authorities signed an agreement (Koster-Véderd-agreement) with
specific restrictions allowing fishers to continue fishing within the trawling ban area under
specific conditions (SEPA, 2009; Table 4-2). In Norway, the detailed sector-specific
regulations are found on the administrational level in the Harvesting Ordinance (FOR-2021-
12-23-3910).
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In Stromstad and Tanum municipalities, where KSNP is located, the local fishers coordinate
through a local co-management steering group, Co-management Northern Bohuslan. The
steering group includes commercial fishers and politicians from the two municipalities,
researchers from Gothenburg University, CAB/KSNP representatives and observers from
SwWAM and sometimes other actors such as the Coast Guard (4; 7 April 2022). It serves as a
forum for discussion, information sharing and mutual learning and understanding (4; 7 April
2022; Co-management group Northern Bohusléan, n.d.). In OHNP and surrounding waters there
is one regional fishing organisation (Fishermen’s Association South), and one local fishing
organisation (Ostfold Fishermen’s Association) encompassing fishers from Hvaler and
Fredrikstad municipality (6 April 2022). The associations involve only fishers and function as
consultation bodies for fishers’ interests in fisheries management towards the responsible
authority (Directorate of Fisheries) as well as a platform for negotiation (e.g., for quotas), and

information sharing among fishers and authorities.

One interesting aspect which may affect the cross-border collaboration between fishers within
each park relates to stakeholder involvement. In KSNP, the close collaboration between NP-
management, Gothenburg University, local fishers and SWAM in the co-management steering
group have resulted in trust building between the different interests (4; 7 April 2022).
Therefore, KSNP-management has a great influence on decisions to change fisheries
regulations inside the park boundaries, even if SWAM has the formal authoritative decision-
making mandate (4; 7 April 2022). In OHNP, there is no forum including both NP-secretariat,
the Directorate of Fisheries and local fishers. The fishers are involved in park management
mainly through the broad cross-sectoral NP-advisory group or informal contacts (section
4.1.1), and there is no communication forum between NP-secretariat and Directorate of
Fisheries. This may also have contributed to stricter protection in Koster Sea NP than in Outer

Hvaler, for example regarding trawl size limitations.

4.1.3 Tourism-specific legislation and management

Table 4-3 below provides an overview over tourism-specific policies, legislation and
regulations in Sweden and Norway. The tourism sector is more diverse and therefore not
governed in the same structured way as the fishing sector. Apart from the specific regulations
found in the NP related legislation, there are legislation and guidance related to tourism in
general. The table is not all-encompassing.
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Table 4-3 Overview of tourism-specific legislation, policies, regulation and responsibilities in Sweden and Norway.

Sweden

Norway

Constitutional

Right to roam and reside carefully/with
caution in nature (EC 1998: 808).

Strategy for Sustainable Tourism and a
Growing Tourism Industry (Government
Offices of Sweden, 2021).

Regional and municipal responsibilities to
promote and run tourism facilities (ML
2017:725; Law (2009:47) of certain municipal
mandates).

Right to roam and reside in nature (LOLR,
LOV-1957-06-28-16).

National tourism strategy 2030 — Big
impact, small footprint (Innovation
Norway, 2021).

Outdoor life and recreation management
bodies: NMCE; NEA; CG; Fylke (Region);
Municipality (LOLR, LOV-1957-06-28-16)
— promote general public’s outdoor
recreational interests.

Administrational

Swedish Agency for Economic and Regional
Growth (SAERG) have overall responsibility
for sustainable knowledge- and quality
development as well as coordination and
collaboration within the tourism industry
(Ordinance (2009:145) with instructions for
SAERG).

SAERG to promote regional and rural
development (Letters of Regulation for
SAERG, 2022 & 2021, task to promote
sustainable tourism in 2022).

Tourist Council of West Sweden, owned by
the Region of Western Gétaland, has the
region’s overall task and responsibility to
promote and develop West Sweden as a
tourist destination (West Sweden, n.d).

Norwegian Ministry of Trade, Industry
and Fisheries has given Innovation
Norway responsibility for development
and maintenance of Norway’s official
travel guide Visit Norway (Visit Norway,
2022; LOV-2003-12-19-130).

58 state-guaranteed outdoor life and
recreational areas in OHNP, mainly
owned and managed by Oslofjords
Outdoor Life Council (OH Steering
Committee, 2020)

Operational

Increased operational and strategic overall
management of tourism by the municipalities
(and regions) the last decade (SALAR, 2018).
Closely connected to branding as a tourism
destination. Tourist information offices run by
Strémstad and Tanum municipalities
separately.

Regional and local Destination
companies owned by tourism actors, in
OHNP area Visit @stfold as regional
Destination company and Visit
Fredrikstad & Hvaler as local Destination
company in park area (6 April 2022).
Responsible for financing, development
and marketing of the destination (Visit
Norway, n.d.). Municipalities and regions
important for coordination, facilities,
promotion and planning for tourism
industry (Ministry of Trade, Industry and
Fisheries, 2017).

Sources: EC: Swedish Environmental Code (SFS 1998:808), LOLR: Law of Outdoor Life and Recreation (LOV-
1957-06-28-16), Government Offices of Sweden (2021), Innovation Norway (2021), ML: Swedish Municipal
Law (SFS 2017:725), Swedish Law of certain municipal mandates (SFS 2009:47), Ordinance with instructions
for Swedish Agency for Economic and Regional Growth (SAERG; SFS 2009:145), Letters of Regulation for
SAERG (2022 & 2021), West Sweden (n.d.), Law of Innovation Norway (LOV-2003-12-19-130), Visit Norway
(2022), Ministry of Trade, Industry and Fisheries (2017), personal communication.
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Constitutional level

In both Sweden and Norway, the right to roam (table 4-3 Constitutional level) is a unique right
for the public to experience nature, which is important for tourism and recreational activities
in general and also within the parks. In Sweden, the right to roam is established as a paragraph
in the environmental legislation (7 ch. 1 § EC), while in Norway there is a detailed law on
outdoor life and recreation (LOV-1957-06-28-16). Moreover, both countries have recently put
forward national visitor strategies, highlighting the importance of the tourism industry and
guiding its development towards sustainability and profitability (Government Offices of
Sweden, 2021; Innovation Norway, 2021). The national strategies are central for tourism
operators and actors within and adjacent to the parks. One respondent especially mentioned the
Norwegian strategy as an important guiding document for the development of their own

tourism strategy.

Administrational and operational level

On the administrational level, the Regions® play an important part to promote and develop the
industry. Especially in western Sweden, the Tourist Council of West Sweden promotes and
develops western Sweden, including the border region and KSNP, as a tourism destination
(West Sweden, n.d.; 24 March 2022). In Norway, the Ministry for Trade, Industry and Fisheries
has delegated the responsibility to promote Norway as a tourism destination to Innovation
Norway, a state-owned company working for innovation and development of Norway’s
businesses and industries (Innovation Norway, 2022; LOV-2003-12-19-130). In OHNP, there
are also 58 state-guaranteed areas for outdoor life and recreation, and so resources (e.g.,
funding and personnel) for maintenance of those areas are provided by the Archipelago
Service. However, to be allowed to perform maintenance, the Service must apply with the OH

Steering Committee.

The municipalities in Sweden and Norway are also important promoters and organisers for the
tourism industry. For example, they provide basic social services and infrastructure, as well as
operating tourism related businesses, nature reserves, organisations and more (SALAR,

2021b). According to a Swedish survey from 2018, the tourism industry is nowadays seen as a

® Sweden is split into 21 Regions that have the overall responsibility for tasks common for larger geographical
areas, e.g. health care, culture and public transport (SALAR, 2021a). Norway was split into 11 regions (fylken)
in 2020 from previously 19 regions (Norwegian Government, 2019) and the regions overall responsibilities
concern schools, regional development and planning, culture, public transport, public health work etc. (Viken
Fylkeskommune, 2021).
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foundational sector and so the municipalities’ view on tourism related work has changed. Thus,
tourism questions are increasingly important in the municipal political- and official
organisations’ work (The Swedish Association of Local Authorities and Regions (SALAR),
2018). For example, the municipalities are responsible for the tourism information offices.
According to a Norwegian respondent, this has not been the case in Norway, and in just the
last few years tourism has been seen more integrated into municipal work (6 April 2022). In
Norway, private destination companies (owned by tourism operators, municipalities and
regions) are usually responsible for tourism information, marketing and promotion of the
destinations (6 April 2022). In the OHNP-area, Visit Fredrikstad & Hvaler is the destination
company with the responsibility to promote the municipalities as tourism destinations,
including the park.

Considering cross-border collaboration, it may be a challenge for the tourism organisations
(Tourist Council of West Sweden and Visit Fredrikstad & Hvaler) to collaborate, since they
are located on different institutional levels as well as at different geographical scales. The
Tourist Council is responsible for all of Western Sweden while Visit Fredrikstad & Hvaler is
responsible only for the two municipalities, which may create an imbalance in priorities (cf.
Moodie et al. 2019; Jay et al. 2016).

4.2 Cross-border collaboration and coordination activities and interactions

There have been a few cross-border collaborative projects and activities between the parks
throughout the years and daily informal contact exists between NP- management and
secretariat. The importance of the collaboration was established early when the parallel
processes of park establishment both in Sweden and Norway was known (7 April 2022;
established in legislation, section 4.1.1). Before the inauguration of the parks 090909, the Our
Common Heritage-project between the parks was initiated. The project aimed to tie the parks
together across the border and it started in 2008 and ended in 2012. Four topics were covered
including a joint opening ceremony; joint information and knowledge sharing; joint strategies
for management; and sustainable tourism (Ytre Hvaler Nasjonalpark & Kosterhavets
Nationalpark, 2012). According to respondents, the Our Common Heritage-project paved the
way for personal and informal network building which still is an important foundation for
cross-border communication and collaboration between NP- management and secretariat (6; 7
April 2022). In addition, the Norwegian MMP used the same method and standards as the

Swedish one, and so both plans are coherent in their marine sections, providing a foundation
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for future joint marine management (4; 6; 7 April). Moreover, a joint decision was made to
establish a permanent forum for cross-border collaboration in the form of a yearly meeting
between the parks’ steering committees (OHNP MMP; meeting protocols; 6; 7 April 2022).
This collaboration is not formalised in regulation but based on a common agreement and
perceived needs. The meeting provides a forum to share information of for example, park-
related activities, knowledge and experiences, and where topics concerning the whole area
(such as large infrastructural projects) can be discussed. The Our Common Heritage-project
can be seen as a rewarding cross-border collaboration considering the positive short-term

outcomes it provided, laying a foundation for continued and future collaboration.

In the border-region where KSNP and OHNP are located there is a border committee, the
Svinesund Committee, working as an umbrella-organisation promoting and facilitating
collaboration and coordination between Sweden and Norway in the Skagerrak-region. A key
forum and actor for the cross-border collaboration in the border region. The Committee has
carried out and supported several projects throughout the years, a few of which has directly
involved the NPs, such as financial support for Our Common Heritage-project (Ytre Hvaler
Nasjonalpark & Kosterhavets Nationalpark, 2012).

Fisheries

According to the interviewed fishers, there are no collaborative connections between
commercial fishers active within the park areas as of now. The existing contacts are informal
and personal between single fishermen at a local, operational level, or formal contacts on a
regional to national, administrational level between the fishers’ separate unions. According to
respondents, Swedish and Norwegian fishers within the park areas had more frequent contact
prior to and during the establishment of both parks. This included for example contact for
educational purposes where Norwegian fishers were invited to a course given by Swedish
researchers about the marine environment in the park areas (4; 7 April 2022). This initial
collaboration between Swedish and Norwegian fishers within the parks is also supported by a
pre-study from the early 2010’s on Co-management Northern Bohuslans website, authored in
Swedish and Norwegian combined. The pre-study covers fisheries-related educational offers
in the border region; gives examples of how Sweden and Norway can collaborate on fisheries-
related education to attract new fishers; establish a common view on the management of the

fish resource in the parks; and the potential challenges of such efforts (Co-management
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Northern Bohuslan, n.d.a). However, this collaboration was not mentioned by any respondent,

and it is unclear if or how this collaboration was taken further.

Tourism

A tourism-related project run by the Svinesund Committee involving both parks was the Border
as Attraction-project, aiming to promote the border region as a coherent tourism destination
(Svinesund Committee, 2020). The project was co-financed by Interreg Sweden-Norway and
engaged tourism operators in the area and both NPs to some extent. The project leader and
participants were satisfied with the results of i.a., a common guide course for Swedish and
Norwegian guides, a joint map showing the whole border-region and network-building
between tourism operators and organisations, such as the concerned municipalities, Tourist
Council of West Sweden and Visit Fredrikstad & Hvaler (Svinesund Committee, 2020; 24
March; 6 April 2022). A new tourism project was initiated shortly after the interviews were
conducted, aiming to take up the development of the border-region as a coherent tourism

destination after the Covid-19 pandemic (Svinesund Committee, n.d.).

4.3 ldentified cross-border challenges and relation to institutional design

This section aims to answer the third research question concerning what cross-border
challenges can be identified and how far these relate to the institutional design presented in
section 4.1. The analysis, based on documents, interviews and own reflections, indicates that

there are several important challenges linked to the institutional design.
4.3.1 Priorities
A first challenge concerned different priorities. Nationally, regionally and locally as well as

different priorities between organisations within each park and between the two parks.

First, an example raised by the respondents was the different national priorities of the marine
areas in the parks. A Swedish respondent highlighted the different national priorities in relation
to the geographical differences between the countries, causing an imbalance and challenging

the cross-border collaboration.

[...] when it comes to follow-ups, the Oslofjord has no high biodiversity value

compared to the rest of the Norwegian coast, but for us it is the most biodiverse
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marine area in Sweden. /... Norway has a lot of environmental monitoring but
not in Outer Hvaler. (4 April 2022)

Corresponding with the Swedish respondent’s perception, a Norwegian respondent said the
Norwegian Institute for Marine Research have no tradition of monitoring in the Oslofjord.
However, in recent years there have been two larger marine projects (Healty Oslofjord and
Push for the coastal cod) in the Oslofjord. The projects were driven, among others, by OHNP
to map and gather knowledge of the state of the Oslofjord for the purpose of sustainable marine
management (Frisk Oslofjord, 2019; Moland et al. 2021). These types of marine mappings
were carried out before the inauguration of the Koster Sea NP (section 4.4.1 Operational level
targets, and management and maintenance plans). Moreover, the marine focus in KSNP is
reflected for example in the organisational structure. In KSNP, there is a marine manager
responsible for the marine management while there is no such counterpart in the OHNP-
secretariat (4; 6 April 2022). The parks also rely on universities and research institutes to
provide basic scientific knowledge to base management decisions on. In KSNP, the marine
scientific knowledge is integrated in the organisational structure (fig 4-2) since research is
represented in KSD; there are employees working only with marine questions with marine
competence; and one of Gothenburg University’s marine sections (Tjarnd Marine Research
Station; fig 1-2) is located on the park border and marine research is conducted within and
around KSNP.

Regarding fisheries, the national importance of the fishing sector differs according to
respondents. Some respondents perceived the Norwegian fisheries associations and the sector
at large as stronger and more influential when safeguarding their interests than in Sweden. On
the constitutional level, the fisheries legislation in Norway highlights the importance of
safeguarding local jobs and benefits for coastal communities (section 4.1.2) implying a stronger
foundation for local fishers and fishing communities in Norway. Thus, cross-border
collaboration between Swedish and Norwegian fishers, as well as between fishers and NP-
management- and secretariat can be unbalanced, considering that the degree of influence the

sector has in Norway seems higher than in Sweden (cf. Moodie et al. 2019).

According to the respondents, differing local level priorities between organisations was also a
challenge for cross-border collaboration and coordination, especially in OHNP where different
NP-related functions are managed by different organisations. One interesting example is the

NP visitor centre run by Hvaler municipality. The visitor centre focuses on the experiences of
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the visitors in the park while the NP-secretariat responsible for the nature values focuses on
safeguarding the protection values and conservation of the park (6 April 2022). Therefore,
visitor and tourism development (apart from facilitation for outdoor life and recreation) has not
been prioritised by the OHNP-secretariat. Contributing factors are the organisational structure
and resources in the following sections (4.3.2; 4.3.3). Moreover, respondents from tourism
meant that the emphasis on tourism development in the Skagerrak region was more highlighted

and politically opted for on the Swedish side than on the Norwegian.

[...] on the Swedish side it [tourism] has been acknowledged as an important
industry while in Hvaler [...] it is believed that fishing is the most important
sector, no thought of tourism as important. Just this year that the municipality
says they want to promote tourism. In a Norwegian context, our part of Norway

is not a tourism region [...], our part has been seen as an industrial region. (4

April 2022)

The unequal difference regarding tourism development can be linked to the overarching aims
on the constitutional level of each park (section 4.1.1). The Swedish legislation leans towards
sustainable development whereas the Norwegian leans towards sustainable use and protection.
This difference is more evident on the administrational level where OHNP emphasise
conservation and low-tech outdoor activities whereas in KSNP sustainable use, facilitation for
visitor experiences, research and education are equal to conservation and protection. These
higher-level institutions frame and shape both social interactions and collective choice
(Ostrom, 2005; McGinnis, 2011), which may have implications for the priorities made in each
park. Moreover, the OHNP secretariat is steered by the NDA and related regulations (section
4.1.1), while the visitor centre (Hvaler municipality) and the tourism actors are steered by other
legislation (section 4.1.3), which can be a contributing reason for the different priorities

between different organisations.

Priorities on different institutional levels and geographical scales seem to affect and be an
important cross-border challenge. Considering that the parks mainly cover water with only a
few percent land (section 2.1), it seems only sensible that the focus between marine and
terrestrial management should be balanced. However, in OHNP the national priorities for
marine management seem to have been lacking and so, also resources (section 4.3.2). The
differing national level priorities could also have a possible link to the different organisational

structures in the parks. This in turn seems to affect the ability to prioritise collaboration between
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the parks when there is only one NP-manager in OHNP collaborating with other organisations
with additional priorities besides management of the NP (section 4.3.2). Moreover, the
divergent political interests and priorities (cf. Moodie et al. 2019; Jay et al. 2016) concerning

tourism seem to spill over to the cross-border collaboration and so be a cross-border challenge.

4.3.2 Organisational structure and mandates

A second perceived key cross-border challenge was the differing organisational structures of
the parks. KSNP has a set of employees with different areas of responsibility, coordinated by
a NP-director (fig 4-2). The secretariat of OHNP consists of only a single NP-manager
responsible for safeguarding nature values and who then rely on collaboration with other
organisations with other responsibilities (fig 4-3). For instance, the visitor centre of KSNP is
part of the internal NP-management while in OHNP, they are separate organisations (NP-
secretariat organisationally under CG while visitor centre under Hvaler municipality; fig 4-3).
As mentioned, the OHNP-secretariat cannot prioritise tourism development to a greater extent,
based on the lack of time, and mandate to instruct personnel of the visitor centre. Consequently,
the OHNP-visitor centre is not part of the yearly meetings between the two parks. Thus, there
is no cross-border coordination forum for sharing experiences, co-development, and mutual
learning between the visitor centres. The communication is dependent on informal network-
building which can be time-consuming and hard to prioritise. These differences in
organisational structures can therefore make important factors for missed cross-border
opportunities and collaboration (also related to available resources and priorities, section 4.3.2
and 4.3.3).

Concerning the parks’ steering committees, the differing mandates (section 4.1.1) was to some
extent a perceived challenge and drawback for collaboration on equivalent terms. Here, a

Norwegian respondent mentions the challenge:

One challenge is that the steering committees are very different on the Swedish
and Norwegian side. In Sweden, KSD is more like our advisory group on the
Norwegian side, while the Norwegian steering committees have formal
authoritative power. We have only politicians. so the communication between the

steering committees is on different levels. (6 April 2022)

The divergent mandates (Grip, 2017; ICES, 2021) between the steering committees seem to

affect the cross-border collaboration regarding the communication during the yearly meetings.
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As asolution, the respondent mentioned a closer collaboration between the KSNP-management

and OHNP-secretariat rather than between the steering committees.

I think a lot needs to happen between us as managers. /...] It is not entirely
obvious how to collaborate on things, but you must sort through the systems and
we [NP-management and secretariat] can do that because we know our steering
committees so we could certainly have more meetings and gain something from
that. (6 April 2022)

However, as of now the collaboration between NP- management and secretariat is not
formalised in regulation but dependent on a shared need to collaborate and the personal
relationships built during the Our Common Heritage-project. Some respondents raised that
these informal networks can also be vulnerable as they depend on individuals. Regardless, the
importance of these informal and personal contacts was highlighted which raised

considerations of how it might be formalised.

There is a lot in life, even if there are laws, which are ultimately affected by
people. /...] If no one thinks it [cross-border collaboration] is important, the NP
steering committees, /.../ or the NP-management think this is not important, then
it is probably not so important. [...] But it should not just fade away because
some individual deselects it. Then | think you have lost your assignment. /.../ law
or not, things [cross-border collaboration] could possibly be written down more

clearly in the work description. (7 April 2022)

Informal and personal relationships can both be seen as strengths and vulnerabilities. However,
cross-border collaboration should not fade away because individuals choose not to collaborate.
It should be institutionalised in a way in which highlights the importance of the collaboration

for it to continue even if key individuals are replaced (cf. Stokke & Haukeland, 2018).

4.3.3 Resources and capacity

A third key challenge, closely linked to organisational structure, is resources. One example
raised by most Swedish and Norwegian respondents concerns the imbalance of personnel in
the Outer Hvaler NP-secretariat. The secretariat consists of only one NP-manager and so,
safeguarding nature protection values is of highest priority. As mentioned in section 4.1.1,

preparations for authoritative decisions are usually time-consuming and reduce the time
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available for other tasks related to for example development, stakeholder communication, or
cross-border collaboration. According to respondents, more time and funding is essential for it
to be possible to do more in terms of tourism development, communication with local fishers

and cross-border collaboration and communication.

Another interesting find related to resources concerns knowledge. As mentioned, the new
governance model for NPs in Norway emphasised that NP management should be based on
scientific knowledge, and locally established (Norwegian Government, 2009a). In the case of
OHNP, it might be questioned whether a political steering committee assisted by a small NP-
secretariat with limited resources (e.g., staff and marine competences) is the best way to
integrate scientific knowledge to base management decisions on. Compared to KSNP, there
are several experts within the NP-management with different competences and perspectives,
which may facilitate discussions concerning management decisions. In OHNP, the NP-
secretariat does not have anyone else in the same organisation to discuss management decisions
with but needs to collaborate with other organisations with other mandates, priorities and

budgets.

Overall, resources in the form of i.a. personnel, facilities and capital are fundamental for
performing activities (Knowlton Wyatt & Philips, 2013; cf. Morf et al. 2021), why for instance
the project Our Common Heritage was in many ways promoting the cross-border collaboration.
The project provided resources such as capital, time and personnel. In KSNP from EU, SEPA,
CAB, Svinesund Committee and the municipalities, and in OHNP from NMCE, Svinesund
Committee, CG and the municipalities (fig 4-4). With the allocated resources, activities within
the project could be performed in the different topical sub-projects. The cross-border activities
encouraged direct outputs such as joint material, (e.g., brochures, information signs and a
movie); a decision for yearly meetings between the parks’ steering committees; and coherent
marine MMPs using the same method (Ytre Hvaler Nasjonalpark & Kosterhavets
Nationalpark, 2012).

The outcomes are harder to distinguish (dashed box fig 4-4) but, according to respondents, the
basic informal contacts were established here, as well as a foundation for future joint marine

management.
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Figure 4-4 Logic model with an example of the cross-border collaboration, Our Common Heritage-project.

Regardless of the project’s positive outputs and short-term outcomes, it was also lined with
challenges related to funding. Sweden, as a member of the EU, received funding from the
European Regional Development Fund, whereas Norway as a non-EU member state had to
secure its own funding. Consequently, KSNP received more funding than OHNP (Ytre Hvaler
Nasjonalpark & Kosterhavets Nationalpark, 2012). According to some respondents, the
different budgets lead to an imbalance in the project where KSNP could do and contribute more
than OHNP. The lack of resources, both in terms of time and funding for example for marine
research, seem to have affected long-term coordination opportunities. For example, due to the
lack of resources on the Norwegian side the potential to coordinate marine operations and
management has not been realised. As mentioned, two larger marine projects have taken place
in recent years in the Oslofjord, with KSNP-management invited as observers. If these projects
will have any implications for the allocated resources for marine monitoring, restauration, and
management in Outer Hvaler is too early to tell. If the allocated resources for marine
management in Outer Hvaler would increase, it could possibly open up possibilities for the

parks to coordinate marine management operations and share marine knowledge and data.
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5 Conclusion

This thesis has explored cross-border collaboration between two adjacent Nordic marine
national parks, identified challenges and investigated how the collaboration may be affected
by the institutional design governing the two parks. It provides insights into management of
MPAs, and the challenges faced when collaborating across borders. The findings suggest that
how countries are governed, and institutions shaped affect the quality of cross-border

collaboration and may so obstruct deeper collaboration.

Higher-level institutions frame choices made on lower institutional levels. Meaning that a lean
towards either sustainable development or conservation may impact how priorities are made in
organisations on lower institutional levels. This may affect the focus of cross-border
collaboration, where for example tourism development is of higher priority for Koster Sea
management than for Outer Hvaler secretariat. Moreover, differences in mandate between the
steering committees seem to affect the collaboration. Having a mandate to make authoritative
decisions may be an advantage under different circumstances but considering the cross-border
collaboration it seems like a disadvantage. Both by reducing time for the assisting secretariat
to focus on other tasks, such as cross-border activities, and by possibly causing an imbalance

between the parks’ steering committees.

Coordinating work on management and maintenance plans may prove to be an advantage in
cross-border collaboration. Making plans coherent with neighbouring countries may facilitate
joint management operations across borders if there are resources available to do this with.
Mapping marine areas before establishments of marine protected areas also serves a purpose
regarding follow-ups before and after protective measures are put in place. However, when one
country has the resources to perform marine mapping to secure reliable data while the other

does not, it can lead to imbalances and dependence on one country’s source of data.

Moreover, the divergent organisational structures can affect the quality of cross-border
collaboration. Again, an imbalance occurs when one side of the border has several people
working with different tasks in the same organisation, while on the other side, time is limited
when a single person is responsible for assisting the overall management and maintenance of
a national park. The networks across the border thus rely on that single person to either make

time to collaborate or ask of other organisations with other responsibilities and relevant
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competences to prioritise cross-border collaboration. Moreover, a yearly allocated budget can

make it easier to plan activities and allocate resources, such as for cross-border collaboration.

The involvement of stakeholders, users and local communities has become increasingly
important when managing complex social-ecological systems, such as Koster Sea and Outer
Hvaler. The degree of local participation seems to be higher in Koster Sea than Outer Hvaler,
supported by Reistad’s (2019) findings, considering that Koster Sea has several different
collaborative forums for different stakeholders, users, authorities, academia, and local
communities. Forums such as the Koster Sea Delegation; Co-management Northern Bohuslan;
and between tourism actors and NP-management. Koster Sea seem like a good example of
stakeholder involvement with smaller forums to discuss with different actors rather than one
large cross-sector group where all interests are represented. Thus, Koster Sea also seems to
work more in line with the ecosystem approach, considering the collaboration between sectors,
various levels of Government and among Governments, civil society, and private sector
stakeholders (UNEP, 2004).

Cross-border collaboration and coordination are essential when managing human activities in
a marine context as the marine environment see no boundaries or national borders. The parks
collaborate in different ways and seem to have good informal networks for daily cross-border
communication to address questions such as infrastructural projects which may impact both
parks. The cross-border collaboration is also highlighted in legislation on different institutional
levels. Although, the legislation is vague and gives few directions of how to collaborate or
more specific reasons for why collaboration is essential. Moreover, the informal cross-border
collaborative networks are not institutionalised and so vulnerable to change, such as
replacements of key individuals. However, a basic prerequisite for all types of collaboration is
to have available resources and capacity to prioritise, involve people with relevant competence
and allocate time to collaborate in the first place. Considering the lack of resources on the
Norwegian side, cross-border collaboration (apart from informal contacts between NP-director
and manager) is not possible to prioritise to a greater extent, and so cross-border opportunities

may be missed, and cross-border activities imbalanced.

For cross-border collaboration not to lose its importance even if conditions change, it seems
vital to jointly determine why cross-border collaboration is important, what cross-border
collaboration mean in the specific context and set plans for how to collaborate and coordinate

across borders. Institutionalising the informal networks on different institutional levels to make
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them less vulnerable to change may also be a way forward. Most importantly, resources are

fundamental to collaborate, both across borders and across different sectors.

Further studies focusing on only fisheries or tourism in relation to nature conservation could
be interesting to delve deeper in the two sectors and for example, explore how conflicting goals
may affect cross-border collaboration. Ultimately cross-border collaboration ought to
contribute and facilitate reaching aims of marine protected areas, why further studies could
shed light on how cross-border collaboration may promote broader sustainability aims and
protection values. What factors enable cross-border collaboration could also be a topic to
explore further. Moreover, two external variables in the IAD framework were excluded from
the analysis in the thesis. However, not just the formal rules can affect how participants interact
and make decisions, but also the attributes of the community and the biophysical conditions
(Ostrom 2005; Ostrom et al. 1994). Thus, it could be interesting to further investigate how

these two variables affect management of the parks and the cross-border collaboration.

Finally, marine protected areas may serve as important tools to promote protection and
sustainable use. The collaboration between adjacent marine national parks may also provide
complementing forums for cross-border collaboration on a regional to local scale. However,
considering the marine environments’ lack of boundaries it may not be enough to reach
international obligations and goals for the protection of Earth’s systems. The areas outside the
borders of protected areas can be just as important, and so marine areas must be seen from a

holistic perspective, even if it is outside national borders.
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8 Appendix

8.1 List of respondents
Personal communication, 24 March 2022: project coordinator Svinesund Committee

Personal communication, 29 March 2022: Swedish tourism operator
Personal communication, 4 April 2022: KSNP

Personal communication, 4 April 2022: Norwegian tourism actor
Personal communication, 6 April 2022: OHNP Visitor Centre
Personal communication, 6 April 2022: OHNP

Personal communication, 6 April 2022: Norwegian fisher

Personal communication, 7 April 2022: KSNP

Personal communication, 7 April 2022: Swedish fisher

8.2 Interview guide (Swedish)

Forvaltning och styre

Jag skriver min masteruppsats i Hav och samhélle vid Goteborgs universitet. Syftet att utforska
samarbetet mellan Kosterhavets och Ytre Hvalers nationalparker. Fatt tips om att intervjua dig
av ... Intervjun dr anonym, inga namn kommer att ndmnas. Resultat kommer att presenteras i
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skolsyfte, eventuell publicering pa GU:s hemsida for uppsatser, om detta &r OK med alla
deltagare. OK med inspelning?

Personens bakgrund

Namn

Kon

Alder

Yrke, arbete, utbildning

Administrativ struktur

Uppdrag, ansvar och mandat

Vad jobbar ni med i forhallande till naturvard, fiske och turism?
Hur mycket jobbar man éver granserna?
Vad har man for ansvar och mandat i férhallande till naturvard, fiske och turism?

Vad gor ni utover det som ligger i ert ansvar, uppdrag och mandat?

Deltagande i styre

Involvering av brukar- och aktdrsgrupper i nationalparksstyret

Hur involveras och representeras brukare och andra aktorer i beslutsfattande och
forvaltning av NP?

Hur aktiva ar olika brukare i NP?

Brukares/aktorers inflytande dver beslut och forvaltning

Vilket inflytande har brukare och aktorer 6ver beslut som fattas kring férvaltningen av NP?

Det gransoverskridande samarbetet

Vilka gransoverskridande samarbeten har du varit involverad i? Lista garna.
Vad hade dessa samarbeten for syfte?

Varifran kom initiativet till dessa samarbeten?

Vilka resurser har man fatt och varifran kommer de?

Vilka utmaningar i att samarbeta Gver gransen stétte man pa?

Vad blev utfallet?

Hur har man tagit samarbetet vidare? Om inte tagit vidare, varfor? Vad hindrar?

Saknade samarbetspunkter
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Upplever du att det finns fler satt eller omraden att samarbeta kring som man inte gor idag?

Vad ser du for skal till att de samarbetena inte forverkligas?
Aterkoppling
Om fler fragor eller otydligheter dyker upp, kan jag aterkoppla till dig da?

Kan du tanka dig att ta del av resultatet och verifiera att uppgifterna stammer?

Har du andra som du vill rekommendera?

Fisket

Jag skriver min masteruppsats i Hav och samhélle vid Géteborgs universitet. Syftet att utforska
samarbetet mellan Kosterhavets och Ytre Hvalers nationalparker. Fatt tips om att intervjua dig
av ... Intervjun dr anonym, inga namn kommer att ndmnas. Resultat kommer att presenteras 1
skolsyfte, eventuell publicering pa GU:s hemsida for uppsatser, om detta & OK med alla
deltagare. OK med inspelning?

Personens bakgrund

Namn

Kon

Alder

Yrke, arbete, utbildning

Organisation

Hur ar ni organiserade inom fisket?
Vad ar syftet med att vara organiserade pa det sattet?

Vad har ni for mandat och ansvar i forvaltningen av fisket?

Deltagande i styre

Involvering i nationalparksstyret

Hur ar du/ni som yrkesfiskare involverade i foérvaltning och beslutsfattande i NP?
Inflytande over beslut och forvaltning

Vad har du/ni som yrkesfiskare for inflytande éver beslut som fattas om forvaltningen av NP?

Det gransoéverskridande samarbetet

Vilka gransoverskridande samarbeten har du varit involverad i? Om inte, hur samarbetar
man yrkesfiskare emellan 6ver grénsen?
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Vad var syftet med dessa samarbeten?

Pa vilket satt ar dessa samarbeten relaterade till NP?
Varifran kom initiativet till dessa samarbeten?

Vilka resurser har man fatt och varifran kommer de?

Vilka utmaningar i att samarbeta Gver gransen stotte man pa?
Vad blev utfallet?

Hur har man tagit samarbetet vidare? Om inte tagit vidare, varfor? Vad hindrar?

Saknade samarbeten dver gransen

Upplever du att det finns fler satt eller omraden att samarbeta kring som man inte gor idag?

Vad ser du for skal till att de samarbetena inte forverkligas?
Aterkoppling
Om fler fragor eller otydligheter dyker upp, kan jag aterkoppla till dig da?

Kan du tanka dig att ta del av resultatet och verifiera att uppgifterna stammer?

Har du andra som du vill rekommendera?

Turism

Skriver min masteruppsats i Hav och samhalle vid Goteborgs universitet. Syftet att utforska
samarbetet mellan Kosterhavets och Ytre Hvalers nationalparker. Fatt tips om att intervjua dig
av ... Intervjun dr anonym, inga namn kommer att nimnas. Resultat kommer att presenteras i
skolsyfte, eventuell publicering pd GU:s hemsida for uppsatser, om detta ar OK med alla
deltagare. OK med inspelning?

Personens bakgrund

Namn

Kon

Alder

Yrke, arbete, utbildning

Organisation

Uppdrag och syfte — vad gér ni och vad vill ni uppna? Varfor?

Struktur — hur &r ni organiserade och hur jobbar ni?

Deltagande i styre

Pa vilket satt ar ni involverade i forvaltning och beslutsfattande i NP?
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Det gransoverskridande samarbetet

Vilka gransoverskridande samarbeten har du varit involverad i? Lista garna.
Vad hade dessa samarbeten for syfte?

Pa vilket satt var dessa samarbeten relaterade till NP?

Varifran kom initiativet till dessa samarbeten?

Vilka resurser har man fatt och varifran kommer de?

Vilka utmaningar i att samarbeta 6ver gransen stétte man pa?

Vad blev utfallet?

Hur har man tagit samarbetet vidare? Om inte tagit vidare, varfor? Vad hindrar?

Saknade samarbetspunkter

Upplever du att det finns fler satt eller omraden att samarbeta kring som man inte gor idag?

Vad ser du for skal till att de samarbetena inte forverkligas?

Aterkoppling

Om fler fragor eller otydligheter dyker upp, kan jag aterkoppla till dig da?
Kan du tanka dig att ta del av resultatet och verifiera att uppgifterna stammer?

Har du andra som du vill rekommendera?
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