APPROACHING THE 30% GOAL OF
ALPINE PROTECTED AREAS NEEDS
STRONGER PROTECTION AND
MORE CONNECTIVITY

To achieve the 30% goal for efficiently protected areas, in
accordance withthe COP15 Biodiversity decision (Montreal
2022), important improvements would be necessary, such
as:
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Ecological intervention areas (EIA) are territories in
which to create connections, often only needing
a reduction in protection measures in order to
allow the migration of species, while Connectivity
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to neighbour mountain ranges, or between alpine As these improvements don’t seem realistically achievable, a further step identified the most favourable areas for ecological conservation by:

The current situation re gi ons of hi gh ecolo gi cal value 1. Analysing the current situation of potential protected surface areas in ecologically interesting sites by using parameters related to spatial development, ecological connectivity
o2 The Alps encompass a highly diverse ' from former projects (such as ALPBIONET2030 and OpenSpaceAlps and the results of the current analysis presented in map 7).
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system of | andscapes and ecological 2. Assessing whether the identified areas are also characterised by a high degree of biodiversity, with the help of KBA and Natura 2000 sites.

processes, some of which have arisen
from their geological, climatological and

3. Overlaying the resulting areas with existing Strong Protected Areas (IUCN [ - |V), to determine which areas are still potentially valuable for further protection measures.
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of human habitation and land-use. Currently, 61% of the Ecological Conservation
Areas (ECA's) arelocated in existing Protected Areas

(within the perimeter of the Alpine Convention), and
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This allows to identify areas of the different levels of the
ecological spatial planning model for the Alps according
to already identified areas of high biodiversity (KBA and
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linked to a sufficient surface area and the _
level of protection of the areas. Human n
activity should be reduced to a minimum,
or to only limited traditional activities that
respect natural cycles. A sustainable FRANCE

resource management is the condition of (73
any anthropogenic presence in the area, if
process protection should be successful.

Key biodiversity areas are regions withahigh degree
of biodiversity. Not always do they coincide with
protected areas. They constitute a high potential
for further biodiversity protection, if protected areas
with a Strong Protection status are established in
those regions.
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Generally, large Strong Protected Areas
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13 National Parks of the Alps are located potential for protection).

e The final group, with lower biodiversity indices, has an important overall surface area of 32,408 km? (Cat. Ill, VI, IX). As only 4 - 7% of this
, over 2,000 m. a.s.l.

Alpine Convention Area category is already (strongly) protected, the potential for further protected areas is situated between 93 and 96%, considering nevertheless
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