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PrefacePreface

Whereas cooperation always implies the involvement and efforts of more 
than one person, every now and then some individual stands out. As far 
as Trilateral Wadden Sea Cooperation (TWSC) concerns, this applies to Jens 
Enemark. Being secretary of the TWSC and head of its executive bureau 
CWSS (Common Wadden Sea Secretariat) in Wilhelmshaven (Germany), 
Enemark during more than a quarter of a century (1987-2014) was from 
the start at the heart of an evolving web of trilateral cooperation, meant to 
protect and enhance the environmental qualities of the Wadden Sea. 

Though woven carefully and intricately, it nevertheless was frequently 
disrupted and often plainly failed to serve its purpose. It all belonged to a 
process that demanded a lot of tact, diplomacy and patience, not necessarily 
being his best abilities, as the author of this personal Wadden memoirs, 
with the telling title Journey, honestly confesses. 

Nevertheless, a viable system of trilateral cooperation evolved out of 
and along the milestones of several Scientific Wadden Sea Symposia, 
Trilateral Governmental Conferences and usually diverging national, 
regional or sectoral points of view and perceptions. No wonder the 
author considers the inscription of the Wadden Sea on the exclusive 
UNESCO World Heritage List in 2009 ‘the pinnacle of our (CWSS) 
efforts’. 

But there is more to it. Enemark, trained as a historian, has never betrayed 
his old love. This becomes clear from his involvement in efforts to broaden 
the scope of Wadden Sea policy. Transforming it, from the original focus 
on nature conservation, into a wider spectrum, including stakeholders 
with a socio-economic background, culminating in the foundation of the 
Wadden Sea Forum in 2002. 

His early embracement and staunch promotion of the landscape and 
cultural heritage Lancewad programme is another proof of his belief that 
involvement of the population on the islands and the Wadden-mainland is 

a prerequisite for reaching ‘a natural and sustainable ecosystem’, being the 
guiding principle of trilateral Wadden policy from its start.

This policy meets old, through increased challenges as well as new ones. 
Impacts of warming and sea level rise on the Wadden Sea ecosystem, for 
example, are becoming more and more prominent. Historically, words 
like “battle’, fierce opposition’ and ‘doomed’ illustrate that it was a bumpy 
ride towards the success achieved in trilateral management of the Wadden 
Sea so far. At present, we are faced with the dilemma how to keep up the 
Guiding Principle and Outstanding Universal Value of the Wadden Sea 
whilst society has to go through a cohort of socio-economic transitions 
(e.g., with respect to fisheries, energy, tourism and agriculture). The 
experiences and insights as being laid down by Jens Enemark (and reads 
like a nonfiction thriller) can help us to prepare for and overcome expected 
and unexpected hurdles when facing these future challenges.

Katja Philippart 
(director and board member Ecology Waddenacademie)

Meindert Schroor 
(board member Cultural History Waddenacademie)
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Foreword1

Managing an entire region for environmental and wildlife conservation 
is widely accepted as a wise strategy today. But decades back, the concept 
of managing as one an area of land and water that sprawled across three 
nations shocked governmental systems and ruffled political priorities. 
When the Wadden Sea emerged as a natural candidate for such unified 
management, there were reservations aplenty and no ready-made templates 
for translating the concept into a tangible working entity.

The story of the Trilateral Wadden Sea Cooperation is the story of the to-
ings, fro-ings, talks and compromises between sundry component elements 
of Wadden Sea society that achieved the more-or-less united approach to 
sustainable environmental management that is applied today across the 
whole Wadden Sea World Heritage property. What follows is my personal 
account of my 27-year journey as secretary of the Trilateral Wadden Sea 
Cooperation and head of the Common Wadden Sea Secretariat (CWSS). 
Within it I very much hope there may be pointers for others striving 
to construct a united approach to environmental management among 
disparate interest groups.

This story is also intended as a tribute to all those who over the years 
have contributed to making the Wadden Sea one of the best protected 
nature areas worldwide, and to making the Wadden Sea Cooperation an 
internationally recognized transboundary cooperation that is inspirational 
to many around the world. My acknowledgement goes first and foremost 
to the staff of the CWSS who accompanied me through all those years, 
labouring on sometimes impossibly complex assignments and suffering 
my sometimes-unpredictable temperament. It also goes out to the literally 
hundreds of other colleagues in various positions in the three countries, 
not only at government levels, but also scientists and representatives of 
non-governmental organizations. All have contributed to making the 

1  This is an abbreviated and slightly amended version of the full story published 
as “A Model System of Transboundary Management. The Trilateral Wadden Sea 
Cooperation 1987-2014. A Personal Account” (ISBN 978-90-9034411-9,  
https://enemark-consulting.nl/publications.html). References can be found here.

	 	Welcome by the Lower Saxon Wadden Sea National Park Authority, November 1987.
		 	IUCN Field Mission in the Schleswig-Holstein Wadden Sea, September 2008.  

Hans-Ulrich Rösner, WWF (left) and Jens Enemark (CWSS Archive).

	 	Bettina Reineking, Folkert de Jong and Jens Enemark, on the mudflats near 
Neuwerk, Germany, 1994 (from left to right) (CWSS Archive).
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Cooperation what it is today, a Wadden Sea community that has grown 
across the various boundaries, between government authorities and other 
vital bodies. They all constitute members of the Wadden Sea “family” 
who made the Cooperation a success. Without their input and support we 
would never have come this far. This is perhaps the most valuable outcome 
of what is now nearly two generations of trans-boundary Wadden Sea 
collaboration. 

The history of the Trilateral Wadden Sea Cooperation is a valuable 
one. It would be foolish in a Wadden Sea context to neglect what had 
happened before and the experiences accumulated by previous generations 
in conserving the Wadden Sea. “History does not repeat, but it does 
instruct,” Tommy Snyder, an American historian, pointedly wrote 
in a pamphlet on the occasion of Trump ś inauguration2. One of the 
experiences gained is that Wadden Sea conservation needs reworking at 
times to be up to date to address the evolving challenges, stay vibrant and 
maintain relevancy. History can help define and maintain the focus.

Zuidhorn, January 2021

2  Cited in Reid-Henry, Simon (2019): Empire of Democracy. The Remaking of the West 
Since the Cold War 1971-2017.

Foreword

	 	Meeting of the Trilateral Working Group (TWG), June 2005, Leck, Germany  
(CWSS Archive).

	 	Signing of the Flyway Vision, Tønder Conference 2014 (CWSS Archive).
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Chapter 1 Beginnings

On 1 November 1987, I took up the post of secretary of the Trilateral 
Wadden Sea Cooperation and started the Common Wadden Sea 
Secretariat (CWSS) in Wilhelmshaven, Germany. The decision to establish 
the Secretariat to facilitate and drive Wadden Sea work had been taken 
two years earlier, in September 1985 at the 4th Trilateral Governmental 
Conference on the Protection of the Wadden Sea held in The Hague, nine 
years after the launch of the Cooperation at an initial conference in 1978 
(also held in The Hague – Wadden Sea Conferences are named after the 
locations in which they were held). 

The Cooperation was established after discussions dating as far back as 
the 1960s on how best to safeguard the Wadden Sea. The talks had been 
prompted by plans to reinforce coastal protection in association with large-
scale reclamation of areas of the Wadden Sea for agriculture and harbour/
industrial development. The Wadden Sea had already been recognised as 
a single ecosystem of global significance by natural scientists and nature 
conservationists of national and international repute. With the involvement 
of national conservation organizations, a pan-Wadden Sea movement 
emerged intent on protecting the whole area. Undoubtedly, the trans-
boundary cooperation among scientists and conservationists was driven by 
the ideal of managing the Wadden Sea as one ecosystem; but it also served 
to reinforce national initiatives. In addition, the Wadden Sea was being 
used by international conservation organizations such as the International 
Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) and the Wetlands Convention 
as a pilot to highlight the need for international collaboration on nature 
conservation, especially on migratory birds. The mantra repeated in those 
initiatives was that the Wadden Sea constituted a single ecological entity, 
the quality of which depended on the protection and conservation of the 
whole.

It was from this standpoint that an IUCN draft convention for the 
conservation of the Wadden Sea surfaced in 1974/75, apparently supported 
by or at the initiative of the progressive Dutch government of that 
time. The draft proposed what even today would be considered a far-

	 	Schoolchildren with ministers at the Esbjerg Conference 2001 (CWSS Archive).
	 	Esbjerg Conference 1991. Bent Muus, WWF Denmark, presents the WWF report “The 

Common Future of the Wadden Sea” to Per Stig Møller, Environment Minister Denmark, 
Dzsingisz Gabor, State Secretary for Nature Management, the Netherlands and Klaus 
Töpfer, Federal Environment Minister, Germany (from left to right) (Photo: Ulf Dahl).
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comprehensive protection schemes for the Wadden Sea; and the German 
Länder of Lower Saxony and Schleswig-Holstein had declared their 
intentions to designate their sections of the Wadden Sea national parks.

The Joint Declaration was a statement of intent, not a legally binding 
document. But in combination with ministerial declarations from the 
regular Ministerial Conferences, it achieved its goal of establishing 
coordinated protection and management of the Wadden Sea as a whole. 25 
years later, in 2007, it was time to revisit the Joint Declaration. There had 
been seven intervening Ministerial Conferences, and decisions and political 
commitments were scattered across just as many Ministerial Declarations. 
The evaluation concluded that it was time to tidy up the work and provide 
the Cooperation with better direction in a new Joint Declaration. The so-
called refreshed Joint Declaration was adopted at the 2010 Sylt Conference. 
It succeeded in drawing agreements and decisions from earlier Conferences 
into a consistent and coherent whole that more clearly defined the 
objectives and work of the Cooperation.

The Cooperation: how does it work?

The CWSS could not be extended legal status under the Joint Declaration, 
so a separate Administrative Agreement was concluded between the three 
responsible national ministries. The main task of the CWSS is to facilitate 
the Cooperation and coordinate its activities and, most importantly, drive 
forward the common agenda. The 2007 evaluators “found widespread 
praise for the work of the CWSS, with the expertise, dynamism and 
institutional knowledge of the Secretary and staff seen as a critical driver 
for many of the achievements of the Cooperation”.

The modest body of cooperation that I encountered in 1987 grew into a 
multi-layered organization capable of addressing multiple issues as they 
came to light during my 27-year tenure. 

reaching regime that would internationalize conservation protection 
and management. All this at a time when discussions on the first 
national Wadden Sea conservation regimes had not even started! Under 
these circumstances, the draft proposing these revolutionary ideas was 
pretty well dead before discussion. In particular the German Federal 
Government, undoubtedly backed by the German Länder, which are 
responsible for nature conservation in Germany, categorically rejected the 
draft. A Convention has not been seriously contemplated since then.

But something good did come from the proposal. In 1975, at the 
initiative of the Dutch government, a conference, now known as the 
first International Scientific Wadden Sea Symposium, was held on the 
island of Schiermonnikoog. With scientists representing all three Wadden 
Sea nations, the Netherlands, Germany and Denmark, the symposium 
recommended pursuing a joint comprehensive protection and management 
approach for the whole Wadden Sea. That paved the way for consultations 
between the three governments and, as mentioned above, the first Wadden 
Sea Conference was held in The Hague in 1978.

The breakthrough: the Joint Declaration

It was clear that in order to give the Wadden Sea Cooperation political 
weight, countries would need to sign up to “something” where they 
committed themselves to a coordinated approach to protection. Even if a 
legally binding instrument could not be concluded, why not commit to 
a consultation on implementing relevant international conventions such 
as the Ramsar Convention or the EC Bird Directive on a coordinated 
Wadden Sea-wide basis? This is, essentially, the central commitment of the 
Joint Declaration on the Protection of the Wadden Sea which was signed 
at the 1982 Copenhagen Conference. As a subset, there was an obligation 
to increase cooperation between ministries on policy making and to hold 
regular political meetings, the Ministerial Conferences. Attitudes had 
changed since 1975. Both the Netherlands and Denmark had introduced 
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Before the CWSS was created, preparatory work was under way. The 1985 
Hague Conference agreed that Ministerial Conferences should be held 
“at least every three years”. The Conference also created a new layer of 
cooperation: annual meetings of Senior Officials. These meetings would 
facilitate policy making, steer the Cooperation between the Ministerial 
Conferences, and serve as the gatekeeper for those Conferences. However, 
the policymakers who had structured the Conferences and set up the 
CWSS remained central to developments. They became a permanent 
group, the Trilateral Working Group (TWG), when the CWSS was 
established. The TWG was enlarged over the years to take in not only 
the original representatives of the relevant national ministries but also 
representatives of the ministries of the Länder and the national park 
authorities in Germany and the regional authorities in the Netherlands and 
Denmark. The TWG established several permanent thematic and expert 
groups, such the Trilateral Monitoring and Assessment Working Group 
(TMAG), seal and bird expert groups and other ad hoc groups tasked with 
specific, limited briefs. 

At the turn of the millennium, the organisation was creaking with 
fatigue and inertia. Decisions were being delayed and work stalled, to 
the frustration of the CWSS and to the dismay of the expert groups in 
particular. The 2007 evaluation introduced new governance arrangements: 
The TWG and Senior Officials disappeared and were superseded by a 
Wadden Sea Board headed by an independent chairperson.

In the end, the change brought hardly any improvement. The 16 people 
on the Wadden Sea Board – four from each of the countries and four 
independent advisers – were supposed to take collective responsibility 
for the agenda of the Cooperation. It barely happened. The chair of the 
Board was supposed to be a high- profile, charismatic person who could 
exert influence and drive a common agenda forward. However, members 
of the Wadden Sea Board were not happy to be driven by a person more 
senior and influential than themselves. The chairperson became little more 
than a moderator, and the structure ultimately diminished the influence of 

the CWSS, which as an almost independent actor had successfully driven 
forward the trans-boundary agenda.

The baptism of fire: the seals epidemic

The Administrative Agreement included the provision that the CWSS 
should at first be located in Germany, stipulating that its next location 
should “be decided at the latest at the next trilateral governmental 
conference on the basis of a proposal presented by the Party organizing and 
hosting the subsequent conference”. 

Wilhelmshaven became the location for the CWSS, but it was a 
contentious choice with my colleagues. For my part, I was happy to be 
in the same building as the Lower Saxon Wadden Sea National Park 
Authority, and I looked forward to benefiting from a collegial partnership 
that would not have been possible had we been stationed in an austere 
office building in Hamburg, as some had originally intended. 

The work during the first year was supposed to be all about preparing 
the next Ministerial Conference in Bonn at the end of 1988. But it 
would be the seals epidemic that defined the work of the CWSS in its 
first year. 

A mass mortality of seals devastated the Wadden Sea seal population 
from April 1988. In the chaotic weeks of May/June in which no one 
knew the cause, and everyone tried to dictate how the situation should 
be managed, the CWSS was designated the central information and 
management coordination body. A network of scientists and managers 
was set up and the CWSS became the hub for tracking the development 
of the epidemic for almost the whole of North Western Europe. At an 
early stage, we were able to predict how the epidemic would develop and 
to what extent populations would be affected, namely in the range of a 
50-60% die-off. 
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Those months essentially became a race to discover the causes of the mass 
mortality. It was Ab Osterhaus from Erasmus University Rotterdam who 
determined that the epidemic was caused by the phocine distemper virus. 
Lenie t́ Hart from the seal rescue centre at Pieterburen had liaised with 
Osterhaus and the discovery put her station in the central spotlight. For years 
thereafter she was virtually untouchable and able to fend off any intrusion into 
her realm.

The epidemic provided the impetus to finalise and sign a seal protection 
agreement that had been on the drawing board since the 1985 Conference. 
The Seals Agreement, legally binding under the UN Convention of 
Migratory Species (also known as the Bonn Convention), includes stipulations 
on how to protect the seals in the Wadden Sea and limits in terms of taking, 
that is, rescuing and killing of seals. These were quite strictly formulated 
provisions. Lenie t́ Hart, however, proved able to overcome any restrictions 
on her rehabilitation work and bypass the Agreement provisions on 
minimizing rehabilitation arrived at by the parties in the mid-1990s. The 
Dutch authorities were effectively unwilling or unable to put their foot down 
with her.

Bonn Conference

The Bonn Conference in November 1988, chaired by Federal Environment 
Minister Klaus Töpfer, was an outstanding moment for political representation 
and built on the substantial media attention attracted by the seal epidemic in 
the preceding months. The Seals Agreement was adopted together with an 
action plan on management and research activities. The Bonn Conference 
laid out a firm agenda that would set the course of the debate in the following 
years on the Guiding Principle and the ecological targets. It would ultimately 
reshape the Cooperation, as will be shown in the next chapter. 

While the Bonn Conference could not be called a high point in the history 
of the Cooperation, it illustrated subtle changes in relationships between 

the partners. Until Bonn, Germany had been the reluctant partner; the one 
which often curbed the proposals and initiatives of the others, in particular 
the Dutch. At Bonn, Germany was the partner tabling progressive 
proposals. Its suggestion to consider designating the Wadden Sea as one 
national park – something it would reiterate at the following Conference 
– took the others by surprise. Now it was the turn of the Dutch to decline 
an idea. It seems that establishing their own Wadden Sea National Parks 
in the preceding years had instilled in the Germans enough confidence to 
want to be proactive.

Bonn was also a success for the CWSS. Its first year of work won generous 
praise from the delegations. At the end of the conference, Germany 
successfully proposed expanding its staff; and the Danish delegation, 
as the incoming chair, announced that the CWSS would remain in 
Wilhelmshaven – something I had wished for from the beginning.

The CWSS had come through a baptism of fire with distinction.
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The CWSS’s notable first year performance was not enough to win it 
the respect and political positioning it needed to drive forward the pan-
Wadden Sea agenda. The Joint Declaration remained simply a political 
declaration of intent. It held no indications of direction of travel. An 
overall framework strategy for the conservation and management of the 
whole Wadden Sea was urgently needed. Developing this strategy became 
the challenge under the Danish chairmanship of the next three years; 
these turned out to be the truly formational years of the Cooperation, 
and they ended with the 1991 Esbjerg Conference, which proved to be a 
breakthrough for the common policy and management of the Wadden Sea 
and one of the landmark Conferences of the Cooperation.

The political atmosphere was favourable. Nature and environmental 
protection was high on the agenda at the end of the 1980s, and the 
Wadden Sea was the jewel in the crown for nature conservation in all three 
countries. The Bonn Conference had demonstrated broad political support 
for the Cooperation, and the younger generation in the conservation 
organizations were willing to engage with it. The nature conservation 
NGOs, comprising the Wadden Society and the WWF, in those three 
years helped refocus the Cooperation’s work. In the end, however, it was 
about seizing the moment, something that does not happen by itself; for 
that we needed to continue expanding the trans-national network and 
establish a more long-term strategy.

Guiding Principle

Around 1990, a discussion raged across the Wadden Sea about 
environmental quality objectives and reference situations. In essence, 
it was a debate about what direction Wadden Sea conservation should 
take. The Bonn Conference had agreed to develop common approaches 
to wise use and the conservation of the Wadden Sea, a concept that was 
appropriated from the Ramsar Convention. This decision now provided 
the stepping stone for developing a common direction for the Wadden 

	 	Esbjerg Conference 1991. Klaus Töpfer (Germany), Per Stig Møller (Denmark),  
and Dzsingisz Gabor (the Netherlands) (from left to right) (CWSS Archive).

	 	The former WWF NGO Team. Wim Wolff, Peter Prokosch, Svend Tougaard, John 
Frederiksen and Holger Wesemüller photo’d on the occasion of the 25th anniversary 
of the TWSC at the Schloß Gödens, October 2003 (from left to right). (CWSS Archive).
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to the suggestion contained in the wise use report, with the addition of 
“complete” and “natural”, because it was felt that “sustainable” was too 
narrow - or broad for that matter - to cover the defining features of the 
Wadden Sea. Political targets had to be developed strictly along the lines of 
this guiding principle, the workshop concluded. 

Two months later, the proposal for a guiding principle was discussed 
at a TWG Heads of Delegation meeting preparing the first draft of the 
Ministerial Declaration for the 1991 Esbjerg Conference. It was included 
in the draft with two amendments, both of which went in the same 
direction, namely to skip “complete” and insert “as far as possible”. 
Though it was a guiding principle and not a policy objective in itself, it 
was most likely felt that the originally proposed text could be interpreted 
as a political commitment. Adding the phrase “as far as possible” was 
intended specifically to tone this down. This did not, however, in any 
way reduce the importance of the principle. It was also agreed at the 
meeting that rather than developing ecological targets now, they should be 
developed between the forthcoming Conference and the following one in 
1994. The political approval of the guiding principle was a precondition 
for the further work on ecological targets. Accordingly, an agreement was 
included in the draft Declaration for the Conference. 

And so it came to pass. The Guiding Principle (now capitalized) was 
adopted without reservation at the 1991 Esbjerg Conference in association 
with maintaining, improving and safeguarding the natural features of 
the Wadden Sea together with a set of management principles. It was 
combined with the agreement “to address a set of common ecological 
targets and a comprehensive set of measures to achieve these targets” at the 
1994 Conference, as had been agreed. 

It is difficult to overstate the importance of the Guiding Principle for the 
future of the Cooperation. It permeates everything that the Cooperation 
has since been doing. It is truly a principle that guides its policies, 
management and monitoring and assessment on every level. 

Sea conservation policy. In the report “Wise Use and Conservation of the 
International Wadden Sea” developed by the CWSS, the various national 
and international approaches were analysed. Taking them into account, a 
definition of a reference ecosystem was formulated, within which quality 
parameters for the Wadden Sea habitats (natural dynamics, presence of 
typical species, absence of disturbance and pollution) were defined. These 
led to a proposal outlining aspirational and intermediate goals.

The report was positively received by TWG and it was agreed to discuss 
it with a broad panel of experts from the three countries at a workshop, 
which was held at the CWSS in April 1991. The objective of the 
workshop was to “start a process of harmonizing the various approaches 
in the three Wadden Sea countries to the development of systems for the 
assessment of ecosystem quality”, as it was expressed in the introduction 
to the workshop’s Terms of Reference. The central task was “to develop 
a common Guiding Principle for the desired future of the Wadden Sea 
ecosystem”. The workshop was one of the most important ever held in the 
framework of the Cooperation.

Heated debates raged during the two-day event. At the time, the 
“Amoebe”-model for setting objectives, developed by the Dutch 
Ministry of Transport, Public Works and Water Management, was the 
most renowned. Its apparent attraction was its measurable quantitative 
objectives for a number of biological indicators based on the reference 
situation in 1930. However, most workshop participants rejected it as too 
rigid for a dynamic system like the Wadden Sea; instead, a qualitative 
approach was adopted. The “common Wadden Sea policy should be based 
on a set of common verifiable political targets on the desired ecological 
quality”, as the report of the workshop stated. The most important 
outcome of the workshop was the consensus on a guiding principle for 
the “trilateral Wadden Sea policy”, as it was termed, which “should be to 
achieve a complete, natural and sustainable ecosystem in which natural 
processes proceed in an undisturbed way”. This conformed very much 
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The road to Esbjerg

The Esbjerg Conference became the best-informed Ministerial 
Conference up to that point. In parallel with developing the more 
strategic basis for the Cooperation, we sought to provide it with 
a broader base of information and evidence. Following the seal 
epidemic in 1988, which more or less petered out the following year, 
a conservation and management plan for the seals as stipulated in the 
Seals Agreement was developed. It included a coordinated monitoring 
scheme that is undoubtedly one of the best for sea mammals worldwide. 
Furthermore, a report on aerial traffic and blue mussel fishery had 
been developed. Overall blue mussel fishery had reached an effectively 
unsustainable level around 1990, and since blue mussel beds are a key 
habitat for the conservation of the Wadden Sea, a common approach to 
their protection was both necessary and beneficial. An expert group with 
participation of both conservation and fishery experts produced a report 
with some remarkable recommendations of which the recommendation 
to close areas for blue mussel fishery and to confine the seed mussel 
fishery to the subtidal zone was quite revolutionary for its time.

Our most innovative achievement then was producing the first 
preliminary Quality Status Report (QSR) together with collated 
information on the impacts of human activities throughout the Wadden 
Sea. The Development Report, as it was labelled, was by no means 
as comprehensive as later regular QSRs, but it was a breakthrough in 
providing parties with an ordered summation of evidence from which 
to develop policies. It also made clear that the Esbjerg Conference 
could not confine itself to addressing specific themes, as at previous 
conferences; it needed to set out policies for all relevant human impacts. 
The result was a comprehensive Ministerial Declaration that set out a 
strategic policy and management framework for all conservation work in 
the Wadden Sea, and all within the context of the Cooperation and the 
Guiding Principle.

Simultaneously, the Wadden Sea NGOs, led by the WWF, were 
developing something similar. This became the “Common Future 
of the Wadden Sea”, which was published shortly before the Esbjerg 
Conference. The Common Future addressed basically the same issues 
as Esbjerg, and a fruitful if somewhat competitive exchange took 
place during this period. In the end, it was to the advantage of the 
Cooperation, because a political response to the Common Future was 
both politically expected and required. The Ministerial Declaration 
became that response.

The NGOs, represented primarily by the Dutch Wadden Society 
and the WWF in Germany and Denmark, had joined together in the 
International Coordination Team and already played a significant role 
in advocating a closer and more committed Wadden Sea Cooperation. 
Up to that point the Wadden Society had been leading in setting up 
the NGO-cooperation. With the publication of the Common Future, 
the WWF aimed at developing a vision for the integrated management 
of the Wadden Sea. This moved beyond the more reactive legalistic 
approach of the Wadden Society and emulated the German Wadden Sea 
national park approach. It was a red rag to the Society. The “Common 
Future” exposed the differences and rivalries that had been simmering 
under the surface for years. It boiled into a conflict that almost became a 
very public split, which was avoided only at the last minute. In essence, 
the differences mirrored the different pathways the Dutch and German 
Wadden Sea protection policies had taken. It’s a breach which in reality 
has never been healed.

Esbjerg Conference

The Esbjerg Conference, held at the high school of the Danish labour 
movement in Esbjerg in November 1991, was a high-profile political 
event which drew political ministers and observers from international 
organisations such as the European Commission and the Ramsar 
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Convention. Right at the start Germany tabled a proposal which set the 
tone for an ambitious conference; it proposed to establish “a common 
protected area, ranging from Esbjerg to Den Helder, with the highest 
possible protection regime”. Germany had moved to the driving 
seat, the National Parks in their view were starting to pay off. Both 
the Netherlands and Denmark were now on the back seat, trying to 
influence direction. 

The subject was vigorously discussed and with the guidance of Claus 
Stuffmann, the European Commission’s nature director, the proposal 
was shaped to sit very comfortably alongside the Habitats Directive, 
which was on the verge of being adopted by the Member States. The 
agreement finally reached was “to undertake the necessary steps to 
establish a coherent special conservation area covered by a coordinated 
management plan for the Wadden Sea, stretching from Esbjerg to Den 
Helder”, taking into account the Birds Directive, the forthcoming 
Habitats Directive and the Ramsar Convention. This should be seen 
in combination with the earlier mentioned agreement “to address a 
set of common ecological targets and a comprehensive set of measures 
to achieve these targets”. It was a decision which set the course of the 
Cooperation’s work for the next six years.

Furthermore, ministerial discussions sought political solutions to three 
other major issues: shellfish fishery, oil and gas exploitation and hunting. 
The solutions reached were far reaching and were contentious for years 
to come. For instance, the Danish minister’s agreement to phasing out 
hunting caused shock waves and a local uproar against the government. 

The Conference was an amazing success. The Declaration set out clear 
guidelines and objectives for the Cooperation. It harmonized acceptable 
levels of human activities and impacts across the entire Wadden Sea and 
it established a policy and management regime that eventually became 
the backbone of the Wadden Sea Plan adopted six years later. The way 
it addressed some issues can truly be called visionary, in that these only 

became pressing much later: climate change and sea level rise, fish 
passage between Wadden Sea and the rivers, and World Heritage, were 
all issues that would become key issues in the years to come. 

The success of the Esbjerg Conference sprung from a seldom-seen 
mixture of devoted, visionary and progressive politicians in combination 
with a far-sighted trans-boundary programme. But there were hard 
times ahead that would put the Cooperation to the test.
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Times changed – rapidly. The euphoria generated by the Esbjerg 
Conference agreement gave way to six years dominated by the battle to 
develop the Wadden Sea Plan. It was the realization of the previously 
mentioned agreement at the Esbjerg Conference “... to establish a coherent 
special conservation area covered by a coordinated management plan 
for the Wadden Sea …” and to “address a set of common ecological 
targets ...”. It was a battle that was conducted against a fierce opposition, 
with internal controversies on the best strategy to follow and tactical 
blunders. Fortunately, in the final phase we had the right general and 
dedicated foot soldiers. When the smoke cleared and the Wadden Sea Plan 
was adopted at the 1997 Stade Conference, the Cooperation had adopted 
a unique political document that would forever brand its nature and shape 
its work. The Trilateral Wadden Sea Cooperation had become a mature 
transboundary government cooperation. 

The battle took place against a much-changed political backdrop. The 
Habitats Directive, adopted in 1992, clearly had larger implications than 
governments had warned of. Many parts of society, including the Wadden 
Sea, became wary of further nature conservation regulations. On top of 
that came Wadden Sea-specific issues that made the implementation of a 
trilateral agenda demanding to say the least. The agreed ban on hunting 
generated massive opposition in the Danish Wadden Sea Region, which 
the government’s pledge to renegotiate and revise the agreement could not 
really reduce. The discontent continued for the next 15 years, and only 
came to a halt with the establishment of the Danish Wadden Sea National 
Park in 2010. 

The Dutch fared similarly, albeit on different themes. Following Esbjerg, 
the Dutch government irked industry by summarily closing around 15% of 
its intertidal areas to shellfish fishery. This in itself could not be held as a 
very credible interpretation of closing “considerable parts” of the fishery, as 
Esbjerg required. When the 1980s moratorium on gas exploration ended in 
1994, the Dutch extractors applied to resume activities. This caused heated 
debates which were eventually resolved in an unhappy political deal that 

	 Leeuwarden Conference 1994 (Photo: Rob de Groot).
	 	Willem Kuiper, director of the Wadden Society presents the joint NGO statement to 

minister Jozias van Aartsen, Leeuwarden Conference 1994 (Photo: Rob de Groot).
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out. My Wadden Sea colleagues rightfully wanted to discuss and determine 
the starting points, in particular the delimitation of the area, before 
contemplating work on the management plan.

Drawing boundaries on a map is a precarious undertaking. No line can 
be drawn without raising questions, however innocuous they appear. 
Those involved or living in a region will always be wary of any possible 
intrusion on their rights or significant implications for their activities. The 
boundaries of the conservation regimes – the German National Parks, 
the Danish Nature reserve and the Dutch spatial protection order (PKB) 
– were the outcomes of controversial debates in the region on balancing 
different interests. They all included the Wadden Sea proper, but there 
were major differences with regard to whether island offshore areas and 
the islands themselves were included. In general, the Dutch Wadden Sea 
protected area was the most limited one, whereas Germany, for example, 
had excluded the estuaries of the rivers Elbe, Weser and the Ems for 
obvious economic reasons.

The Dutch, presiding over the Cooperation, were expected to take the 
initiative. And they were terrified by the prospect of offshore areas being 
included in the protected area. Including the offshore area, with its gas 
reserves and fishery interests, would aggravate talks about those issues 
within the Dutch Wadden Sea at a time when the regular review of the 
spatial protection order was under discussion. 

It was eventually clear, however, that the Habitats Directive should form 
the starting point for further considerations. The “special conservation 
area” was a proviso borrowed from the Directive; a working group was 
therefore set up to identify the implications of defining the Wadden Sea 
in a coherent, trilateral way, within the framework of the Habitats and 
Birds Directives and the Ramsar Convention. All the features and elements 
contained in the Directives and the Convention had to be included in a 
Wadden Sea designation. 

linked two very different activities with different impacts on the Wadden 
Sea environment. The deal allowed for exploitation of gas lying within 
the Wadden Sea protected area as long as it was extracted from locations 
outside. It also terminated cockle fishery – a move that was long overdue 
– and blue mussel fishery was to be transformed into a purely aquacultural 
activity over a much longer period. To compensate for losses in the 
shellfish fishery and to support nature restoration projects and regional 
economic and social development, a regional Wadden Sea foundation was 
established, funded by capital from gas revenues.

The opposition to the German National Parks in the mid-1980s had never 
really gone away. It had smouldered under the surface. It was reignited 
when the Ecosystem Research programme, initiated in the late 1980s, 
proposed an extension the Schleswig-Holstein Wadden Sea National 
Park. Another point of contentious debate was the exploitation of oil 
at Mittelplate, within the Schleswig-Holstein National Park, when oil 
exploitation was licensed in 1992 after a successful trial period.

It soon became clear that the Cooperation was operating under quite 
different conditions to those prevailing in the preceding period. The first 
acid test came with trying to define a common management area.

A Coherent Area covered by Coordinated Management Plan?

How to establish a coherent special conservation area? This was the central 
question at the start of the new period, under Dutch chairmanship. The 
process of defining a coherent area proved anything but coherent. 

When leaving Esbjerg, Director Stuffmann had indicated to me that the 
Commission was willing to co-finance the development of the coordinated 
management plan. This would be a magnificent opportunity to carry on 
with our work, but it was putting the cart before the horse, as I soon found 
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The central philosophy of the concept elaborated by the working 
group consequently became that the trilateral conservation policy and 
management were directed towards achieving the full breadth of habitat 
types which makes the natural and dynamic Wadden Sea. Each of these 
habitats is characterized by a certain quality (natural dynamics, absence 
of disturbance, absence of pollution), which can be reached by proper 
conservation and management. For each of the habitats a set of ecological 
targets was developed and, in addition, targets were set for water and 
sediment, i.e. the chemical status. 

In accordance with the approach, initially no targets were developed 
for species. The logic was that if the natural habitats attained favourable 
conservation status, associated species would automatically do well. 
However, during the policy discussions, it was felt necessary to make 
mention of seals and birds, since these were iconic species that the broader 
public could relate to. Fish were added during the revision of the Wadden 
Sea Plan in 2010. Targets related to landscape and culture were also added 
during policy discussions.

A natural dynamic situation in the tidal area.
An increased area of geomorphologically and biologically undisturbed tidal flats 
and subtidal areas.
A natural size, distribution and development of natural mussel beds, Sabellaria 
reefs and Zostera fields.

This approach was adopted at the 1994 Leeuwarden Conference, but not 
without further discussions and disputes as I will describe below. The 
adoption of the Targets was a major achievement - and from now on they 
would be written with a capital T. 

It is an approach that has never received the acknowledgment it deserves. 
It is truly unique in the world, and in the 2007 evaluation report the 
Target approach was specifically emphasized as being world-class, together 

The working group submitted a report that was both excellent and 
unambiguous in its conclusion that the designation of a coherent special 
conservation area would demand the designation of substantially bigger 
areas than the German National Parks, the Danish Nature reserve and the 
Dutch spatial protection order. If it was to meet the requirements of the 
Directives, it would be necessary to include offshore areas, major parts of 
the islands, fresh marsh agricultural land on the mainland and at least parts 
of the estuaries. 

If that had not been clear until then, it was clear now. The implementation 
of the Habitats Directive was a much more challenging and onerous task 
than had been anticipated. 

Ecotargets: A unique concept

In parallel with defining the area, a working group developed a set of 
common ecological targets as had been agreed at the Esbjerg Conference; 
frankly however, these were not readily compatible with the agreement 
on the special conservation area. The Ecotarget concept, as it became 
known, became the second pillar on which to build the management plan. 
In hindsight, it should have been the first because it would have helped to 
define the overall Wadden Sea conservation area. The result, however, was 
a unique concept for conservation and management.

Discussion of ecological targets had begun with the previously mentioned 
workshop, held in April 1991 and the adoption of the Guiding Principle 
at the 1991 Esbjerg Conference. It was therefore clear that the Guiding 
Principle would be the starting point for setting ecological targets. As 
the quantitative approach had been basically rejected by the Wadden Sea 
experts at the workshop, it was evident that developing ecological targets 
would entail looking at the natural features and elements that constituted 
the Wadden Sea ecosystem, in line with the Guiding Principle ś natural 
process starting point.
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with the Wadden Sea Plan and the TMAP. It is unique because it resolves 
endless discussions about setting quantitative goals and targets for nature 
conservation. Regrettably, with few exceptions, it has not found any 
followers in the implementation of the European Directives. The Habitats 
Directive is implemented in a legal context in the Wadden Sea as well, 
and countries typically set quantifiable goals which, at least partly, also 
aim to avoid locally sensitive political discussions and litigation. We 
should, however, not be too distressed by the apparent limited use of the 
Target approach on the ground. It should be seen as an approach which is 
complementary to the Natura 2000 approach and slowly “seeps” through 
to reinforce the Natura 2000 implementation. Its function is, however, first 
and foremost a political one, an approach which ties together the trans-
boundary protection and management of the Wadden Sea as one coherent 
ecosystem. It is a genuine trilateral approach that makes the Wadden Sea 
Cooperation stand out as something globally unique.

Leeuwarden 1994: a failed attempt?

The issue of delimitation kept smouldering under the surface after the 
delivery of the working group’s report. There was no real will to deal 
with the subject after all the difficulties that arose with the implementation 
of the Habitats Directive. However, there was a sense that most of the 
management issues could potentially be solved through the development of 
a management plan and the European Commission gave the green light for 
co-financing such a project. 

That disposition, though, was doomed from the outset. It was naïve to 
imagine that a highly political issue like delimitation could be solved by 
a project group established for the cause, especially as the Targets had yet 
to be confirmed politically. It was compounded by an unclear mandate for 
the project group tasked with producing a draft, flawed responsibilities and 
unclear lines of reporting between the chairmanship and the CWSS. It was 
a failed process for which also I was responsible.

	 	Children handing over their ideas to Angela Merkel at the Stade Conference 1997 
(Photo: Ursula Euler, BfN).

	 	Signing of the Memorandum of Intent “Guinea-Bissau - Wadden Sea” at the Stade 
Conference 1997. G. da Costa and Angela Merkel (Photo: Ursula Euler, BfN).
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During the process we also had to avert an assault on the Targets; together 
they formed an ambitious management direction, and as such they could 
easily have been misinterpreted as political commitment. The Dutch in 
particular felt that the targets were politically sensitive. They wanted 
to select and combine targets to make them politically more agreeable. 
If this had happened, however, the whole philosophy of having targets 
linked to the Guiding Principle would have been lost. It was yet another 
moment emblematic of the confused process and the impossibility 
of having a management plan elaborated before key points had been 
politically clarified. Failure stuck out from the pages of the plan drafts that 
were produced. It was clear that would end in disaster if presented at the 
upcoming Leeuwarden Conference and it was hence taken off the table 
during the final negotiations.

One thing became obvious during the process. No one wanted to revise the 
legal boundaries of their Wadden Sea protected areas. The Netherlands and 
Denmark had in the meantime presented quite an elegant solution, which 
envisioned a “Cooperation Area” that was more or less identical to the 
delimitation proposal presented by the working group earlier; this would 
essentially mean a geographical delimitation for the management plan, but 
without any legal implications. This proposal was sensible insofar as the 
exact delimitation of the Natura 2000 Wadden Sea Areas did not have to be 
reported until a year later. Germany (and in essence only Lower Saxony), 
however, was reluctant to accept anything going beyond the limitations 
of the National Parks. The sensitive issue was the estuaries. As already 
mentioned, they had been deliberately left out and a new delimitation that 
would include them could be misinterpreted by powerful economic interests. 

The issue was resolved during the exciting negotiations at the Leeuwarden 
Conference in November 1994 in the newly built theatre and concert 
hall “De Harmonie”. In hindsight, the solution found for the apparently 
insurmountable problem was quite elegant. The area proposed by 
Denmark and the Netherlands became the Cooperation Area or Wadden 
Sea Area for which the common management plan would be valid, 

whereas the German suggestion was labelled the Wadden Sea Conservation 
Area – later witty colleagues would entitle it the conversation area - which 
included all the Wadden Sea national parks, nature reserves and protected 
areas and was logically smaller than the Wadden Sea Area. The German 
request to single out the estuaries as needing special protection was met. 
It was also agreed that after having designated the Natura 2000 areas, the 
implications for the Wadden Sea Area and Conservation Area would be 
considered. This, however, has essentially never happened, and is proof 
that a full alignment between the Cooperation and the EU Directives is 
virtually impossible. They simply operate at different levels.

The partly unintended philosophy behind the agreement, that over time 
the Conservation Area would be extended within the Wadden Sea, 
materialized to align with the Natura 2000 areas. Both the Danish and 
the German Conservation Areas were extended in the following years, in 
the case of the German national parks even beyond the three nautical mile 
zone. Only the Dutch Conservation Area has remained unaltered since 
it was introduced in 1980. It is vital that the Dutch offshore area finally 
becomes part of the Conservation Area and that it is added to the Wadden 
Sea World Heritage property. 

The failure of not having a management plan adopted at the Conference was 
disguised in an inimitable text in the Declaration. The work would continue 
until the next Conference in 1997, albeit with a focus on specific Targets, 
because as the Declaration stated, the Wadden Sea is a diverse place to 
manage. Any further step should start at the national level and possibly at the 
end of that process, measures could be “combined in geographically coherent 
areas of sufficient size and covering various habitats”, as the Declaration 
stipulated. From the agreement it would seem that a common management 
plan was consigned to a far future and could never really be realized.

Those who had opposed the Esbjerg Declaration decision “to establish a 
coherent special conservation area covered by a coordinated management 
plan” were to be found primarily within the Dutch delegation, but others 
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undoubtedly also found it complicated and tacitly consented to the Dutch 
position. Ultimately, they were victorious and we at the CWSS were the 
vanquished ones.

We had, however, achieved agreement on a common management area 
and the Targets had been politically adopted. Enough ground had been 
gained for the vanquished to return another day.

No time to lose: managing a tempest

It was clear that if the management plan was not adopted at the following 
Ministerial Conference in 1997, it would be dead, and the consequences 
for the Cooperation and the CWSS would be severe. There would be little 
left for a cooperation that mattered, and little left for us at the CWSS to 
work for. It was do or die, now or never. We were lucky that at that point 
the presidency of the Cooperation had shifted to Germany, and the ablest 
of all, Fritz Dieterich, was to lead the negotiations. 

The run-up to the 1994 Leeuwarden Conference had shown that Germany 
would be the main battleground for the plan. This was compounded by the 
publication of the Ecosystem Report of the already mentioned ecosystem 
research programme by the Schleswig-Holstein National Park Authority 
in September 1996 (one colleague humorously dubbing it the “synthetic 
report”) which included suggestions for the extension of the National 
Park and strengthening of its regulations almost simultaneously with the 
publication of the first draft of what was now called the Wadden Sea Plan. 
It caused an uproar that compelled the Schleswig-Holstein government 
to guarantee that nothing would be included in the Wadden Sea Plan 
beyond the existing legal basis as long as the Ecosystem Report was under 
discussion. A further bad omen was that the Lower Saxony Environmental 
Ministry was having second thoughts about a management plan for the 
Lower Saxony Wadden Sea National Park. Apparently, the Ministry 
wanted to avoid troubles at the coast.

We had learned from the calamity of Leeuwarden 1994, and set out a strict 
schedule for the development of the Wadden Sea Plan. The CWSS took 
direct responsibility for the work. There was no project group between 
the CWSS and TWG, so there were no escape routes for ministerial 
policymakers. Moreover, we cast aside the impossible instruction for the 
elaboration of the Wadden Sea Plan included in the Leeuwarden Declaration, 
maintaining the pretence that it was all done as ministers had instructed.

With the Targets approved and the delimitation issue settled, a paper was 
drafted by the CWSS collating all relevant information on the habitats and 
human activities together with an assessment status of the Targets. This 
paper was widely circulated throughout the Wadden Sea regions with the 
aim of gauging opinions of local authorities and organizations. Its primary 
objective, however, was to announce that a plan would be prepared and 
presented at the Ministerial Conference to be held in the historic city of 
Stade, on the shores of the river Elbe, in October 1997. 

On this basis a first draft of the Wadden Sea Plan was produced. The 
Plan was never conceived as a management plan in the traditional sense 
of the word. It was an overall policy plan setting out trilateral policy 
and management for achieving the Target, and therefore was a highly 
political document. When the draft was released for public consultations 
in February 1997, the storm broke. In the Netherlands, the debates were 
quite constructive; in Denmark, it unleashed contentious discussions. The 
hunting issue hung like a leaden cloud over the discussions, and though the 
government had promised to renegotiate it to find a solution that would 
serve the region better, and eventually achieved a revision specifically for 
the Danish area, many considered it a breach of trust. The region distrusted 
the central government and its environmental minister Svend Auken, who 
was seen as a left-wing radical environmentalist.

As expected, the draft Plan aroused most controversy in the German part 
of the Wadden Sea region. In Schleswig-Holstein, the draft unavoidably 
became part of highly contentious discussions around the aforementioned 
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Ecosystem Report. The Schleswig-Holstein colleagues skilfully managed 
to direct the discussions constructively towards the adoption of the 
Plan at the Conference. That was not the case for Lower Saxony. The 
Environment Ministry deliberately attempted to block it, and the reasons 
can only be assumed. In the first place, the state government could not 
allow stricter regulations to be introduced for the estuaries and the 
islands than were already in place both within and outside the National 
Park. The Environment Ministry not entirely without ground argued 
that its National Park was the most comprehensive compared to other 
protected areas because it included both the islands and their offshore areas, 
something that could potentially undermine its regulations. That was, it 
seemed, more an argument for the occasion since no such initiatives were 
ever conceived. But they sounded good in public.

Moreover, the state government headed by Gerhard Schröder of the 
Social Democratic Party (SPD) was a different “colour” to the federal 
government, and Schröder was apparently planning to challenge for the 
German chancellorship. Within his own state nothing should block his 
prospects for a successful candidacy, it seemed, and the normally social 
democratic coastal region should continue to be his stronghold. 

The storm over the spring and summer months of 1997 grew to a tempest. 
It conveyed the impression to those who were against Wadden Sea 
regulations (and they were many and were used for all sorts of different 
political purposes) that the whole thing would blow up. The Federal 
Environmental Ministry, however, would not be deflected and kept a firm 
hand on the process. It had the full backing of Angela Merkel, then Federal 
Environmental Minister, who personally intervened in Lower Saxony, 
undoubtedly because of the overall political situation. The pressure on 
her from various user associations such as those representing harbours and 
industry should, however, not be underestimated. To the surprise and 
dismay of many, the opposition was broken and at the Stade Conference 
the Wadden Sea Plan was adopted in a fairly undramatic way. 

	 	Fritz Dieterich (Germany), Abdoulaye Ndiaye (Wetland International), Sten Asbirk 
(Denmark), Joãozinho Sá (Wetland International) at the Esbjerg Conference 2001 
(from left to right) (CWSS Archive).

	 	Stade Conference 1997. Johan de Leeuw (the Netherlands), Angela Merkel 
(Germany), Svend Auken (Denmark) (from left right) (Photo: Ursula Euler, BfN).
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aims and overall direction were maintained. In an international context, 
the Plan is a remarkable achievement. It is probably the most advanced plan 
for a trans-boundary protected area in the world. It provides legitimacy for 
the Cooperation and a firm basis for the CWSS to continue its work. 

The Wadden Sea Plan is part of the package underlying the Wadden 
Sea World Heritage inscription. This is how the Wadden Sea states now 
vow to protect and conserve the Wadden Sea on behalf of the global 
community, and in that sense, it has achieved a binding status comparable 
to an international legal instrument. As already mentioned, however, 
it must be reiterated that it is not a management plan in the traditional 
sense. This is clearly a deficiency in the World Heritage context. It is why 
the World Heritage Committee requested the development of “a single 
integrated management plan for the entire transboundary property” upon 
the addition of the Danish section to the inscription. 

When presenting the IUCN evaluation of the 2014 Wadden Sea 
Nomination at the World Heritage Committee meeting, Tim Badman, 
then director of the IUCN World Heritage Programme, declared that 
“the cooperation of the Netherlands, Germany and Denmark presides 
over a model system of transboundary management” and “[W]e think 
this is a model of effective transboundary cooperation and a particularly 
commendable use of the World Heritage Convention to underpin that 
cooperation…..”.

The Wadden Sea Plan is at the core of this statement. Those vanquished in 
1994 had prevailed in the longer run.

Understandably, considering the contentious discussions, there was little 
inclination to deal with the Wadden Sea Plan for many years. However, 
many decisions were taken and agreements reached, small and big, in the 
years to come that eventually impacted the Plan. Fortunately, a revised and 
updated Wadden Sea Plan was adopted at the 2010 Sylt Conference adding 
Targets on fish and including the Trilateral Monitoring and Assessment 
Programme (TMAP) without much discussion. It was now equipped to 
withstand the next decade.

The significance

What is the significance of the Wadden Sea Plan? It does not lie in 
introducing new binding regulations. It was and is not a legally binding 
document, a fact underscored in the document itself, though with the 
inscription of the Wadden Sea onto the World Heritage List this has 
undoubtedly changed its status as outlined below. It was in many ways a 
codification of existing policies and management including those adopted 
at the 1991 Esbjerg Conference. This in itself was quite some achievement 
considering the pressure that had built since then. Sensitive issues relating 
to harbour developments and associated industrial activities, in particular 
around the estuaries, were solved with reference to the Habitats Directive. 
In this sense European legislation played an integral role in Wadden Sea 
management, but not in a coordinated or harmonized way as had been 
more or less the promise in Esbjerg. Opponents of the Plan including the 
Lower Saxony government could be satisfied, but in the end the opponents 
were vanquished. 

The real significance of Stade and the Wadden Sea Plan is that a 
comprehensive and wide-ranging policy plan for the entire Wadden Sea 
was achieved. It systematically translated the Guiding Principle and the 
Target approach into an all-inclusive policy plan for the Wadden Sea on an 
ecosystem basis, with all the flaws and compromises such a plan has as an 
outcome of a political process. They were many – but not too many, so the 
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One could say that the Trilateral Wadden Sea Cooperation was born out 
of scientific cooperation, and science-based evidence has always played a 
central role in it. The International Scientific Wadden Sea Symposia, the 
first of which (as mentioned in chapter 1) was held in 1975, became an 
institution within the Cooperation. During the first ten years the symposia 
were organized, and participation was exclusively on invitation by 
governments whereas from the mid-1980s the symposia have been opened 
up to all interested parties. They were never intended as scientific symposia 
in the traditional sense, but (at least initially) as a forum for scientists to 
make recommendations for trilateral policy and management targeted at 
the Ministerial Conferences. Their influence was significant during the 
initial phase. However, they have now morphed into networking events 
where scientists, policymakers and NGO representatives can discuss and 
develop new ideas. They are part of the broader discourse on strengthening 
the cooperation on various subjects and levels.

It was apparent that any cooperation, if it was to be relevant and have an 
impact, would have to work towards establishing a common evidence base. 
A common monitoring programme for the Wadden Sea would be needed 
in order to do this. Once established, the quality status of the Wadden Sea 
as a whole could be assessed, thus enabling the Cooperation to act jointly, 
on trans-boundary issues in particular. That naturally became an absolute 
priority once the CWSS had been established. The 1988 symposium, 
held in List on Sylt, was devoted to monitoring the Wadden Sea, and so 
provided the occasion to raise this politically.

Monitoring: initially going in circles

The symposium recommended setting up a common monitoring 
programme, and it was endorsed by the 1988 Bonn Conference, held a few 
weeks later. The subsequent working group, established to develop a joint 
programme, took a pragmatic approach. It proposed designing a programme 
to be built step by step from programmes already running throughout the 

	 	Meeting of the Trilateral Monitoring and Assessment Group (TMAG), 2005  
(CWSS Archive).

		 	Quality Status Reports 1999 and 2009, Synthesis Report 2010.
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Wadden Sea. It believed it would take too much time and too many resources 
to start from scratch. In the run up to the 1991 Esbjerg Conference, that 
approach was eventually brushed aside by Germany, which being in the midst 
of the largescale ecosystem research programme, considered that it would 
fail to justify the research programme if such an unambitious monitoring 
programme was to be the outcome of the deliberations.

A new attempt was made after 1991. This new programme, entitled the 
Trilateral Monitoring and Assessment Program (generally known under 
its acronym, TMAP) was conceptually better than its predecessor. The 
programme was constructed around the concept of “issues of concern”. 
These took in topics such as climate change that were of major impact on 
the entire Wadden Sea and therefore needed to be monitored and assessed 
in an integrated way across various time and spatial scales. The data was to 
be collated in a common database at the CWSS and be assessed jointly. 

It was an ideal approach. It justified the German programme and provided 
the CWSS with more resources and personnel; but it took years to 
operationalize. Conceptually, it had to be aligned with the overall Target 
approach which required monitoring which spanned all habitats and 
species and not just for “issues of concern”. The costs of building the 
programme were considerable and went beyond what the countries were 
willing to fund. It was therefore agreed to monitor a common package 
of parameters which merged the Target and issues of concern approaches 
into one. The parameters were selected for their practical and financial 
feasibilities, similar to the proposal developed after the 1988 Conference. It 
was apparently necessary to go in circles to establish such a programme.

It was hard, onerous and tedious work to get the TMAP up and running and 
defend it against assault and neglect. It would not have been possible without 
the devoted staff at the CWSS and members of the Trilateral Monitoring 
and Assessment Group. But as soon as the supervision by the CWSS faltered, 
the programme started to crumble. The whole edifice was held together 
primarily by the establishment of regular Quality Status Reports.

Quality Status Reports: a flagship of the Cooperation

The idea of producing a quality status report for the Wadden Sea as whole 
was conceived before a monitoring programme was launched. An assessment 
report was made for the 1991 Esbjerg Conference as part of the Development 
Report as mentioned in chapter 2. Since that event, four Quality Status 
Reports have been published, each more voluminous than the last. They 
cover all aspects of the Wadden Sea based on the data produced by the 
TMAP and additional information delivered by the hundreds of scientists 
involved in producing the reports under the coordination of the CWSS.

The Quality Status Reports trace their history back to Ecology of the Wadden 
Sea, the three volumes edited by Wim Wolff and published in the 1980s, 
in which hundreds of scientists collected all relevant information about 
the Wadden Sea. The Quality Status Reports represent a significant value 
as a collection of all current and relevant information about the Wadden 
Sea, and a compilation of the regular status assessments of the Wadden Sea; 
they nurture the intrinsic relationship between trans-boundary science 
and policy. Furthermore, they bring into sharp focus the value of the work 
performed at the different working levels of the cooperation, in particular 
that of the disparate expert groups contributing to the TMAP. This 
reinforces monitoring and assessment work and the status of the TMAP. 

The challenge is to utilise the Quality Status Reports to develop policies 
and management for the Cooperation. The record in this regard is 
flawed. The Cooperation produces the Quality Status Reports and 
ultimately, they are therefore subject to political control. Policymakers 
are hesitant to discriminate between necessary policies and management 
and what is politically feasible. Light between the two levels is considered 
unacceptable. Therefore, the impact on policy development has been too 
limited considering the wealth of information collated. Both nationally 
and internationally, this sad state of affairs is not entirely unknown. 
Nevertheless, it is absolutely essential that Quality Status Reports continue 
to be produced since they are one of the central assets of the Cooperation.
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Failures are part of policymaking and can be quite a healthy thing. Where 
no failures occur, the limits of policymaking have not been tested. But 
failures can also do damage; they can make it difficult to extract anything 
positive; and a specific narrow failure can often sound the death knell for 
a far wider policy or management initiative. In the following I shall look 
at three failures during my tenure that I consider major ones. Can such 
failures be recovered?

Reconcile landscape and nature?

On the proposal of Dutch colleagues, Targets for landscape and culture 
were also adopted at the 1994 Leeuwarden Conference. They addressed the 
identity, variety, history and scenery, but it was altogether unclear to which 
area these referred. Were they confined to the Wadden Sea Area or did 
they also refer to a much larger area, for example, including the marsh area 
behind the dikes? It was clear that most of the cultural heritage would be 
found in there, but where and how important that heritage was could not 
be answered at that stage.

Luckily, we succeeded in obtaining approval for a project to make an 
inventory of the landscape and cultural heritage of the Wadden Sea area. 
This was purposely area with a small “a”, to indicate that the inventory 
should cover the whole of the Wadden Sea landscape, both outside and 
inside the dikes. The project was co-financed through the Interreg-
Programme and the Lancewad project, the acronym under which it 
operated, involved all responsible cultural heritage authorities in the region 
including museums and scientific institutions. The three-year project, 
which was reported to the 2001 Esbjerg Conference, clearly established 
that the landscape and cultural heritage is exceptional in both a national 
and an international context. The response from the 2001 Conference 
on the suggested overall strategy to deal with the heritage, in short 
“protection through development”, was somewhat tepid, reflecting the 
reluctance of the German conservation authorities to deal with something 

	 	Signing of the Esbjerg Declaration 2001 by Geke Faber (the Netherlands), Svend 
Auken (Denmark) and Gila Altmann (Germany), (from left to right) (CWSS Archive).

	 Schiermonnikoog Conference 2005 (CWSS Archive).
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beyond the nature conservation mandate of the Cooperation as they 
interpreted it. However, the green light was given to continue with the 
theme.

The follow-up project, LancewadPlan, resulted in what can best be 
described as a landscape vision for the Wadden Sea Region, intended as 
input to regional spatial planning in particular, but also to provide the 
theme with a firm foundation within the Cooperation. The refreshment 
of the Joint Declaration in 2010 offered the opportunity to do so, but 
the outcome was disappointing. The 2010 Joint Declaration includes 
landscape and cultural heritage, but with the clear indication that it 
was a geographical entity separate from the Wadden Sea Area, and that 
“[A]ctivities on landscape and cultural heritage should be carried out by, 
or in close cooperation with, all relevant administrative levels and with 
support of the people living and working in the region.” Materially, it was a 
rebuttal to include it within the mandate of the Cooperation. Later attempts 
to focus on the theme through a global comparative analysis with other 
similar areas worldwide, which again confirmed the absolute uniqueness of 
the Wadden Sea landscape primarily behind the dikes, were to no avail.

The German opposition to having this included as a theme on a level 
equal to the conservation theme had prevailed. The German position was 
that it had the potential to undermine pure nature conservation efforts. 
Admittedly, cultural landscape experts readily encouraged this thinking 
by claiming that the Wadden Sea was as much a man-made landscape as a 
natural one and that the inscription on the World Heritage List exclusively 
for natural values was a mistake. Furthermore, the cultural heritage 
authorities proved incapable of mobilizing political support and the 
resources needed to work in a trans-boundary context. Apparently, in the 
end, they were themselves not interested.

Why is it essential to bring together the natural and cultural landscape 
heritage? Essentially because they constitute one landscape heritage and are 
mutually dependent. The future of maintaining the Wadden Sea landscape 

lies in dealing with them as one while respecting their different attributes. 
A trans-boundary cooperation on the cultural landscape is as necessary 
as for the natural landscape, and that is only possible within the existing 
Wadden Sea Cooperation.

Navigating in troublesome waters

Shipping safety and shipping pollution is unquestionably of central 
importance to the protection of the Wadden Sea. The Wadden Sea’s 
offshore zone is one of the world ś busiest shipping routes, with almost 
400,000 ship movements annually transporting containers, oil and other 
hazardous substances. The question was, however, to what extent this was 
an issue that the Wadden Sea Cooperation should deal with.

Through the North Sea Conferences, the North Sea was declared a 
Special Area for oil, chemical substances and garbage by the IMO in the 
1990s. A stricter regime for the transport of hazardous substances was 
also introduced for the Traffic Separation Scheme off the Dutch-German 
Wadden Sea coast during the 1990s. Shipping authorities were, however, 
basically against designating the Wadden Sea as a Particularly Sensitive 
Sea Area (PSSA), an area designation developed by the IMO around the 
same time. A PSSA is an area that needs special protection through action 
by IMO because of its significance for recognized ecological, socio-
economic or scientific reasons and which may be vulnerable to damage by 
international maritime activities. It allows for the introduction of maritime 
activity control measures such as routeing measures or areas to be avoided. 
A designation category tailored to the Wadden Sea, it would seem. The 
Great Barrier Reef had already been designated a PSSA in 1990, but at that 
point no others had followed.

The opposition to designating the Wadden Sea as a PSSA came primarily 
from German shipping authorities, initially because they feared that it 
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to recommend the extension of the PSSA to include the inner Traffic 
Separation Scheme, including the approach channels to the ports. 
Furthermore, the report confirmed that although PSSA Wadden Sea 
had been designated for several years, it was only partly indicated on 
international electronic sea maps.

The recommendations were again brushed off the table. The individual 
state shipping authorities opposed any reinforcement. With regard to 
shipping safety, the Declaration from the 2010 Sylt Conference stated that 
“the North Sea Area should be kept at least at the present level, irrespective 
of which kind of offshore development might occur, and where feasible 
enhanced”. This sounded more like a surrender to the shipping authorities 
than a commitment to strengthen the PSSA measures. The inscription of the 
Wadden Sea on the World Heritage List made no difference in this regard.

What this meant is perhaps illustrated by the container vessel Zoe’s massive 
loss of containers around New Year 2019 and the ensuing pollution of the 
offshore area, the beaches and the inner Wadden Sea with the spoils of 
global trade. This is an incident that could possibly have been avoided had 
stricter regulations been in place for the Wadden Sea PSSA. Preventing is 
less costly than cleaning up afterwards, not to speak about the long-term 
environmental impact.

Breaking the ice: successful stakeholder engagement?

The trilateral stakeholder platform, the Wadden Sea Forum, was 
established in 2002 following a decision at the Esbjerg Conference the 
preceding year. The whole idea of having such a platform was born out 
of the troubles with getting the Wadden Sea Plan adopted and the good 
experiences with a trilateral stakeholder platform for developing sustainable 
tourism in the Wadden Sea region. This had been initiated by the 
Interregional Wadden Sea Cooperation, a cooperation between the Dutch 
Wadden Sea provinces, Danish Wadden Sea counties and Schleswig-

would complicate discussions on the Special Area designation, which 
was the focal point of German policy in the North Sea Conferences. 
Furthermore, they feared a PSSA designation would put German ports in 
Wadden Sea estuaries, such as Hamburg and Bremen, at a disadvantage to 
Rotterdam. Looking at a map, it would seem they had a point.

Finally, once the other measures such as the Special Area designation 
agreed in the context of the North Sea had been implemented, we were 
allowed to investigate the feasibility of designating the Wadden Sea as 
a PSSA in 2000. The Pallas shipping accident in 1998 off the Wadden 
Sea coast, which significantly impacted the natural environment and 
demonstrated that measures to prevent such accidents had to be improved, 
was the trigger for the feasibility study. Conducted by Southampton 
University, the study clearly established that the Wadden Sea fulfilled the 
criteria for being designated. It outlined various delimitation options for a 
Wadden Sea PSSA, including a core zone and a buffer zone, and suggested 
three associated protective measures, namely a vessel traffic management 
system, mandatory reporting and compulsory pilotage for certain vessels. 

During the ensuing negotiations, it was clear that the shipping authorities, 
headed by the German ones, would consent to designating the Wadden Sea 
Conservation Area as a PSAA only if there was no buffer zone that would 
include the inner Traffic Separation Scheme and no additional associated 
measures. That was what was agreed at the 2001 Esbjerg Conference and 
the IMO’s Marine Environmental Protection Committee, desperate to get 
further PSSAs designated, accepted it when I presented the case at its meeting 
in October 2002. It was an unsatisfactory outcome, but I thought that once 
we had obtained the designation, we would have a foot in the door.

That was a grave misjudgement. Nothing has happened since in relation 
to the PSSA designation. An evaluation in 2009 concluded that it was 
impossible to fully evaluate the effectiveness of the Wadden Sea PSSA 
because of gaps in data; however, there was sufficient data on incidents 
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Holstein, in 1998. It was clear for many of us who had been involved in 
the Cooperation for many years that if we wanted to take the Wadden Sea 
Cooperation to the next level, the Cooperation itself needed to engage 
with the stakeholders to make them accountable, and not only through the 
national channel. 

Germany was reluctant to deal with economic and social aspects of the 
region and engage directly with user stakeholders, because it thought 
could potentially undermine the conservation agenda. The issue was 
overcome by guaranteeing that a stakeholder engagement should operate 
within the framework of o.a. the Wadden Sea Plan. In the late summer 
of 2002, the Wadden Sea Forum with representatives from all relevant 
user groups and local and regional authorities throughout the Wadden 
Sea Region commenced working under the enthusing chairmanship of 
Ed Nijpels, the then Queen ś Commissioner of the province of Fryslân, 
co-financed by the Interreg-programme. Two and a half years later, the 
Forum report “Breaking the Ice” was discussed at regional meeting with 
some 300 stakeholders before being adopted by the Forum. There was 
nothing revolutionary about the recommendations. It was a programme 
for all relevant sectors in the Wadden Sea Region, not only tourism but 
also agriculture and harbour and industry. All user stakeholders vowed that 
they were committed to the protection of the Wadden Sea. 

The thinking behind the approach was that sustained protection of the 
Wadden Sea should be embedded in an integrated regional strategy that 
contained sustainable social and economic perspectives for the inhabitants. 
The outcome was not only that a perspective had been created but that 
a cross-boundary community of stakeholders had been established that 
would be important for further supporting Wadden Sea conservation.

Germany was against approving the report of the Wadden Sea Forum. 
It was not for the governments to approve a report that went beyond the 
conservation mandate of the Cooperation, the argument went. Denmark 
sided with Germany because it did not wish to furnish additional money 

for the Forum. The Wadden Sea Forum Report was tabled at the 2005 
Schiermonnikoog Conference. It was effectively neutered in amicable but 
empty, non-committal phrases in the Declaration. The CWSS was allowed 
to continue to facilitate its work but in effect it was “outsourced” and 
soon became completely independent and faded into the background as a 
platform of limited importance. Those who were anxious about extending 
the mandate of the Cooperation and involving stakeholders in an advisory 
function had prevailed. 

The nature of the failures?

Common to all these failures is the failure to materially extend the 
mandate of the Cooperation. That mandate is narrowly interpreted as 
a nature conservation mandate by most, and there are all sorts of good 
reasons for sticking to this mandate. That approach does, however, also 
limit the potential to engage with society at large and to reap the benefits 
of such engagement. I believe that if a conservation agenda for a protected 
area – and surely for an area as big as the Wadden Sea, shared by three 
countries – is to be successful, it must be embedded at the appropriatew 
spatial scale, and the trilateral one. It is about enhancing conservation by 
demanding the involvement of stakeholders, while strengthening their 
opportunities at the same time. 

The failures may prevent us from using these opportunities for quite 
some time. Is the inscription on the World Heritage List an opportunity 
in this regard? The Wadden Sea Forum should be brought back into 
World Heritage “fold” by being an integrated part of the work of the 
Cooperation. From that standpoint there is an inherent ability to address 
natural, social and economic themes and right some of the past wrongs. 
In that sense, it can achieve positive outcomes from the wreckage of past 
failures – the question posed in the introduction. Why this is the case is 
the theme of the next chapter, the journey to become World Heritage 
property.
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In June 2009, the Dutch-German Wadden Sea was inscribed on the World 
Heritage List, followed in 2014 by the Danish part, creating one complete 
coherent Wadden Sea World Heritage property. It concluded 25 years of 
relentless effort by audacious politicians, hardworking policy makers and 
engaged people to register the importance of region-wide conservation efforts 
with wider society. It is important to record the history of the journey to 
becoming a World Heritage property because it comprises important lessons in 
how to use the World Heritage brand for promoting the cause of the Wadden 
Sea conservation.

A blessing in disguise

The IUCN, which evaluates natural nominations under the World Heritage 
Convention, in 1989 circulated a nomination of the Lower Saxony part of the 
Wadden Sea for inscription in the World Heritage to gauge experts´ opinions 
on the nomination, as is the normal procedure in such cases. The request, 
entirely unannounced, also landed on my desk. Though I knew, of course, of 
monuments that had achieved the World Heritage label, I had no idea what 
World Heritage could mean to the Wadden Sea.

IUCN advised the German authorities that the whole, not just a part, of 
the Wadden Sea should be nominated and under pressure from IUCN 
and UNESCO, Germany withdrew the nomination. The World Heritage 
Committee, which decides on the inscription of the nominated properties, 
noted at its annual meeting at the end of 1989 that “[T]he German authorities 
had decided to follow the recommendation of the Bureau of the World Heritage 
Committee and prepare a fully documented nomination of the whole Wadden 
Sea, to be jointly submitted by Denmark, the Netherlands and the Federal 
Republic of Germany. The Committee welcomed this initiative and requested 
the Secretariat [the World Heritage Center] to follow up on this matter.” 

Thus, the Lower Saxony nomination proved to be a blessing in disguise. 
A nomination could only be done for the Wadden Sea as a whole and 

	 	Acceptance speech at the World Heritage Committee Meeting in Sevilla on  
26 June 2009 (CWSS Archive).

	 	Signing of the Sustainable Tourism Strategy at the Tønder Conference 2014  
(CWSS Archive).
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on a common basis, the World Heritage Committee resolved. No other 
international legal instrument required such a common approach, and it was 
obvious that the Trilateral Wadden Sea Cooperation was the organization  
to do it.

Furthermore, an inscription on the World Heritage List is something 
exceptional globally. Ideally, countries protect and manage such properties  
on behalf of the global community and the Wadden Sea’s inscription would 
signify an unsurpassed joint commitment to protect it. It would, so to 
speak, materially fill the void left by the lack of a binding international legal 
instrument. At the same time, it would profile the Cooperation and give the 
CWSS an unmatched position. That was the further incentive of why we at  
the CWSS pursued this for so long.

Following its 1989 meeting, the World Heritage Center financed and 
commissioned a feasibility study for nominating the Wadden Sea for 
inscription. The study was done by Peter Burbridge, whose name comes up 
in this dossier more than once. Finalized only a few months before the 1991 
Esbjerg Conference, the study predictably favoured a Wadden Sea nomination 
for inscription. The 1991 Esbjerg Declaration duly approved the Burbridge 
findings and agreed “… to develop a joint proposal for the nomination of the 
Wadden Sea in the World Heritage List”. 

Preventing a no-go nomination

Right after the conference, a nomination could have been prepared, but the 
whole issue got stuck. Though it seemed the way to nomination lay open, the 
opposite was true. It was an illusion to think the nomination could be detached 
from the discussion on managing and implementing the Habitats Directive 
as outlined in chapter 4. Disparate views on the Wadden Sea Plan had to be 
unified before a World Heritage nomination could be formulated. The task was 
simply to keep the World Heritage on the agenda. It was therefore included in 
the 1994 and 1997 Declarations as a point to be dealt with in due course.

The discussions on the Wadden Sea Plan, which was adopted at the 1997 
Stade Conference, had been exhausting. It was obvious that a wide-
ranging consultation on a nomination was necessary; it was something 
the guidelines for nominating a World Heritage site also demanded, and 
the discussions could be expected to be equally exhausting. The readiness 
among colleagues to revive the issue was therefore understandably limited. 
The reluctance was also related to the circumstance that we still did 
not have a clear idea of which area exactly to nominate and whether it 
should be a natural site nomination or a combined natural and cultural 
nomination. All this prevented an open and honest debate and I had almost 
abandoned hope of seeing any progress.

Klaus Janke, director of the Hamburg National Park Authority, took the 
initiative to revive the discussion. He convinced his German colleagues 
that we had to make progress. I particularly mention him because it was 
a bitter episode when in January 2008, at the last moment, Hamburg 
withdrew from the nomination and attempted to block it. No one else 
mentioned, none forgotten, the nomination has many fathers and mothers 
without whom it would never have been possible to get the Wadden Sea 
on the World Heritage List. 

Subsequently, Germany raised the proposal that the issue should be 
an agenda item for the 2001 Esbjerg Conference. It also got its way in 
persuading everyone that the nomination should be a natural one and, 
crucially, be formulated on the basis of existing rules and regulations, i.e. 
no further rules and regulations should come into effect as a result of a 
nomination and subsequent inscription on the World Heritage List. This 
turned out to be the right approach.

A meeting with the World Heritage Center in March 2000 speeded 
up the process. There was confidence that a nomination as a natural 
property would be feasible under the existing protection regime. Since 
the Operational Guidelines for the World Heritage Convention had been 
revised and extended and the Wadden Sea Plan and the TMAP were now 
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in place, Peter Burbridge was engaged to update his 1991 study. In reality 
it became a new one. It reaffirmed his earlier findings that the Wadden Sea, 
and specifically what was now termed the Conservation Area, would meet 
the criteria for being nominated. “The Wadden Sea now enjoys a level of 
environmental protection and wise management that is unprecedented 
throughout Europe”; and “nomination of the Wadden Sea Conservation 
Area for inscription in the World Heritage List is feasible under the current 
conservation and management arrangements”, he concluded. A nomination 
would, however depend, on whether sufficient public support could be 
mobilized. He therefore proposed launching an information and awareness 
campaign alongside a consultation process.

The consultations commenced in the regions with a view to having the 
2001 Esbjerg Conference approve nominating the Wadden Sea for the 
World Heritage List. It soon became clear that the task at Esbjerg would 
not be as simple as obtaining a green light; it would be more a question 
of avoiding a no-go, which would have killed the subject for a very 
long time. The Danish region turned against a nomination as a part of 
its opposition to its social-democratic government, and in particular its 
Environmental Minister Svend Auken, who had become detested in the 
region because of his progressive environmental approach (as alluded to 
above).

The German position differed between the Länder. Thanks to the 
intervention of Klaus Janke, as referred to earlier, the state government 
of Hamburg as the first responsible authority officially agreed to a 
nomination. Lower Saxony indicated support but could not yet formally 
commit itself pending consultations. The two county councils in 
Schleswig-Holstein, Nordfriesland and Dithmarschen, were divided. 
Nordfriesland became the stronghold of protracted opposition. This was 
apparently the repercussions of the debate on the Synthesis Report, as 
mentioned earlier, which the county council had lost. The county council 
of Dithmarschen, including its Advisory Board to the National Park, were 
shrewder. They supported a nomination provided it would be confined 

to the National Park, would have no buffer zone and would be based on 
existing rules and regulations. Demands that the governments had already 
expressed were part of the deal.

Whereas the Danish and German consultations had been quite traditional 
ones, the Dutch held a number of interactive public consultation meetings to 
survey the views of people. There was insufficient support for a nomination, 
the Dutch reported, but there were also misunderstandings about what a 
World Heritage listing entailed, so more time was needed to discuss the 
implications with stakeholders. That became the operation basis for the 
decision at the 2001 Esbjerg Conference, and when Svend Auken succeeded 
in appeasing the Danish county councils, ministers could agree to continue 
consultations.

The Schloß Gödens accord

That was also the last positive input from the Danes for a very long time. 
Soon after the conference, a right-wing shift resulted in the Danish 
government digging its heels in. It had now become a firm no. The whole 
situation in the Danish Wadden Sea region had to be sorted out with the 
stakeholders. It eventually led to the establishment of the Wadden Sea 
National Park in 2010 (as already described). The Danes became a largely 
unwilling partner in the Cooperation, and not only on the World Heritage 
dossier. From then on it became the strategy to side-line the Danes to prevent 
the process from grinding to a halt. In fact, it became a bilateral nomination. 

In 2002, the government in the Netherlands also moved right. The Dutch 
were now presiding over the Cooperation, and they proved unable to 
advance the World Heritage listing in light of the retreat of the Danish, 
which seemed quite permanent. The consultation process stalled. The 
whole idea of the Esbjerg decision had been to conclude the consultations 
in the individual regions irrespective of the outcome of other individual 
parts. If everyone waited for everyone, nothing would happen.
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The deadlock was broken during a meeting between the Dutch Minister 
Veerman, Minister Sander of Lower Saxony, and other high ranking 
officials from the other regions, at the Schloß Gödens near Wilhelmshaven 
in October 2003 to celebrate the 25th anniversary of the Cooperation. 
The consultations could then move forward again under what was now 
termed the “the Schloß Gödens accord”. Finally, in the run-up to the 
2005 Schiermonnikoog Conference, the Dutch were able to report that an 
agreed nomination of the Dutch and German parts could go ahead, except 
for a tiny enclave of opposition in the north adjacent to the Danish border, 
Nordfriesland, which should not be allowed to block overall progress. 
“Germany and the Netherlands will now start with the preparation of the 
nomination procedure for a substantial part of the Wadden Sea covered 
by the southern and central Wadden Sea sub-regions whilst stating that 
during the whole process and even after a possible designation the area 
can be enlarged according to the UNESCO Guidelines,” the 2005 
Schiermonnikoog Declaration resolved.

It was an approach not without risks. The opposition in Nordfriesland was 
fierce and a nomination without Nordfriesland would be inconceivable, 
especially as a nomination would also lack the Danish part. The Committee 
had determined back in 1989 that a nomination should be a joint one 
covering the whole of the Wadden Sea.

Nomination with hurdles

At last, the process of writing the nomination document, an extensive 
proposal to justify why the Wadden Sea qualified for inscription on the 
World Heritage List, could finally begin, under our leadership. It was 
crucial that it would not be debated at a Ministerial Conference again, 
and that a proposal would therefore be submitted to UNESCO in Paris 
at the earliest possible date, which was the end of January 2008. It was a 
process with many hurdles, big and small, as will always be the case in such 
a complicated nomination process. The criteria fell into place, regrettably 
without the “beauty” criterion which the region was against, fearing that 

	 	The Schloß Gödens meeting on the occasion of the 25th Anniversary of the 
Cooperation. Minister Hans-Heinrich Sander (Lower Saxony left), Minister Cees 
Veerman (the Netherlands) (middle), Peter Bridgewater, secretary general of the 
Ramsar Convention (right) (CWSS Archive).

	 	Acceptance speech at the World Heritage Committee Meeting in Doha in 2014.  
Jens Enemark, Bolette Lehn Petersen and Anne Husum Marboe (Photo: O. E. Eriksen).
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He was a man with a mission. Oil and gas exploration and exploitation 
within a World Heritage Site is off limits according to IUCN guidelines, 
and that had to be resolved; he repeatedly pointed this out when 
policymakers and representatives of the industry attempted to convince 
him that in the Wadden Sea the companies operated to the highest 
environmental standards and that the impact was negligible. It was do or 
die, he made clear; if the German oil exploitation site and the Dutch gas 
exploitation site were not excluded from the nominated property and a 
ban on further exploration and exploitation within the property was not 
announced, he guaranteed that the Wadden Sea would not be inscribed on 
the List. In the face of that strong advice, the exploitation sites including 
an anticipated oil exploration site were carved out of the property and 
the companies possessing licenses in the Wadden Sea were asked to 
relinquish their rights for the remaining part of the Wadden Sea World 
Heritage property. Contentious discussions on oil and gas exploitation in 
the Wadden Sea, which had been ongoing for a generation or two, were 
suddenly resolved within the space of a couple of months.

Seville – and after

On 26 June 2009, at the meeting of the World Heritage Committee in 
Seville, the Dutch-German Wadden Sea was inscribed on the World 
Heritage List. It was an incredibly emotional moment for all of us who had 
worked on the dossier for the preceding 20 years. We all sensed that we 
had been promoted to a different, exclusive league of globally iconic sites. 
We were all proud, but also felt the responsibility associated with such a 
recognition.

It was now the challenge to get the Danish part of the Wadden Sea listed, 
which was also a request laid down by the World Heritage Committee  
in Seville, having accepted the pledge that Denmark would come later. 
The strategy was to couple a Danish nomination with the Hamburg one  
to avoid making the Danish nomination appear to be a unilateral effort. 

it might inhibit the building of windfarms offshore and on land and ugly 
recreational infrastructure. The county council of Nordfriesland finally 
gave its consent to the nomination in September 2007. 

But the biggest shock was saved to last. The government of Hamburg, the 
first to formally give its consent for a nomination years earlier, suddenly 
opposed the nomination, only a few days before the nomination document 
was to be submitted to UNESCO. There were upcoming general elections 
in the city-state, and the sitting government thought it could score a couple 
of cheap political points if it turned against the nomination, claiming that 
it could potentially prevent the anticipated deepening of the river Elbe for 
container ships and damage the interests of Hamburg port. It was averted 
thanks to the resolute efforts of the Federal Ministry of the Environment 
and the Länder governments of Schleswig-Holstein and Lower Saxony. The 
nomination document, which had already been finalized and was due to 
be signed by the responsible ministers of the two countries and the prime 
ministers of the Länder, was revised to exclude the Hamburg part. Rescued 
from the jaws of defeat, it was signed and sent off to Paris, and was delivered 
to UNESCO shortly before the deadline of 1 February 2008 expired.

The procedure to become inscribed on the World Heritage List is quite 
complex and takes almost one and a half years before the World Heritage 
Committee finally makes a decision on whether or not to inscribe a 
nominated property. In the meantime, natural nominations are evaluated 
by the IUCN. The most visible part of the evaluation process is the field 
mission in which an IUCN-appointed expert checks whether supplied 
information is correct and discusses aspects of the nomination. The 
IUCN sent one of its most experienced experts to the Wadden Sea, Pedro 
Rosabal, who travelled the area for 11 days. Overall, he was received with 
overwhelming hospitality. Everyone was prepared to show him the best of 
the Wadden Sea. Gone were the sceptical, hesitant and resentful attitudes 
that had often dominated the discussions before and during the nomination 
process. 
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Plan are to be materially considered binding. When the Danish part was 
inscribed in 2014, the World Heritage Committee requested the development 
of single integrated management plan. This underscores the need for a 
common management to safeguard its OUV and to provide the CWSS with 
the legitimate institutional role to oversee the joint management.

Furthermore, it boosted the Cooperation on all levels. Upon the inscription 
of a property, the World Heritage Committee always gives the state 
parties “homework” designed to safeguard the new status. In the case of 
the Wadden Sea, in 2009 two requests stood out: to develop a sustainable 
tourism strategy; and to initiate a cooperation on migratory birds. That 
resulted in the adoption of a sustainable tourism strategy and the Wadden Sea 
Flyway Initiative at the 2014 Tønder Conference. It was a touching moment 
when, at the Conference, all relevant stakeholders signed the documents, 
demonstrating how far we had come in mobilizing wide support for the 
Cooperation since the 1997 approval of the Wadden Sea Plan.

Upon the inscription of the Wadden Sea in 2009, an extensive public 
campaign was initiated to communicate the Wadden Sea World Heritage 
brand. A key element was the storytelling campaign launched with 
interviews of local inhabitants, tourists, and decision makers. The main aim 
was to get inhabitants and visitors to identify and bond with the Wadden 
Sea World Heritage area as a single entity. The campaign, however, never 
enjoyed broad support. It was too far ahead of its time and was never really 
understood within the conservation society or its governmental and non-
governmental representatives. It failed to gain support, and the “marketing” 
of the brand became a regional responsibility, leading to underperformance 
of the brand. Nowadays, storytelling campaigns are quite normal as a means 
to enhance the brand. 

There is definitely a need to reconsider how the Wadden Sea World Heritage 
brand, and for that matter the Cooperation, will operate heading into 
the next generation. The CWSS must be acknowledged as having overall 
responsibility for the property. No other institution is in the position to do it.

The preceding years had shown that the Danes were a difficult partner 
within the Cooperation and often unwilling to align with the overall 
policies. The state government of Hamburg had, however, changed in 
2008 in spite of (or perhaps because of ) the opposition to becoming a 
World Heritage property, and the new government was eager to atone for 
the sins of the past. Hamburg did not want to await Denmark sorting out 
what it wanted, and it became a member of the World Heritage family in 
2011 through the procedure known as “minor boundary modification”.

The Danish Wadden Sea National Park was inaugurated in October 2010, 
and in principle the course was now set for a Danish nomination on which 
consultations began in autumn 2011. Luckily, the Lower Saxon National 
Park had been extended permitting a modification also of its World Heritage 
boundaries, and that allowed it to be linked with the Danish nomination. 
This indeed proved necessary, since the Danes attempted to change the 
modus operandi of the previous nomination. It took some convincing 
arguments to get them back on track, but finally a nomination could 
be submitted in January 2013 and at the meeting of the World Heritage 
Committee in Qatar in June 2014, the Danish part of the Wadden Sea was 
inscribed. At last, the Wadden Sea was one united World Heritage property.

The journey to become a World Heritage property that had started 25 
years earlier had reached a successful conclusion.

Pinnacle

The inscription of the Wadden Sea on the exclusive World Heritage List 
constituted the pinnacle of our efforts. What did it bring? It reinforced the 
protection of the Wadden Sea and the Trilateral Wadden Sea Cooperation. In 
many ways it had the same effect as a treaty. The Statements of Outstanding 
Universal Value (OUV) for a property, which the World Heritage 
Committee adopts on inscription, is the basis for the future protection and 
management of the property. And accordingly, plans like the Wadden Sea 
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The Wadden Sea today faces many conservation challenges, but it is a 
different place to the one it was in 1987 when I started the CWSS. Two 
generations ago, when the discussions on the need for protecting the 
Wadden Sea commenced, it was in even more dire straits. Then, there 
were plans for large scale reclamations; inputs of nutrients and pollutants, 
primarily via the rivers and operational pollution from shipping; 
widespread and unregulated use of natural resources from fishery and other 
activities; and disturbance of wildlife from amongst other recreational 
and tourist activities. The Wadden Sea is now subject to a comprehensive 
national and international protection regime unprecedented globally, 
and those impacts have been phased out or significantly reduced. From a 
historical perspective, what has been achieved is quite remarkable, if not 
astounding. 

What has been the role the of the Trilateral Wadden Sea Cooperation 
and the CWSS as its secretariat in achieving this? The effectiveness of 
the Cooperation in the overall protection of the Wadden Sea is difficult 
to measure. Its role has been and remains, above all, a political-strategic 
one. It has become the responsible partner which steers programmes in 
a jointly agreed strategic direction, in line with the Guiding Principle 
and the Targets. The initial goal of the Cooperation, as mentioned in 
chapter 1 – to have the Wadden Sea treated as a single ecological entity 
where maintenance and enhancement of ecological quality depends on 
the protection and conservation of the whole – has been achieved. In large 
part this is because of the Trilateral Wadden Sea Cooperation and the 
joined-up, cross-cutting thinking demanded of all parties involved in its 
formation and subsequent work. 

The success of the Wadden Sea conservation movement, of which the 
Cooperation is a part, is that it has facilitated the linking and free flow of 
ideas through the various levels of conservation and management, from 
local through national to the trans-national level of the Cooperation and 
vice versa; and between scientists, policymakers, politicians, managers 
and NGOs crisscrossing the Wadden Sea landscape. An extraordinary IUCN field missions 2008 & 2013 (CWSS Archive).
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“building” has been constructed that would be difficult to tear apart; it is 
stable in the face of political changes, and the Wadden Sea Cooperation is 
part of that building. In that sense, the inscription on the World Heritage 
List is the crowning achievement of our efforts.

A building, however, must be continuously maintained and redecorated 
by its residents. The scale and dimension of the current threats are of an 
entirely different order to the initial challenges, and the maintenance and 
redecoration (to stay with the metaphor) require new and unconventional 
approaches. Today’s issues include: climate change with increased water 
temperatures and associated changes in biodiversity and accelerated sea 
level rise; the economic and social implications of being part of a global 
economy; the associated impacts resulting from increased shipping 
intensity off the Wadden Sea; the import of alien species; and dredging 
operations. Are we able to manage such impacts and ensure the effective 
protection of the property to sustain and enhance the Outstanding 
Universal Value of the Wadden Sea World Heritage for present and future 
generations, as the World Heritage Convention requires? The management 
system in place, centring around the Guiding Principle and the Targets, 
should provide adequate protection and management – if sensibly applied – 
to see us into the very distant future. 

But is there the political will to meet the challenges and utilise the 
available management tools? What does the future hold in terms of 
meeting the challenges? 

We must continue to expand the evidence base of the Wadden Sea. It is 
absolutely imperative to maintain and extend the Trilateral Monitoring 
and Assessment Programme to monitor the rapid changes in the system 
and continue to develop regular QSRs. The Wadden Sea is among the 
best researched regions, and with the most comprehensive knowledge base 
worldwide. This is fundamental to the successful protection of the Wadden 
Sea and it must continue to be built and expanded. The challenge is to 
improve the relationship between knowledge and policy development.

We need to enhance the resilience of the Wadden Sea in the face of 
climate change and other global challenges; these are perhaps most clearly 
exemplified by the decline in many of the migratory bird populations. First 
of all, the exploitation of natural resources needs to be further limited or 
terminated. The oil and gas exploitation of the Wadden Sea, even if carried 
out from beyond its boundaries, should stop. The existing locations in or 
at the fringe of the Wadden Sea continue to be locations of disgrace. In a 
time of energy transition, how can we ever make a point to other resource 
users as long as we tolerate and condone such shameful uses ourselves?

Furthermore, we must phase out all resource uses and activities that have 
an impact on the seabed. Our experiences with shellfish fishing over the 
last generation have shown that the notion that this can ever be sustainable 
is an illusion. It has been damaging to the Wadden Sea, it will continue to 
be damaging, and the only option is to stop such fishery on an industrial 
scale. It is hard to see the innovative aspects of the seed mussel reception 
facilities as beneficial from the point of view of the Wadden Sea.

We must find solutions to the dredging and continuous deepening 
of shipping channels in the Wadden Sea and adjacent estuaries. The 
continuous relocation of dredged material impacts the central nerve of 
the Wadden Sea ecosystem, which is ultimately a natural sedimentation 
system. We must transition to a coast growing with the sea by looking 
across the whole landscape.

We must create large zones free of any recreational use and human 
disturbance, and this must be done in a coordinated, harmonized way 
across the Wadden Sea. It will make the Wadden Sea more resilient to 
impacts, and above all more enjoyable. The magic of the Wadden Sea has 
been lost during my generation because of the omnipresence of humans. 
We must bring back the magic by conserving this region’s natural assets; 
doing so will expand the opportunities for people from near and far to 
enjoy this spectacular natural area. This cannot be achieved by opening 
every nook and cranny to allcomers. Contrary to the prevailing view, 
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I believe that people will understand that it is necessary to limit human 
access in order to give nature room to take its course.

We must use our World Heritage status to reinforce the conservation 
agenda by involving the stakeholders in the brand and engaging them in 
regional sustainable development. The more that involved parties buy in 
and contribute to the brand the more they stand to benefit from it. This 
requires a unified approach, with a uniform use and application of the 
brand that is accepted and adopted by all. This is vital to establish the 
region as a single entity. Currently, the brand underperforms because it is 
used in different ways, and this variety undermines the uniformity of the 
message that should be conveyed. 

The CWSS must be given the legitimate role to act on behalf of the 
Wadden Sea World Heritage property and oversee the use of the brand. It 
should be assisted by the Partnership Center in doing this. If stakeholders 
wish to become partners of the Wadden Sea World Heritage brand and 
share the benefits, they must accept that the conditions of the partnership 
are compulsory, not voluntary. Endless local adapting blurs the identity and 
dilutes the power of the overall Wadden Sea brand.

The Wadden Sea region must be appreciated as one landscape. The future of 
the Wadden Sea is also determined in the cultural landscape, and vice versa.

But is there the political will to meet the challenges and utilise the 
available management tools? Political will is not something that is present 
or absent. It is something that must be constantly mobilized, and resistance 
overcome. That needs the right strategies and collaborative arrangements. 
Any cooperation needs to constantly renew and reinvent itself. It is never 
done, and it is never over. There is no ending, only beginnings.	 CWSS staff outing, June 2005 (CWSS Archive).

	  CWSS staff, 2014. Sascha Klöpper, Gerold Lüerßen, Marijke Polanski, Jens Enemark, 
Anja Domnick, Harald Marencic, Folkert de Jong, Simone Goth (from left to right)
(CWSS Archive).

	 Bottom right: Farewell, September 2014 (CWSS Archive).
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Annex 2

Timetable/milestones Trilateral Wadden Sea Cooperation - 
2014 (adapted from a leaflet published by the CWSS 2018)

Year Event

1965 Establishment of the Dutch scientific Wadden Sea Working Group

1975 1st International Scientific Wadden Sea Symposium (ISWSS) on 
Schiermonnikoog

1978 1st Trilateral Governmental Conference on the Protection of the Wadden 
Sea in The Hague

1980 2nd Trilateral Governmental Conference on the Protection of the 
Wadden Sea in Bonn

1982 3rd Trilateral Governmental Conference on the Protection of the 
Wadden Sea in Copenhagen, adoption of the Joint Declaration on the 
Protection of the Wadden Sea 

1983 Publication of the Ecology of the Wadden Sea

1984 1st Trilateral Working Conference on Nature Management in the 
Wadden Sea, Neuwerk

1985 4th Trilateral Governmental Conference on the Protection of the 
Wadden Sea in The Hague, agreement to establish a joint secretariat and 
Senior Officials meetings 

1987 Signing of the “Administrative Agreement on a Common Secretariat for 
the Cooperation on the Protection of the Wadden Sea” (CWSS) 
Jens Enemark appointed secretary of the Trilateral Wadden Sea 
Cooperation (TWSC) and head of the CWSS, office opening on 1 
November 1987 at Virchowstraße 1 in Wilhelmshaven
2nd Trilateral Working Conference on Nature Management in the 
Wadden Sea, Schiermonnikoog
2nd North Sea Conference, London; joint statement of the Wadden Sea 
states

1988 Seals epidemic in North European waters, CWSS monitors the 
development of the disease and acts as the central information hub
5th Trilateral Governmental Conference on the Protection of the 
Wadden Sea Bonn, adoption of the Agreement of the Conservation of 
Seals in the Wadden Sea

1989 Start of the Joint Seal Project and the joint monitoring of breeding birds 
in the Wadden Sea 
3rd Trilateral Working Conference on Nature Management in the 
Wadden Sea, Rømø

1990 7th International Scientific Wadden Sea Symposium, Ameland
3rd North Sea Conference, The Hague; joint statement of the Wadden 
Sea states

1991 5th Trilateral Governmental Conference on the Protection of the 
Wadden Sea in Esbjerg 
• Adoption of the Guiding Principle and the Common Management 

Principles
• Publication of the Development Report, the first Quality Status 

Report
• Signing of a Memorandum of Intent between the Wash and the 

Wadden Sea
Feasibility study on nominating the Wadden Sea for inscription on the 
World Heritage List (first Burbridge report)
4th Trilateral Working Conference on Nature Management in the 
Wadden Sea, Norderney

1992 Presentation of the Wadden Sea at the World Park Congress, Caracas, 
Venezuela

1993 Concept of an integrated Wadden Sea Monitoring and Assessment 
Programme by the Trilateral Monitoring Expert Group
8th International Scientific Wadden Sea Symposium, Esbjerg

1994 6th Trilateral Governmental Conference on the Protection of the 
Wadden Sea in Leeuwarden 
• Adoption of the common delimitation – Wadden Sea Area and 

Conservation Area
• Adoption of Wadden Sea Targets
• Signing of Memorandum of Intent between Guinea-Bissau and the 

Wadden Sea
First issue of the Wadden Sea Ecosystems series published by the CWSS

1995 4th North Sea Conference, Esbjerg; welcoming the Statement of the 7th 
Wadden Sea Conference to the 4NSC
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1996 9th International Scientific Wadden Sea Symposium, Norderney

1997 7th Trilateral Governmental Conference on the Protection of the 
Wadden Sea in Stade
• Adoption of the Wadden Sea Plan
• Adoption of the TMAP Common Package of parameters.

1999 3rd Quality Status Report publish – first one based on TMAP
The project Inventory of the Landscape and Cultural Heritage of the 
Wadden Sea Region (Lancewad) approved for co-financing by the North 
Interreg Programme

2000 Feasibility study on nominating the Wadden Sea for inscription on the 
World Heritage List (second Burbridge report)
10th International Scientific Wadden Sea Symposium, Groningen

2001 8th Trilateral Governmental Conference on the Protection of the 
Wadden Sea in Esbjerg 
• Agreement to establish a Wadden Sea Forum (WSF),
• Agreement to apply for the designation of the Wadden Sea as a 

Particularly Sensitive Sea Area (PSSA) at the International Maritime 
Organization (IMO),

• Formal consultations on nominating the Dutch-German Wadden 
Sea for the World Heritage List

2002 Second Seals epidemic in North European waters, CWSS monitors the 
development of the disease and acts as the central information hub as in 
1988
The Wadden Sea Forum commences its work at the first meeting in 
Leeuwarden chaired by Ed Nijpels
Designation of the Wadden Sea as a PSSA by the Marine Environmental 
Protection Committee of the IMO 

2003 The Trilateral Wadden Sea Cooperation (TWSC) celebrates its 25th 
anniversary at the Schloß Gödens 
The International Wadden Sea School (IWSS) is established and 
commences its work
Presentation Wadden Sea at the World Park Congress, Durban South 
Afric.

2004 4th Quality status Report published

2005 11th International Scientific Wadden Sea Symposium, Esbjerg
9th Trilateral Governmental Conference on the Protection of the 
Wadden Sea on Schiermonnikoog 
• Agreement to nominate the Dutch-German part of the Wadden Sea 

for inscription on the World Heritage Lis,
• Wadden Sea Forum approved as a non-statutory consultation body
The project Protection, Management and Planning Cultural Heritage of 
the Wadden Sea Region (LancewadPlan) approved for co-financing by 
the North Interreg Programme

2006 First Wadden Sea Day held in Wilhelmshaven, cooperation between 
the Niedersachsen Wadden Sea National Park and the CWSS, theme 
“Serious Declining Trends in Migratory Waterbirds”

2008 Submission of the nomination of the Dutch-German Wadden Sea for 
inscription on the World Heritage List
IUCN evaluation of the nomination, field mission by Pedro Rosabal
TMAP revised in the framework of the HARBASINS project

2009 12th International Scientific Wadden Sea Symposium, Wilhelmshaven, 
signing of the Memorandum of Understanding between South Korea 
and the Wadden Sea on the occasion of the ISWSS
Inscription of the Dutch-German Wadden Sea on the World Heritage 
List at the 33rd Session of the World Heritage Committee, 26 June 2009
5th Quality Status Report published

2010 10th Trilateral Governmental Conference on the Protection of the 
Wadden Sea, Sylt 
• Adoption of the revised Joint Declaration and new governance 

arrangements
• Adoption of the revised Wadden Sea Plan
First QSR Synthesis Report published with a summary of the main 
results for science, policy and management.

2011 “PROWAD - Protect & Prosper” project to develop a sustainable 
tourism strategy for the Wadden Sea World Heritage approved by the 
Interreg NSR Programme
Inscription of the Hamburg part of the Wadden Sea on the World 
Heritage List through a minor boundary modification application at the 
35th Session of the World Heritage Committee, Paris. 
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2012 13th International Scientific Wadden Sea Symposium, Leeuwarden
Wadden Sea Flyway Initiative commences

2013 Submission of the nomination of the Danish Wadden Sea and an 
extension of the Niedersachsen property for inscription on the World 
Heritage List

2014 11th Trilateral Governmental Conference on the Protection of the 
Wadden Sea, Tønder
• Adoption of the Sustainable Tourism Strategy
• Adoption of the vision for the Wadden Sea Flyway Initiative (WSFI).
Signing of a Memorandum of Understanding between the Banc 
d´Arguin National Park and the CWSS on the occasion of the Tønder 
Conference
Inscription of the Danish Wadden Sea on the World Heritage List at 
the 38th Session of the World Heritage Committee, Doha, Qatar. The 
Wadden Sea as one and indivisible World Heritage property
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 The Trilateral 
Wadden Sea Cooperation 
1987 - 2014

 Jens Enemark

 A Personal Account

Journey, a personal account of Jens Enemark’s 27-year journey as 
secretary of the Trilateral Wadden Sea Cooperation and head of the 
Common Wadden Sea Secretariat (CWSS). 

This story is also a tribute to all those who over the years have 
contributed to making the Wadden Sea one of the best protected 
nature areas worldwide, and to making the Wadden Sea Cooperation 
an internationally recognized transboundary cooperation that is 
inspirational to many around the world. 

Journey 
The Trilateral W
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ooperation 1987 - 2014  

  Jens Enem
ark
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