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Abbreviations
CAB: County Administrative Board
EBSA: Ecologically and Biologically Significant Area
ELY Centre: Centre for Economic Development, Transport and the Environment
SeaCOMBO: Sea Cooperation for Management of the Bothnian Bay
SEPA: The Swedish Environmental Protection Agency
SwAM: Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management
UN: The United Nations
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Summary
The Bothnian Bay is divided between northern Sweden and Finland. The marine environment is characterized by having low-salinity brackish water, winter ice cover, low temperature, and a short growing season.
Both countries have established protected areas to ensure long-term protection of the unique environment,
with its nature values. Even though it is a boundless sea shared by two countries, no cross-border protected
area has been established in this region yet. However, this report– part of the SeaCOMBO project – aims to
investigate a potential cross-border protected area in the Haparanda/Kemi-Tornio region.
In terms of the protection of nature, there are many similarities but also some differences between Sweden
and Finland. Since Sweden and Finland have several different authorities responsible for the protection of
nature and their laws are organised differently, there are structural differences. Each side of the national
border has one national park and Natura 2000 areas. The potential for establishing a cross-border protected
area is therefore relatively good. This could be done in two different ways: combining two already-existing
adjacent protected areas or establishing a new protected area. Whether the protected area would be established in an already existing or new area would affect the purpose, benefits and location of the area. The
potential purposes of the protected area could include nature values, biodiversity and recreational use. If two
existing adjacent protected areas were combined, they would determine the location, but there are also other
interesting areas with different nature values. The cross-border protected area might improve the conservation of habitats and species, enhance management and increase the tourism value of the area.
In addition to benefits, we evaluated the consequences a cross-border protected area could have on the
environment and people using the area. The environment could be negatively affected: for example, a
cross-border protected area would probably increase tourism, which in turn would cause greater pressure on
the environment. From our survey study, we deduced that some people are worried that the area could become overcrowded and lose some of its peacefulness. The beautiful and peaceful archipelago and its nature
were the most important factors for visitors to the Haparanda-Kemi/Tornio region. However, there is a lot of
interest in developing the area and its recreational value both from the general public and from stakeholders.
Through the SeaCOMBO project and this report, progress has been made toward the goal of examining the
possibilities for establishing a cross-border protected area. There are many lessons that have been learned
and a lot of knowledge and experience that has been gained. However, there is still a lot of work left before
a cross-border protected area could be established in the Haparanda/Kemi-Tornio archipelago. For example,
the location and purpose of the cross-border protected area, how the area should be managed, and whether
tourism activities should be promoted in the area should be discussed further.
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Sammanfattning
Bottenviken är ett innanhav som delas mellan Sverige och Finland. Den marina miljön karakteriseras av
bräckt vatten med låg salthalt, vinteristäcke, låg temperatur och kort växtsäsong. För att långsiktigt kunna
bevara den unika miljön och dess arter har båda länderna etablerat skyddade områden. Men trots att Bottenviken är ett gränslöst hav, delat mellan två länder, har inget gränsöverskridande skyddat område etablerats
över landsgränsen än. Denna rapport, som är en del i SeaCOMBO-projektet, syftar till att undersöka möjligheten till ett gränsöverskridande skyddat område i Haparanda/Kemi-Tornio regionen.
Sverige och Finland har både stora likheter och en del skillnader vad gäller arbetet med att skydda värdefull
natur. Strukturella skillnader finns i hur skyddade områden regleras och vilka myndigheter som är ansvariga
för områdesskyddet. Stora likheter mellan länderna finns i det befintliga skyddet. Exempelvis har en nationalpark och flera Natura 2000-områden etablerats på vardera sida om landsgränsen. Det finns därmed en
relativt god potential för att kunna etablera ett gränsöverskridande skyddsområde i regionen. Ett gränsöverskridande skyddat område kan etableras genom att kombinera två eller flera befintligt skyddade områden,
eller genom att etablera ett nytt skyddat område över landsgränsen. Hur etableringen görs kommer i sin tur
påverka områdets syfte, nytta och geografiska läget. Områdets syfte kan exempelvis koppla till regionens
biologiska mångfald och/eller det rörliga friluftslivet. Haparanda skärgårds nationalpark, Bottenvikens nationalpark och/eller ett flertal Natura 2000-områden, exempelvis Kataja utgör exempel på befintligt skyddade
områden som skulle kunna ingå i ett gränsöverskridande skyddat område. Torneälvens mynning är i dagsläget till stor del oskyddat, men skulle också kunna utgöra ett lämpligt område. Genom att etablera ett gränsöverskridande skyddat området, kan man förbättra bevarandet av arter och deras livsmiljöer, få en effektivare
förvaltning, samt öka områdets värde som turistdestination.
Utöver ett flertal positiva effekter, kan även ett gränsöverskridande skyddat område ha negativa effekter
eller upplevas negativt för vissa människor som nyttjar området. Exempelvis skulle ett gränsöverskridande
skyddat område sannolikt möjliggöra för en ökad turism, vilket i sin tur skulle öka det mänskliga trycket på
miljön. En enkätstudie gjord inom SeaCOMBO-projektet visar, att det finns en oro bland vissa undersökningsdeltagare, för att områdets lugna och fridfulla miljö ska förstöras om populariteten för området ökar. En av
de främsta anledningarna till att personer i undersökningen besöker skyddade områden i regionen är just på
grund av skärgårdens vackra och fridfulla miljö, med dess natur. Samtidigt finns det ett stort intresse för att
utveckla området och dess rekreationsvärde, både från allmänheten och verksamhetsutförare i området.
Genom SeaCOMBO-projektet och denna rapport, har nu arbetet med att undersöka möjligheten till bildandet
av ett gränsöverskridande område påbörjats. Arbetet har gett goda erfarenheter och lärdomar, som är nyttiga
att ha med sig i fortsättningen. Dock återstår en hel del arbete innan ett marint gränsöverskridande skyddsområde kan etableras i området kring Haparanda/Kemi-Tornio. Först måste områdets läge och syfte bestämmas, därefter kan även diskussioner om hur området ska förvaltas och om eventuella turistverksamhet
ska främjas i området.
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Tiivistelmä
Perämeri on Itämeren pohjoisin osa Ruotsin ja Suomen välissä. Perämeren ominaispiirteisiin kuuluu vähäsuolainen murtovesi, jääpeite talvella, matala lämpötila ja lyhyt kasvukausi. Tämän ainutlaatuisen ympäristön
ja sen luontoarvojen suojelun varmistamiseksi sekä Ruotsissa että Suomessa on perustettu suojelualueita.
Vaikka valtiot jakavat merialueen, ei alueelle kuitenkaan ole vielä perustettu rajat ylittävää suojelualuetta.
Tämän raportin tarkoituksena on osana SeaCOMBO -hanketta selvittää rajat ylittävän suojelualueen perustamisen mahdollisuuksia Haaparannan/Kemi-Tornion alueella.
Luonnonsuojelun suhteen Ruotsin ja Suomen välillä on paljon yhtäläisyyksiä, mutta myös joitain eroja. Rakenteellisia eroja maiden välillä syntyy lakien erilaisuudesta sekä siitä että luonnonsuojelua hoitaa useita
eri viranomaistahoja. Sekä Ruotsilla että Suomella sijaitsee kansallispuisto valtioiden rajan läheisyydessä
ja Natura 2000 alueita pohjoisella Perämerellä. Rajat ylittävän suojelualueen perustamiselle on täten melko
hyvät edellytykset. Tämä voitaisiin toteuttaa kahdella eri tavalla: yhdistämällä kaksi lähekkäistä jo olemassa
olevaa suojelualuetta tai perustamalla kokonaan uusi suojelualue. Nämä seikat vaikuttavat suojelualueen
tarkoitukseen, hyötyihin ja sijaintiin. Mahdollisen uuden suojelualueen perustamisen tarkoituksena voisivat
olla luontoarvot, monimuotoisuus ja virkistyskäyttö. Mikäli kaksi jo olemassa olevaa aluetta yhdistettäisiin,
määrittäisi joko olemassa olevat Natura 2000 alueet tai kansallispuistot uuden suojelualueen sijainnin, mutta
alueella on myös muita mielenkiintoisia alueita, joilla on erilaisia luontoarvoja. Rajat ylittävä suojelualue voisi
parantaa habitaattien ja lajien suojelua, tehostaa alueen hallintaa ja lisätä alueen matkailuarvoa.
Rajat ylittävän suojelualueen hyötyjen lisäksi arvioimme muita seurauksia, joita suojelualueella voisi olla
ympäristölle sekä aluetta käyttäville ihmisille. Ympäristöön voi kohdistua negatiivisia vaikutuksia, esimerkiksi
lisääntyneen turismin aiheuttaman kasvavan paineen seurauksena. Kyselytutkimuksemme perusteella kävi
ilmi, että jotkut ovat huolissaan siitä, että alue menettäisi osan sen rauhallisuudesta lisääntyneen väkimäärän
takia. Kaunis ja rauhallinen saaristoluonto oli tärkeimpiä tekijöitä Haaparannan/Kemi-Tornion alueen kävijöille. Sekä laajemman yleisön että sidosryhmien keskuudessa on kuitenkin paljon mielenkiintoa alueen kehittämisen ja virkistyskäytön parantamisen suhteen.
SeaCOMBO -hankkeen ja tämän raportin myötä rajat ylittävän suojelualueen perustamisen mahdollisuutta
on alettu selvittämään. Tämän työn myötä on opittu paljon ja kerätty tietoa alueesta. Ennen kuin rajat ylittävän suojelualueen perustaminen Haaparannan/Kemi-Tornion alueelle olisi kuitenkaan mahdollista, tulisi keskittyä vielä alueen mahdollisen sijainnin, tarkoituksen, hallinnon ja matkailun kehittämiseen.
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Introduction
Bothnian Bay is divided between northern Sweden and Finland. The border area consists of a large archipelago situated outside the cities of Haparanda and Tornio. The freshwater inflow into northern Bothnian Bay
is high, resulting in brackish water with low salinity (Kautsky & Kautsky, 2000), characterized by a large proportion of freshwater species. Bothnian Bay is also characterized by winter ice cover, low temperature and a
short growing season (Kautsky & Kautsky, 2000). In the northern Baltic, land uplift reaches 7–8 mm a year
(Tuuling, et al., 2011) and has a major impact on the shallow marine environment. Land uplift causes the
coastline to advance, rocky islets to rise and become small islands, and coastal sea bays to gradually transform into lakes. The tidal difference in the northern Baltic is negligible. However, changes in weather cause
large, irregular differences in water levels, up to 1 m. These water level differences have a big impact on the
benthic community (Johannesson, 1989). This unique environment, with its specially adapted ecosystem,
holds a relatively high proportion of endemic and threatened species.
Both countries have established protected areas to ensure long-term protection. For example, on the Swedish side lies the Haparanda Archipelago National Park, and on the Finnish side is Bothnian Bay National
Park. Natura 2000 areas have been designated on both sides of the border, based on different marine habitat types and/or species. However, although northern Bothnian Bay consists of a boundless sea shared by
two countries, no cross-border protected area has been established in this region yet.
The national action plan for marine protected areas, commissioned by the Swedish Agency for Marine and
Water Management (SwAM), states that the benefit of increased collaboration between countries should be
further investigated. In such collaborative efforts, the possibility of establishing a cross-border marine protected area should be evaluated. The exchange of knowledge across national borders could strengthen work
with marine protected areas and lead to a positive development (Havs- och Vattenmyndigheten, 2016). The
coastal area of northern Bothnian Bay, which encompass the archipelago of Haparanda and Tornio, was
defined as an Ecologically and Biologically Significant Area (EBSA) under the UN Convention on Biological
Diversity in 2018 (CBD, 2020). Part of the area is also designated as a HELCOM marine protected area
(HELCOM, 2020). This boundless area, comprising the same ecosystems, habitats, and species, would logically benefit from joint management and monitoring through a long-term cross-border protected area. In addition to environmental benefits, other societal values might also be added, including increased transnational
tourism.
The Swedish Environmental Protection Agency (SEPA) and SwAM bear the main responsibility for the protection of nature in Sweden, while County Administrative Boards (CABs) are responsible for the administration
and management of nature reserves and most national parks. In Finland, however, the main responsibility for
the protection of nature on state-owned land lies with Metsähallitus, while the management and use of privately owned protected areas are planned by landowners, the Centres for Economic Development, Transport
and the Environment (ELY Centres) and Metsähallitus. Several different authorities must therefore collaborate in order to establish a cross-border protected area.

Our approach
This activity was divided into five main parts, with the objective of producing a report with guidelines and
recommendations for the establishment of a cross-border marine protected area. The five parts consisted of
(1) gathering background information, (2) conducting a workshop with collaborating partners, (3) constructing and conducting a survey study, (4) conducting a field trip to the two national parks in the Haparanda/
Kemi-Tornio archipelago, and (5) writing a report. In this report, part 1 contributes to chapter 1, parts 2 and
4 contribute to chapter 2, and parts 3 and 4 contribute to chapter 3. Through insight and opinions gathered
from the general public, different stakeholders, and authorities, we hope to gain a broad understanding that
will form the basis for further work relating to the establishment of cross-border protected areas in the region
(Figure 1).
The aim of this report is to present guidelines and recommendations for the establishment of a potential
cross-border marine protected area in the Haparanda/Kemi-Tornio archipelago.
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Figure 1. In this report, information from previous cross-border collaborations have been used, together with work generated from our collaboration with government authorities and opinions from the general public and stakeholders in the
region.

Background information
Protected areas are a national policy instrument to conserve and manage biodiversity (Petursson, et al., 2013).
Protected areas in different countries must deal with different policies, legal structures, and management
systems and are affected by different cultural and economic contexts and systems (The International Union
for Conservation of Nature, u.d.). Cross-border protected areas or transboundary protected areas involve
cooperation between two or more adjacent countries over a “humanly constructed border” (Van Ameron,
2002). The main goal of a cross-border area is to overcome differences between countries and achieve conservation goals across borders.
There are several reasons for the establishment of cross-border protected areas. When it comes to biological
and ecological benefits, the aim of protection could be the conservation of endangered species and habitats,
the maintenance of biodiversity or the prevention of biodiversity loss. In short, the purpose is to achieve conservation goals across an international border (Vasilijević, et al., 2015).

Previous work
Several projects have addressed topics related to collaboration and cross-border protected areas. Taking advantage of experiences and information from previous work and using these successes, as well as avoiding
known setbacks, is essential in this work. Here, we have briefly summarized three projects, all contributing
valuable insights towards future work on the establishment of cross-border protected areas.
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Example 1: Seamless Maps and Management of Bothnian Bay (SEAmBOTH-project)
This Interreg Nord project focused on sustainable management of northern Bothnian Bay, with the aim of increasing knowledge of its marine environment and promoting collaboration across the border (Bergdahl, et al.,
2020). The SEAmBOTH-project was conducted between 2017 and 2020 with Swedish and Finnish partners.
The SeaCOMBO-project is a small continuation of the SEAmBOTH-project involving the CAB of Norrbotten
and the ELY Centre of northern Ostrobothnia as the sole partners.
Valuable outcomes for the SeaCOMBO project include collaboration and partnerships, nature value maps,
and shared knowledge about Bothnian Bay across the border.
Example 2: Cross-border cooperation between Perämeri National Park and Haparanda Skärgårds
National Park
In the Haparanda-Tornio region, a former cross-border cooperation between Bothnian Bay National Park
(Perämeri National Park) and Haparanda Archipelago National Park (Haparanda Skärgårds National Park)
focused on the joint development of the two national parks. Swedish and Finnish partners looking into three
developing priorities: accessibility, services, and information dissemination. By doing this, they hoped to raise
the awareness of the national parks, increase activities within the parks, and provide more possibilities for
local visitors to visit both parks. (Dolinšek & Svanberg, 2014).
Valuable outcomes for the SeaCOMBO project include understanding how to improve information, tourism,
and accessibility for both Perämeri National Park and Haparanda Skärgårds National Park (a feasibility study
for the development of joint visitor services).
Example 3: Interreg project Kosterhavet & Ytre Hvaler nasjonalparker, Vårt felles/gemensamma arv
2008–2012
The possibility of establishing a cross-border protected area has not yet been evaluated in the Haparanda/
Kemi-Tornio region. Experiences from similar work in Sweden are nonetheless available. On the west coast
of Sweden lies Kosterhavet National Park, which continues north across the border into Norway’s Ytre Hvaler National Park. The collaboration between Kosterhavet National Park and Ytre Hvaler National Park was
started in the Interreg project ”Kosterhavet och Ytre Hvaler - Vårt gemensamma arv”. The project started in
2008 and ended in June 2012 (Interreg Sverige-Norge, 2008-2012). The aim of the project was Norwegian-Swedish collaboration in four areas: joint inauguration of the national parks, information sharing and knowledge
transfer, common strategies for managing the areas, and the development of sustainable tourism.
Valuable outcomes for the SeaCOMBO project include information from a project with similar purposes and
collaboration in working towards the establishment of a cross-border protected area.

Marine protection
SEPA conducts and coordinates Sweden’s environmental work (Naturvårdsverket, u.d.). In addition, SwAM
provides guidance when it comes to protected areas, including aquatic environments (Havs- och Vattenmyndigheten, 2016). SEPA, together with CABs, are responsible for decision-making and planning for national
parks. National park land is owned by the national state, and the establishment of a national park is decided
by the national government and parliament (regering and riksdag). Nature reserves can, however, be established by CABs and municipalities. The land may be owned privately or by the state (Naturvårdsverket, u.d.).
Regarding Natura 2000 areas, CABs are responsible for proposing new areas. SEPA reviews the suggested
areas and then proposes areas to the government. It is the government that makes the proposal to the European Commission for the inclusion of these areas in the Natura 2000 framework.
The authority that directs and supervises the protection of nature in Finland is the Ministry of the Environment. National parks and strict nature reserves are established by law on state-owned land. Other protected
area designations larger than 100 hectares are issued by Government decree, and smaller areas are decreed by the Ministry of the Environment. The use of areas is governed by the Nature Conservation Act and
the regulations of their establishment. These define, for example, the objective of protection of the area and
the activities that are prohibited and permitted in it (Metsähallitus, n.d.). Metsähallitus is the authority responsible for the protection of habitats, species and historical sites in state-owned lands in Finland. (Metsähallitus, n.d.) The role of regional ELY Centres is to promote and monitor protection in their area of responsibility
(Centre for Economic Development, Transport and the Environment, n.d.). ELY Centres can buy land from
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private landowners for protection purposes, or the initiative for private protection area can come from the
landowner, and decisions regarding establishment and protection are made by the ELY Centre. (Ministry of
The Environment, n.d.).
As mentioned, in Finland the Nature Conservation Act guides the protection of both terrestrial and marine
areas. Protected areas aim to secure locally typical nature types and the species within the nature types.
Some areas are protected specifically for their marine or coastal features, but there is no classification for
specifically marine protection in Finland. Finnish marine management is based on a national marine management plan that is updated every six years. The plan consists of three parts: an assessment of the current
state and objectives, a monitoring program, and a program of measures. (Ministry of the Environment, n.d.).
In Sweden, marine national parks and nature reserves differ from other national parks and nature reserves
by having a marine purpose and marine nature values. The regulation should be adapted and include the
marine environment. Marine management, monitoring and follow-up should also be adapted to the purpose
and have measurable conservation targets.
In Sweden, Natura 2000 areas with marine habitats are also classified as marine protected areas. Table 1
shows habitats classified as marine habitats. The Boreal Baltic islets and small islands (1620) habitat is closely associated with marine environments and is a commonly occurring habitat in the region. In Finland there
is no official Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at low tide (1140) habitat, since there is no tidal
water in the Baltic Sea. However, the water level changes due to winds and changes in the air pressure, and
therefore there is an ongoing discussion about how that or similar habitat does also exist in Finland. Two seal
species live in the area: grey seals (Halichoerus grypus) and ringed seals (Pusa hispida). Baltic water-plantain (Alisma wahlenbergii), a small plant species endemic to the Baltic Sea, grows on the shallow bottoms
next to the islands. Several other Nature Directive plant species closely connected to the marine environment and the tectonic uplift area can also be found on the island and its shores: for example, sleepy primrose
(Primula nutans), Artemisia campestris ssp. botnica, Persicaria foliosa and pendant grass (Arctophila fulva).
Natura 2000-code

Habitat

1110

Sandbanks which are slightly covered by sea water all the time

1130

Estuaries

1140

Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at low tide

1150*

Coastal lagoons

1160

Large shallow inlets and bays

1170

Reefs

Table 1. The following marine habitats can be found in the Haparanda/Kemi-Tornio region.

Protected areas in the Haparanda/Kemi-Tornio archipelago
In Sweden, there are three nature reserves, one national park, and 22 Natura 2000 areas along the coast
and in the archipelago of Haparanda municipality (see Figure 2). Neither the reserves nor the national park
are classified as marine protected areas. However, the work of establishing a new marine reserve is in progress. At this moment, nine Natura 2000 areas are classified as marine protected areas. However, a recent
improved habitat mapping of Norrbotten County’s marine habitats indicates that there are more areas containing marine habitats (15 areas in total).
In the Kemi-Tornio area in Finland, there are three Natura 2000 areas, one national park and a seal reserve.
Bothnian Bay National Park and the Möyly seal reserve also mostly overlap with the Perämeren kansallispuisto (SAC) Natura 2000 area. The Perämeren saaret Natura 2000 area (SPA/SAC) consists of many
islands between Tornio and Hailuoto. The area includes both state- and privately-owned protected areas.
The Pajukari-Uksei-Alkukarinlahti Natura 2000 area (SPA/SAC) is a part of Finland’s national bird wetland
protection programme.
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Figure 2. Protected areas in the Haparanda/Kemi-Tornio archipelago.

The purpose of existing protected areas in the region
As previously mentioned, there are no marine nature reserves or national parks in the region. Still, the purpose of existing protected areas often includes some marine nature values. The purpose of the EU Habitat
Directive is to ensure the conservation of natural habitats and rare, threatened and endemic species, while
the Bird Directive regulates the conservation of wild birds within the European Union.

Reserves and national parks
The purpose of Haparanda Archipelago National Park is described in the government proposal for the establishment of the park as to preserve a unique archipelago landscape in essentially untouched condition. The
proposed aim is to preserve the area’s vegetation and wildlife mainly in its natural state, to protect the area’s
geological formations and ongoing processes, to protect the marine environment from pollution, to protect
the area’s cultural-historical values and to give the public the opportunity to experience the area’s nature.
The purpose of Haparanda Sandskär nature reserve is primarily to preserve both terrestrial and marine
scientific values, as well as to facilitate public outdoor activities with simpler facilities. However, no marine
purposes are designated for the two other reserves: Torne-Furö and Haparanda-Sandskär.
In Finland, Bothnian Bay National Park area is both a national park and a Natura 2000 area. The national
park has been established with the aim to protect the outer archipelago and marine nature in the Bothnian
Bay, and to secure the environmental research and hobbies within this field.
The Natura 2000 area that includes Bothnian Bay National Park also includes around 600 hectares of protected water area around Möylynkari Island. Möylynkari Island encompasses the Möyly seal reserve, and
its protection is based on Government decree on seal reserves, in order to protect seals, promote scientific
research, monitor seal populations, and preserve marine habitats.
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Natura 2000 areas
Many Natura 2000 areas in the Haparanda archipelago were proposed due to their terrestrial values and habitats: for example, western taiga (9010), natural forests of primary succession stages of land upheaval coast
(9031), and the plant species sleepy primrose (Primula nutans). However, two Natura 2000 sites –
Haparanda skärgård (Haparanda Archipelago National Park) and Haparanda Sandskär – have several marine habitats. Haparanda skärgård has also been declared a special protection area under the Birds Directive.
Furthermore, grey seals (H. grypus) and ringed seals (P. hispida) occur frequently within the border of Haparanda skärgård, and the Baltic water-plantain (A. wahlenbergii) grows on the shallow bottoms.
The aforementioned Perämeren kansallispuisto Natura 2000 area is protected based on 13 different habitats,
of which four are found in the marine environment (1150 1170, 1620, 1630), including coastal lagoons (1150)
(Table 2). In addition to habitats, its protection is based on species (H. grypus, P. hispida botnica, A. wahlenbergii, A. campestris ssp. botnica and P. nutans). Along with protecting habitats and species, the aim is to
protect the archipelago, which is constantly changing due to land uplift. The Perämeren saaret Natura 2000
area consists of islands, islets and shallows or reefs that belong to six different municipalities in Bothnian
Bay. Their protection is based on many habitats (1110, 1130, 1150, 1170, 1610, 1620, and 1630 being considered marine) and species (a long list of birds, H. grypus, P. hispida botnica, A. wahlenbergii, H. tetraphylla,
M. lateriflora, P. foliosa, and P. nutans). The Pajukari-Uksei-Alkukarinlahti Natura 2000 area is in the shallow
river estuary of the Tornionjoki and Liakanjoki rivers and is protected based on habitats (1130, 1630, 9030)
and species (a long list of birds, P. foliosa and P. nutans). The Pajukari-Uksei-Alkukarinlahti Natura 2000
area (SPA/SAC) is also part of Finland’s national bird wetland protection programme.

Habitat / Species

Number of Natura 2000
areas in Sweden

Number of Natura 2000
areas in Finland

1110 Sandbanks which are slightly covered
by sea water all the time

2 (0)

1

1130 Estuaries

3 (5)

2

1140 Mudflats and sandflats not covered by
seawater at low tide

4 (10)

-

1150 Coastal lagoons

1 (6)

2

1160 Large shallow inlets and bays

0 (4)

0

1170 Reefs

3 (3)

2

1364 Grey seal

1

2

1610 Baltic esker islands with sandy, rocky and
shingle beach vegetation and sublittoral vegetation

0

1

1620 Boreal Baltic islets and small islands

1 (6)

2

1630 Boreal Baltic coastal meadows

8 (8)

3

1938 Ringed seal

1

2

1940* Alisma wahlenbergii

1

2

1942 Arctophila fulva

3

1

1945 Artemisia campestris subsp. Botnica

3

1

1960 Hippuris tertaphylla

0

1

1962 Moehringia lateriflora

2

1

1966 Persicaria foliosa

3

2

1968 Primula nutans

13

3
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Table 2. Habitats and species found in the marine environment in the Haparanda and Kemi-Tornio areas, and the number
of Natura 2000 areas within which these habitats and species are designated. Bird species are not included in the table.
The actual number of Natura 2000 areas (according to the latest habitat mapping in Sweden) is shown in brackets (not
reported to EU). Haparanda municipality has 22 Natura 2000 areas that include marine environments, and Kemi and
Tornio municipality has three Natura 2000 areas.

Regulations in existing protected areas in the region
Reserves and national parks
Even though none of the reserves or the national park in Sweden is classified as a marine protected area,
many activities regarding the use of the marine environment are regulated with the support of reserve/national park regulations. In addition to terrestrial regulations in Haparanda National Park, it is also forbidden to
erect masts or wind turbines or to set up jetties, mooring buoys, or fixed mooring places for boats. It is also
forbidden to conduct mining operations or remove peat, minerals or other geological materials; to dig, excavate, fill in, drill, chisel or blast or perform actions that damage rocks, soil, boulders, rocks or the seabed; and
to dredge or dump. The aquatic environment is also protected, as it is forbidden to regulate water flows and
to dam or divert water or otherwise affect the hydrology. Finally, jet skis may not be operated within the park
(Naturvårdsverket, 2014).
Many of these regulations or similar ones can be found in the decisions for reserves that have been established in recent years. However, the reserves in Haparanda Archipelago are older, and the regulations are
formulated in a different way. In Torne-Furö, for example, it is forbidden to destroy or damage solid natural
objects or surface formations and to damage or alter vegetation (Länsstyrelsen Norrbotten, 1980).
Regulations in Finland’s protected areas are similar to those in Sweden in many ways. According to Finland’s
Nature Conservation Act, in Bothnian Bay National Park it is forbidden to construct any buildings, structures
or roads; to take soil material or damage the ground or bedrock; to drain forests, swamps or other areas; to
harvest or damage trees, bushes or other plants or their parts; to kill, capture or cause distress to animals or
destroy their nests; to capture or collect invertebrates; to camp or make open fires in places not designated
for this purpose. Other activities that may adversely affect natural conditions, the landscape or the conservation of animal or plant species in the area are also prohibited in the national park. (Asetus Perämeren kansallispuistosta 538/1991) It is also prohibited to land ashore and enter certain islands and water areas between
1 May and 31 July to ensure peaceful nesting for birds. Since the national park is used for recreation, there
are some rules that guide the usage of the area, such as not littering and keeping dogs leashed.
The Möyly grey seal reserve is close to the boundaries of the national park and partly within the Perämeren kansallispuisto Natura 2000 area. Entering the reserve area without a Metsähallitus permit is forbidden
throughout the year within an area of half a nautical mile (926 m) from the Möyly reef. Entering an area more
than half a nautical mile from the Möyly reef is allowed from 16 June through 31 January. In addition, hunting
in total and fishing that might harm seals are prohibited in the area. (Valtioneuvoston asetus hylkeidensuojelualueista 736/2001).

Natura 2000 areas
In Sweden, the provisions of the directives have been implemented as provisions on area protection in accordance with Chapter 7 of the Environmental Code. Obligations concerning species protection from the
Habitat Directive and the Bird Directive have mainly been transposed to the Species Protection Ordinance
(2007:845) (Sveriges Riksdag, 2007). This ordinance includes, for example, regulations regarding the capture, killing and taking of species from the wild.
In Finland, the directives have been implemented in the Nature Conservation Act, which is the main legislation concerning nature conservation in that country; the aim of the act is to preserve Finland’s natural diversity
by ensuring that the favourable conservation status of different natural habitat types and native species is
maintained or restored (Ministry of the Environment, n.d.). Regulations concerning the Natura 2000 network
are contained in the Nature Conservation Act (Luonnonsuojelulaki 1096/1996), chapter 10, which states that
the natural values on which Natura 2000 site protection is based must not be significantly impaired. There is
an obligation to notify the ELY Centre if any activity planned in a Natura 2000 site may cause significant damage to the habitat or species on which the Natura 2000 protection designation is based.
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In privately owned protected areas, protection is based on protection agreements determined at the time
of designation. Protection agreements are not uniform, and they can limit, for example, harming plants or
animals, extracting soil or movement in the area. Landowners can make suggestions, and there can also be
exceptions in the protection agreement.

Fishing regulations
In Sweden, fishing activities are regulated with the support of reserve regulations (Environmental Code) or
through fishing laws (Fisheries Act, the Fisheries Ordinance, and FIFS (Fiskeriverkets författningssamling)).
It is, with support from the Environmental Code, possible to forbid fishing partly or entirely in marine protected areas. Within a Natura 2000 area, permission to fish can also be reconsidered if the fishing activity makes
a considerable impact on the environment (Swedish Agency Marine and Water Management , 2017-11-03).
Current fishing regulations in Sweden include, for example, a ban on net fishing during specific periods in
areas with a water depth of less than three metres according to current charts.
In Finland, fishing activities are regulated by fishing laws (the Fishing Act and the Fishing Decree) or regionally by environmental laws that guide protected areas. Based on the Fishing Act (Kalastuslaki 379/2015), it
is permissible to angle or ice fish for free, and to fish with lures or traps or fish for crayfish with one rod after
paying the fisheries management fee. In addition to the fisheries management fee, one can obtain fishing
permits for fishing on state-owned waters from Metsähallitus (Metsähallitus, n.d.). However, there are regulations governing where to fish. These regulations can be based directly on the Fishing Act or on decisions
contained in permits and bans made by the ELY Centre under the Fishing Act. When it comes to protected
areas, a government decree may set restrictions on fishing if this endangers the purpose for which the area
was established or causes harm to other uses of the area. Restrictions can be regional or temporal (Kalastuslaki 379/2015 6:59).
In the Haparanda/Kemi-Tornio region, a cross-border agreement between Sweden and Finland has been
established regarding fishing regulations, and updates of the regulations are in progress. Fishing is permitted if it is acceptable under rules governing the protection and sustainable use of the fish stocks of the Torne
River fishing area in both Finland and Sweden. The statute contains provisions on permitted fishing gear, the
construction of fishing gear, location, and protection zones.

A future cross-border protected area in the Haparanda/
Kemi-Tornio archipelago
If a cross-border protected area is going to be realized, several aspects needed to be accounted for (e.g.,
feasibility, purpose of protection, management, etc.). However, there are many reasons why a cross-border
protected area between Sweden and Finland could work. For example, the relationship between the local
communities and local governments and the political relationship between the two countries are friendly (Dolinšek & Svanberg, 2014). Also, the region shares the same cultural history and unique marine environment,
with high freshwater input into an already low-salinity brackish water environment located in a tectonic uplift
area. Tourism and services in the region could be promoted through cross-border cooperation.
By discussing the purpose of protection, potential locations, and benefits of a cross-border protected area,
we seek to sort out some issues before the planning for a potential cross-border protected area could be
started. Workshop and survey results from the SeaCOMBO project are used as the basis for this discussion
(Länsstyrelsen Norrbotten, 2021) and (Johansson, et al., 2021).

Potential purpose of a cross-border protected area
The Haparanda/Kemi-Tornio archipelago shares the same archipelago landscape and contains the same
habitats and species. The whole area is subjected to tectonic uplift, and the marine environment is characterized by brackish water with high freshwater input from the Torne River, whose outflow falls right between
the two countries. With all these similarities, a common purpose should hopefully be easy to agree on. A
cross-border protected area could be established by combining two adjacent protected areas or through the
establishment of a new protected area that crosses the border.
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The first alternative is time-efficient, since landowner issues have already been settled (by selling or writing
infringement agreements). However, the main goal of the cross-border protected area might not be identical
to the purpose of already-established protected areas. Many Natura 2000 areas, nature reserves and the
national park in the Haparanda archipelago are designated based on their terrestrial values. High terrestrial
values do not guarantee high marine values, and the benefit (marine) from a cross-border area based on terrestrial values would probably not be as high as when it is based on marine values. The purpose of Bothnian
National Park and Haparanda National Park are quite similar and could be suggested as a cross-border
protected area. Both parks aim to protect vegetation and wildlife, as well as unique landscapes subjected to
tectonic uplift. However, the two national parks are not adjacent to each other.
The second alternative would be to identify sites of significance to biodiversity that would also benefit from
cross-border cooperation. This alternative would be more time consuming but could result in higher biodiversity and better conservation outcomes. A number of threatened species can be found in the Haparanda/
Kemi-Tornio archipelago, and the purpose of protection could be to protect these species and their habitats.
For example, the Baltic water-plantain (Alisma wahlenbergii), an endemic species to the Baltic Sea, grows in
shallow bays and lagoons within Haparanda Archipelago National Park. Baltic water-plantain is the only vascular plant in Sweden that is prioritized in the EU Habitats Directive, and it is classified as near threatened
(NT) in the Swedish Red List 2020 (SLU Artdatabanken, u.d.). However, Finland has larger and more abundant populations, and the species has been found in approximately 50 locations; although it is still classified
as vulnerable (VU) in the Finland Red List 2019 (Punaisen kirjan verkkopalvelu, 2019). The conservation of
the Baltic water-plantain could, especially in Sweden, benefit from cross-border protection. Another threatened species, pendant grass (Arctophila fulva) is, to the contrary, more common in Sweden. This species
is also included in the EU’s Habitats Directive and is classified as vulnerable (VU) in the Swedish Red List
2020 (SLU Artdatabanken, n.d.). A variety of pendant grass (Arctophila fulva var. penduline) is classified as
endangered (EN) in Finland and considered to be rare (Punaisen kirjan verkkopalvelu, 2019). Pendant grass,
which is sensitive to competition, can be found growing along rivers and river outlets in the Gulf of Bothnia.
Pendant grass is found in the Swedish side of Torne River estuary, both along the coast and on islands. A
cross-border area at the mouth of the Torne River could be beneficial to the species.

Figures 5-6. The Torne River estuary consists of different environments, from fast-flowing water to protected bays. Shallow canals are formed between the islands in the estuary (left photo), where predatory fish can be found hunting in the
dense vegetation (right photo). Photo: Linnea Bergdahl and Petra Pohjola, CAB Norrbotten.

In addition to protecting nature values, a cross-border protected area could have the purpose of improving
human well-being: for example, by offering places for recreation and sporting activities. The purpose could
also be to protect the natural environment and its beauty. In addition, potential outcomes could involve increased tourism, economic development and goodwill between neighbouring countries.

Potential location of a cross-border protected area
As previously described, a cross-border protected area can be established from two or more existing protected areas across the border or by establishing a new cross-border area. Although protected areas in the
region are quite abundant, other factors limit the possibility of a future cross-border protected area based on
existing areas. First, there are differences between Swedish and Finnish Natura 2000 sites and how they
have been formed. In Sweden, several small Natura 2000 areas have been designated, while in Finland,
small areas have been added to larger Natura 2000 areas but are still separated by unprotected land or waCross-border marine protected area
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ter. To combine these areas and establish a cross-border protected area would be difficult. Furthermore, a
knowledge deficiency has also been a limitation, since only a few inventories have been carried out before
2016 in the marine environment of Norrbotten County. Recent inventories and the results of the Interreg Nord
project SEAmBOTH have improved knowledge of the marine environment in Sweden’s northern Bothnian
Bay. Not until now has it been possible to suggest areas suitable for cross-border protected areas based on
their ecological benefits.
A logical choice would be to establish a new cross-border area instead, combining the two national parks,
Haparanda Archipelago National Park and Bothnian Bay National Park. As previously described, the main
problem with this alternative is the distance between the parks, as Haparanda Archipelago National Park
does not lie adjacent to the national border. Nevertheless, their form of protection and purposes are equivalent. The nature values found in the two parks are high and similar to each other. Furthermore, cooperation
between the parks could improve both management and also tourist values in the area.
A similar option would be to form a cross-border area by combining Bothnian Bay National Park and Haparanda Archipelago Nature Reserve (nature reserve in progress). The areas are about the same size, and
the southern parts of the areas lie adjacent to each other. Also, Kataja Island is situated right on the national
border, and the island is divided between the two countries. As with the previous suggestion, the nature values in Haparanda Archipelago Nature Reserve are high. However, the area lacks some of the characteristic
species that can be found in Haparanda Archipelago National Park: for example the Baltic water-plantain.
Several islands are well visited by tourists, and cooperation with Bothnian Bay National Park could improve
the area even further as a tourist destination.
A third option for a cross-border protected area could be located on the Torne River estuary, combining already-protected areas or establishing a new protected area. Current protected areas include Riekkola-Välivaara,
Riekkola, Kraaseli, Kraaseli-Selkäkari and Pajukari, Uksei, Alkunkarinlahti. The estuary is a high nature-value
area, important for migrating fish and as a feeding area for birds. The water is nearly fresh, and the underwater vegetation has a high biodiversity of freshwater species. However, it will be difficult to connect an area
across the national border close to Haparanda and Tornio city. This cross-border urban area could also increase tourism in the region.
Of course, there are many more areas that could be suitable for a cross-border protected area, but all proposals have their advantages and disadvantages. For example, a small cross-border area could be established on Kataja Island. The Swedish-Finnish border runs through the island, and thus the island is naturally
divided between the countries. Additionally, much of the island is already formally protected, in Sweden by
Natura 2000 and in Finland through Bothnia National Park. The advantage of establishing a cross-border
area on Kataja is that the island is small and already protected (easier to work with), but the ecological benefits and the tourism opportunities on the island are thus also smaller.

Benefits of a cross-border protected area in the
Haparanda/Kemi-Tornio region
A cross-border protected area means that protection, restoration, and maintenance of the area could be shared between the two countries. A collaboration between protected areas across national boundaries might
improve the conservation of habitats and species, enhance management, and increase the tourism value of
the area. Ecological benefits are one of the main purposes of a cross-border protected area in the region,
with a focus on threatened species (for example, Baltic water-plantain), migratory species (fish and birds)
in the estuary, and biodiversity in general in the region. The ecological benefits originate from protecting a
larger undisturbed area, hence providing more and varied habitats for plant and animal species in the region.
But ecological benefits can also result from improved management of the area.
When it comes to the management of the area, resources for biodiversity conservation are often limited. However, with cross-border cooperation, costs could be distributed and funds used more efficiently in the area.
Furthermore, personnel, local knowledge, field techniques, materials, infrastructure, and equipment can also
be shared within the area. If the purpose of a cross-border area is to improve ecological outcomes, knowledge about the marine environment is essential. Finland has acquired more knowledge about the marine
environment than Sweden due to a major investment in a national inventory of the marine environment (The
Finnish Environment Institute SYKE, 2021). Thus, there is a lot to learn about the marine environment, inventory methods, and equipment techniques from cross-border cooperation. Shared experience, equipment,
and field techniques could also improve restoration outcomes, as well as keep down restoration costs. When
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it comes to restoration, cooperation between the two countries has, to some extent, already been initiated.
Employees from the CAB of Norrbotten have, for example, visited Finland to learn how to remove western
waterweed (Elodea nuttallii), an invasive aquatic plant species (Randi Gitz/SVT, 2021). This kind of cooperation saves time and money and could be improved if a cross-border protected area were established in the
region. Furthermore, in Sweden there are two species of waterweed, Canadian waterweed and western waterweed. The second is classified as an invasive plant species by the EU (Naturvårdsverket, u.d.). Western
waterweed has not yet been found in Finland. This might be another reason to increase cross-border cooperation – to prevent the spread of the species into Finland. In addition, improved management and monitoring
of plants, animals, and habitats could also be achieved through cross-border cooperation.

Figures 7-9. The removal of Canadian waterweed at Pensaskari, Finland (left photo). Two species of waterweed can be
found in the Haparanda/Kemi-Tornio region. Canadian waterweed (Elodea canadensis) (top right photo) grows on both
sides of the border, while western waterweed (Elodea nuttallii) only has been found in Sweden.
Photo: Eveliina Lampinen, ELY Centre and Petra Pohjola, CAB Norrbotten.

Cross-border management has previously been examined and developed in the EU-program Interreg Sverige-Norge Kosterhavets nationalpark: collaboration between Kosterhavet National Park and Ytre Hvaler National Park. Their cross-border strategies for management and follow-up were based on previously acquired
knowledge and through continued collaboration between the parks (Interreg Sverige-Norge, 2008-2012).
Their work includes, for example, a joint “management council.” The development of joint management
goals for conservation, sustainable use of natural and cultural values, and the development of criteria for
management and maintenance within the protected areas. From an ecological perspective, the purpose is to
increase both the efficiency and quality of national park management. If a cross-border protected area along
the Swedish-Finnish border were to be realized, similar work could benefit this region as well, and using its
achievements could save both time and money.
In addition to ecological benefits, joint management could also promote sustainable and accessible tourism.
For example, in a cross-boundary conservation and development area, both conservation and sustainable
development are combined within a cooperative framework (Vasilijević & Pezold, 2011). The results of the
CBC project and work on cooperation between the two national parks show that management could benefit
from collaborative efforts in several different areas (Dolinšek & Svanberg, 2014). By focusing on accessibility,
services, and information dissemination, this project hoped to raise awareness of the national parks, increase activities within the parks, and provide more possibilities for local visitors to attend the two national parks.
They highlighted the following topics as suitable for cross-border cooperation: information and data exchange, sustainable ecotourism development, shared visitor management, joint communication, and external
funding. Even though the CBC project focused on the management of the national parks, much of their work
can be applied to the whole border area.
The general public can also benefit from a cross-border protected area. Valuable opinions about the knowledge and use of protected areas in the Haparanda/Kemi-Tornio archipelago, as well as opinions about the
potential establishment of a cross-border protected area in the region, were received from a survey study
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conducted as part of this project. The survey study was sent to stakeholders in the regions and disseminated
via social media; 70% of respondents considered that a cross-border protected area could be an advantage
for them. A cross-border protected area might be able to provide better protection (larger area and higher
biodiversity), increase cooperation, and improve awareness of the area. Respondents also hoped for improved services and better accessibility to the area, which would enhance recreational use of the area. Furthermore, respondents showed high interest in plants, animals, and the protection of nature. Some respondents
even wished for stricter fishing regulations and strictly protected areas without tourism (Johansson & Saarnio, 2021).

Consequences related to a cross-border protected area in the Haparanda/
Kemi-Tornio archipelago
As we have described above, there are many benefits from a cross-border protected area. However, for every possibility or benefit, there can also be negative consequences for people and stakeholders in the region
who are affected by the establishment of the cross-border protected area. Even the environment can be negatively affected; for example, a cross-border protected area would probably increase tourism, which in turn
causes greater pressure on the environment. Potential benefits and consequences are listed in Table 3.
In the previously described survey study, not all respondents considered a cross-border protected area to
be beneficial to them. Some stated that they did not have any interest or see any personal advantage in a
cross-border area and often felt that the situation is good as it is. Other people stated that the border makes
no difference and can be crossed anyway. There are also concerns regarding whether a cross-border area
would impose stricter regulations (Johansson, et al., 2021). And yes, a cross-border protected area could
mean more, and stricter, regulations, but not always. The purpose of the cross-border protected area determines which regulations are necessary: i.e., what restrictions are needed to achieve the purpose of the
area. If a cross-border protected area were established from existing protected areas and if its purpose were
achieved using existing regulations, there would be no need for stricter regulations. Furthermore, respondents often listed a calm environment, peaceful places, and not too many people as reasons to spend time
in protected areas in the region. Consequently, some respondents feared that increased tourism might lead
to overcrowding of the area, which would have a negative impact on the peaceful area (Johansson, et al.,
2021).
Increased tourism might have a negative impact on the environment by increasing land use within the area
or by causing greater pressure on the environment. To be able to receive large numbers of tourists, both
terrestrial and land exploitation may be required. Substrate loss is expected due to making islands more
accessible, with extra piers and jetties. If necessary to accommodate large and deep-draft boats, expanding
and dredging existing harbours will further alter the sea floor (Sundblad & Bergström, 2014). Furthermore,
increased boating activities will also increase water pollution and potentially cause more physical damage to
the sea floor (damage from anchors and propellers) (Eriksson, et al., 2004). In order to meet greater demand
for services, exploitation of land areas might also be necessary. Campsites, cabins, outdoor toilets, campfire
sites, marked trails, footbridges, etc. are examples of services that take up land where they are built or created (Sunlu, 2003).
However, many of the negative consequences of increased tourism could be minimized with proper management of the area (Eagles, et al., 2002). For example, areas with sensitive habitats or species could be strictly
protected or made inaccessible to tourists, and vegetation could be protected from trampling by creating
trails or constructing pedestrian footbridges. Furthermore, increased public awareness and knowledge of
environmental issues might help reduce human impacts. This might, for example, reduce public littering, and
could lead people to be more careful when visiting areas with endangered species.
Table 3. Potential benefits and consequences from the establishment of cross-border protected areas. The
benefits and consequences presented in the table were drawn mainly from workshop discussions and the
result of the survey study (Johansson & Saarnio, 2021), together with information from “Sustainable Tourism
in Protected Areas” by (Eagles, et al., 2002).
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Potential benefits

Potential consequences

Opportunity to increase accessibility for boat users

Increased boat traffic
• More bottom substrate damage.
• Water pollution (increased boat traffic).
• Increased anthropogenic noise disturbance.

Improved services (trails, outdoor toilets, campfire
sites, etc.)

Habitat loss
Higher costs: for example costs of infrastructure
improvements

Opportunity to increase accessibility in general
(more people can benefit from the area)

Improved enterprise activities

Joint management

Greater pressure on the environment
• Wildlife and environmental disturbances.
• Increased trampling.
• More littering.
• Increased anthropogenic noise disturbance.
Greater competition can be hard on
small businesses
Management conflicts
• Different amounts of funding.
• Different ideas on how to manage the area.
Different views of tourism development

Increased awareness of the area

Personal conflicts
• The area needs to be shared between local
people and tourists. This might not be in local
people’s interest.
•

Possible conflicts of interest between users
(different recreational activities).

Better protection status

Possibly more restrictions
• Limiting stakeholder’s interest.
• Limiting the general public’s interest.

More fishing opportunities

Unsustainable fishing
• Overfishing.
• Altered population structure.

Scientific collaboration and sharing across
the border

Defence forces might restrict

Table 3. Potential benefits and consequences from the establishment of cross-border protected areas. The benefits and
consequences presented in the table were drawn mainly from workshop discussions and the result of the survey study
(Johansson & Saarnio, 2021), together with information from “Sustainable Tourism in Protected Areas” by (Eagles, et al.,
2002).

Tourism development and other stakeholders’ interests
There is a long history of cross-border actions in the Bothnian Bay area. For example, fishers living in Finland in Hailuoto island, used to travel to Swedish islands Sandskär and Malören in search of Baltic herring.
There are still recreational trips arranged to these areas. The survey study gave some insight into what
stakeholders and the public think of the possibility of a cross-border protected area. The survey study was
divided into five main parts. The first part gathered general information, and the second and third parts cove-
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red interests in protected nature in general and protected areas in the Haparanda/Kemi-Tornio archipelago
specifically. The last two parts focused on tourism, information, and stakeholder and tourist attitudes towards
a cross-border protected area. When looking at tourism development, we rely on the answers given in the
survey study. The majority of the respondents believed that the cross border protected area could be of
advantage to them, but from a tourism point of view some work and improvements are needed. Most respondents want to cross the Swedish-Finnish border to visit a protected area on the other side more often;
however, 35% of Swedish respondents still stated they did not want to cross the border, while only 2% of the
Finnish respondents stated the same. This might be due to the fact that most of the information in Finland is
in Finnish, which Swedish people do not usually understand very well, while many Finnish understand Swedish to some extent. In fact, Swedish respondents are more likely to feel that there is a barrier between the
two countries. Also, the Swedish respondents often visited specific vacation houses in the archipelago. The
language barrier would be one important matter to take into account (Johansson, et al., 2021).

Figure 10. Visitors to Haparanda Skärgårds National Park, on Sandskär Island, Sweden. Information signs and marked
hiking trails were considered to be the most important services if a cross-border protected area were created.
Photo: Suvi Saarnio, ELY Centre.

The general public
When respondents were asked about what gave them the most joy when spending time in protected areas
in the Haparanda/Kemi-Tornio archipelago, they often listed its calm environment and peaceful places.
Many respondents considered protected areas in the Haparanda/Kemi-Tornio archipelago to be beautiful,
with clean marine nature and views, and value them highly. Natural features, including plants, birds, and
other animals, were important for respondents. In addition to enjoying nature, recreational activities such as
fishing, boating and sailing, sunbathing, swimming and hiking were by far the most important reasons for
visiting the area. Winter activities such as ice fishing, skiing and snowmobiling were also listed as important
activities in the area. Services enabling these activities are therefore very important. The majority (69%)
of the respondents considered there to be a need for more activities/services in the Haparanda/Kemi-Tornio archipelago. The services needed were tour boats and taxi boat services, docking places/harbours,
campfire sites, rental cabins, and guided tours. Many other activities and services were also mentioned: for
example, more saunas, gas stations, places for camping, wilderness huts, and marked trails. When asked
what activities/services would be important if a cross-border area in the Haparanda/Kemi-Tornio archipelago
were created, informational signs and marked hiking trails were considered to be the most important. Taxi/
tour boat services, cabin rental services, and camping sites were also desirable for the majority. Harbour
and docking sites were also mentioned often. Many answers included different recreational activities: for
example, kayaking, water-skiing, island hopping, hunting etc. To enable these activities, there was a suggestion to start rental services: for example, tents, binoculars, and stand-up paddleboards. There seems to be a
great interest in spending time in the archipelago. resulting in a large variation in demand (Johansson, et al.,
2021).
Most of the respondents use their private boat to get to the Haparanda/Kemi-Tornio archipelago and also
spend the night in it. However, the area’s accessibility is often perceived as an obstacle, especially for people
who do not have a private boat. For that reason, tour boat and taxi boat services were often mentioned as
increasing the recreational value of the area (Johansson, et al., 2021).
Cross-border marine protected area

21

Stakeholders
In the survey study, one-fifth of the respondents answered that they visit the area due to work-related activities. This indicates that the survey study reached out to stakeholders in the area and generated valuable input from both the public and stakeholders. The entrepreneurs in the survey study said they need clarification
on whether a cross-border protection area would make it easier for companies to operate in the archipelago:
for example, offering tours to visit places across the border. It is important for businesses to be able to work
across the border in both countries. Entrepreneurs stated that it is also important that more islands become
available for commercial tours. The needs of entrepreneurs were in line with the needs of the public: jetties
and harbours, outdoor toilets, campfire areas, hiking trails and information boards on site were mentioned.
In addition to individual entrepreneurs, the municipalities in question seem to be interested in developing the
area. The tourism boards of Haparanda, Tornio and Kemi would like to see development in the region. Increased tourism could provide new opportunities and result in profitable outcomes. (Johansson, et al., 2021)

Travel barriers
More than half of the respondents had never experienced problems when trying to reach protected areas in
the Haparanda/Kemi-Tornio archipelago, but 33% of Swedish and 22% of Finnish respondents stated that
they had experienced some sort of problem. The most common problems respondents experienced were
related to the accessibility of the area. Visitors’ behaviour under the influence of alcohol in the most popular
places was also a problem. Other problems listed included lack of or unclean public toilets, problems with
trash, and bad weather.
When it comes to travel barriers to crossing the border between Sweden and Finland, a lack of knowledge,
lack of services, the language barrier and increased costs were the most important factors. Some other factors mentioned were the difference in regulations or a lack of knowledge of the other country’s regulations:
for example. with respect to travelling with pets. When travelling from Finland to Sweden and from Sweden
to Finland, a dog must be microchipped or otherwise identified, and it must have a valid rabies vaccination
and an EU passport. When coming from Sweden to Finland a dog must also get tapeworm (Echinococcus)
medication from a veterinarian. Tapeworm medication should be given to the dog 24–120 hours before coming to Finland, or within the guidelines of the so-called 28-day rule. Tapeworm medication is not needed for
cats (Finnish Food Authority, 2021)

A future cross-border collaboration
We aimed to produce guidelines and recommendations for the establishment of a cross-border area in the
Hapranda/Kemi-Torni archipelago, and we have come a long way. We recognize that it takes more time to
properly develop these guidelines and recommendations and that it would be beneficial if people from other
authorities were involved in this work. We have not come so far that we can define our results as guidelines and recommendations, but we do have at least the ability to present lessons learned and define how to
proceed with efforts related to the establishment of a cross-border protected area.

Lesson learned
•

The significance of land ownership (private or state-owned) when establishing protected areas: in
Finland, ELY Centres are responsible for protection on privately owned land, while Metsähallitus is
responsible for protection on state-owned land. In Sweden, the CABs works with protected areas
regardless of who owns the land.

•

The similarity between Sweden and Finland (in the border region) in terms of types of protection:
both countries have one national park and several Natura 2000 areas.

•

The similarity of the two national parks regarding the type of protection value: both national parks have a
focus on terrestrial values. Furthermore, both areas are protected as Natura 2000 areas (including
marine habitats and species).
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•

The difference in the size of the Natura 2000 areas: In Sweden there are many small Natura 2000 areas,
while in Finland there are several small areas merged together into a few larger Natura 2000 areas.

•

Differences in Natura 2000 habitat interpretation: mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at low
tide (1140) only exist on the Swedish side since in Finland the interpretation is that there is now tidal
effects in Bothnian Bay and thus no mudflats or sandflats subjected to low tide.

•

The border river agreement between Sweden and Finland: this agreement includes, for example, fishing
charter application areas and free zones at sea.

•

Differences in the prevalence of Baltic water-plantain (Alisma wahlenbergii): although there are large
populations in Haparanda Archipelago National Park, the species is more common in Finland.

•

The ecological benefit of a cross-border protected area: by sharing costs, equipment, knowledge, and
experience, the ecological outcome could be improved within the cross-border protected area.

•

Management benefits from the establishment of a cross-border protected area: accessibility, services,
and the dissemination of information might benefit from cross-border cooperation.

•

Environmental consequences related to the establishment of a cross-border protected area: increased
tourism might have a negative impact on the environment (habitat loss, increased littering and pollution,
anthropogenic noise disturbance etc.).

•

Tourism and stakeholder interest in a cross-border area: there might be both positive and negative
consequences from the establishment of a cross-border protected area.

•

Interest in crossing the national border: the survey study indicates that more Finnish than Swedish
respondents wanted to cross the border to visit protected areas on the other side.

•

Existing travel barriers between the two countries: compared to Finns, Swedish respondents to the
survey study were more likely to consider there to be a barrier between the two countries.

•

The general public’s demand for activities and services within a cross-border protected area: informational signs and marked hiking trails are the most important services for respondents in the survey study,
followed by taxi/tour boat services, cabin rental services, and camping sites.

•

Stakeholder interest in a cross-border protected area: results from the survey study indicate that there is
interest in a cross-border protected area if it makes it easier for companies to operate in the archipelago.

How to proceed
Through this project, we have begun the work of planning a potential cross-border protected area in the
Haparanda/Kemi-Tornio archipelago. Below we formulate tasks that may have to be addressed in order to
succeed in establishing a cross-border area. First, we need to define:
• Purpose of the area: what do we want to protect (ecological values) and how should the area be used,
i.e., recreational purposes? Alternatively, several suggestions could be made for analysis and proposal to
the authorities in question.
•

Location of the area: where should the cross-border protected area be established? Alternatively, several
suggestions could be made that could be analysed and proposed to the authorities in question.

Work on the first two points has already begun in this report, since nature values, such as threatened
species and Natura habitats in need of protection, have been discussed. Also, possible locations for a
cross-border protected area have been briefly discussed. However, further analysis of the advantages,
disadvantages, feasibility, etc. are necessary in order to produce concrete proposals. Furthermore, in parallel
with the two previous points, it might also be necessary to:
•

Investigate whether there is interest (government level) in a potential cross-border protected area in the
Haparanda/Kemi-Tornio region: present prepared purposes and various suggestions for locations for a
potential cross-border protected area.

•

Secure financing: investigate available funding opportunities and perhaps apply for project money.

If the purpose of protected status and the location of the area are agreed upon, additional work would be
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required to form a cross-border protected area. Here are some suggestions and examples:
•

Put together a core group: it could be a good idea to assemble a core group working with the cross-border area to distribute tasks efficiently.

•

Protected and unprotected areas: if the area only includes previously protected areas, then it is easier
to get started with the remaining work. However, if the proposed cross-border protected area includes
unprotected land, the process of protecting that area needs to be started as soon as possible since this
is usually a time-consuming task. If there are privately owned areas involved, there could be challenges
achieving consensus.

•

Existing regulations: are current regulations sufficient to achieve the purpose of the cross-border
protected area? If not, work on reviewing decisions and management plans must be started. In Finland
changes in national park regulations would acquire changes in the law.

•

Management of the area: develop a joint management plan for the cross-border protected area.

•

Follow-up in the area: develop a joint follow-up plan for the cross-border protected area.

The goal for tourism: work out a joint strategy to achieve the desired goal for tourism in the cross-border
protected area.
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