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Preface 

This report presents an overview of the structure and effectiveness of biodiversity policies in 
Europe. It presents an overview of responsible authorities, their focus in nature conservation 
policy and the role of related instruments in a number of countries. These countries have been 
selected as more or less representative of differently organised countries (federal to central) 
and in three cases, this has been elaborated and evaluated by in depth interviews with civil 
servants in these countries.  

We thank all those people in the different countries in Europe who provided us with their 
material, insights and who have shared their valuable time with us for discussions and 
interviews.  

Some parts of this report will be elaborated further into a manuscript for publication in the 
scientific literature.  

There are some overlaps between the general chapters and the case study chapters, but this 
ensures that the country reports can be read separately.  
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Summary 

This report presents an analysis of EU, national and delegated regional institutional structure 
and responsibilities in the field of biodiversity conservation policy and the way ecosystem 
services are included.  Priorities have been identified within the existing organisation of 
national/regional strategies. The report includes an overview of current policies, biodiversity 
issues in CAP for a number of countries and country reports on France, Germany and 
Hungary as case studies on the effectiveness of policies based on interviews. 

Current EU and national policies have a common basis in the Birds Directive and the Habitats 
and Species Directive. These two Directives are the focus of site and species protection in the 
European Union. There are many common initiatives to formulate joint action such as the 
Agreement in Gothenburg and the message from Malahide. However, these objectives and 
messages have to be translated into national actions and carried out within national 
institutional structures. This embedding of European policies is difficult as there are many 
top-down and bottom-up initiatives that meet here and have to be adjusted to each other.  

All countries have their own structure for the organisation of biodiversity policy. European 
Directives are interpreted in each country according to their own political setting, institutional 
structure, and conservation, political and economic history. This means that the size of nature 
conservation areas might differ across borders, the responsible authorities differ and there are 
large differences in budget and political obligations. European policies have to be developed 
not only by 27 Member states, but also by many regions that have the executive power in 
countries such as Germany, Austria, Spain, Italy, Belgium and the UK. In some countries 
there is joint responsibility between regional and national governments, whilst others have a 
more centrally organised policy.  

NGOs have different roles in the Member states. In some member states they traditionally 
play an important role as an initiator of policies and as land managers. In a number of member 
states it is more difficult for NGOs to become recognised partners with government, but if 
recognition is established they can become important as part of the institutional setting. This 
process hampers renewal and bottom-up initiatives.  

The significance of agriculture for European biodiversity and the European landscape is 
evident from the fact that roughly 40% of the land cover is agriculturally cultivated; therefore, 
farmers could be considered to be one of the most important land manager groups. Depending 
on their farming practices, they have the ability to significantly impact all levels of 
biodiversity, i.e. landscape, species and genetic material.  

Farmland that provides habitat for a diverse range of flora and fauna can be called High 
Nature Value (HNV) farmland. ‘High Nature Value farmland comprises those areas in 
Europe where agriculture is a major (usually dominant) land use and where that agriculture 
supports, or is associated with, either a high species and habitat diversity or the presence of 
species of European conservation concern or both’ (Anderson et al., 2003). Approximately 
15 to 25% of the European countryside could be considered HNV farmland, with a higher 
occurrence in eastern and southern Europe (EEA, 2004).  

Chapter 4 reviews how the agricultural policy of seven EU member states supports HNV 
farming and the services it provides for biodiversity. In the EU, agricultural policy is 
denationalised; therefore, a system of European Union subsidies and programmes, the 
Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), strongly influences the agricultural measures and 
funding of EU Member States. The CAP consists of two pillars; the first pillar is the Single 
Farm Payments (SFP) and the second pillar comprises rural development. All EU member 
states are obligated to describe the second pillar for their country in a Rural Development 
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Programme (RDP) and provide this to the EU Commission for approval, to be eligible for 
community support.  

The approved RDPs (2007 - 2013) of Hungary, Ireland, Veneto (Italy), Lithuania, 
Netherlands, Sweden and England (UK) were analysed. The second pillar consists of four 
axes, of which Axis 2 ‘improving the environment and the countryside’ was the focus of this 
research. Among the selected RDPs, only Ireland provided a definition for HNV farmland, as 
a result the use of this term is very fluid. For other member states that did not provide a 
definition or statistics, an impression was gained of the extent of HNV farmland by reviewing 
the amount of farmland in Less Favoured Areas (LFAs) and Natura 2000 sites. 

The main threats to biodiversity in rural areas, in particular farmland biodiversity, are land 
abandonment, intensification and land use change (other than agriculture) (Keenleyside and 
Baldock 2007).  Farmland biodiversity is often dependent on semi-natural grasslands. To 
avoid biodiversity loss, it is important to encourage and maintain extensive farming practices 
that prevent this land receding into the succession process. The RDP of Hungary, Ireland, 
Lithuania and Sweden mentioned that land abandonment was a major threat to farmland 
biodiversity. Intensification reduces natural habitats through cultivation and fragmentation; 
landscape features that provide small-scale biotopes are often removed. Intensification is 
particularly a problem in the Netherlands, Veneto and England. Lastly, land-use change in 
rural areas refers to conversion from agriculture to non-agricultural land use. Often marginal 
lands with low market value are threatened by afforestation (Keenleyside and Baldock, 2007). 
However, this is not the case in Veneto and the Netherlands, where change is driven by urban 
development. 

Within Axis 2 ‘improving the environment and the countryside’ of the second pillar of the 
current CAP 2007-2013, there are a number of measures to encourage sustainable farming 
practices and protect farmland biodiversity. Namely, natural handicap payments to farmers in 
mountain areas (measure 211) and areas other than mountain areas with handicap (measure 
212); Natura 2000 payments (measure 213); agri-environmental payments (measure 214); and 
support for non-productive investments (measure 216). Member states adjust these measures 
to the natural, social and economic conditions of their region/country. As a result, the 
implementation of these measures is very diverse throughout the EU. Roughly speaking, 
measures 211, 212 and 213 prevent/slow down the threat of land abandonment and 
afforestation, whilst measures 213, 214 and 216 deal with intensification and urban 
development threatening farmland biodiversity.  

At the end of chapter 4, a financial overview is provided of CAP measures that could 
influence farmland biodiversity. Pillar 1, the Single Farm payments, continues to receive the 
lion share of the CAP budget in most countries, except for the countries that joined the EU 
since 2004. This is of concern, with regard to farmland biodiversity, as the effectiveness and 
success of any measure is usually related to the magnitude of funding.  

Interviews with experts in nature conservation policy in France, Germany and Hungary 
highlighted that the interviewees consider “biodiversity conservation to be more than nature 
conservation”. The interviewees interpret the notion of biodiversity conservation in a holistic 
way, which also covers the conservation of landscape and genetic diversity. Some 
respondents considered biodiversity conservation as a wider category, which includes 
preservation of ecosystem services.  

All the analysed countries have a predefined set of priorities for nature conservation policy.  
Managing protected areas and preserving certain species are usually high priorities. Most 
interviewees considered establishing connectivity between protected and designated areas 
(such as biotope connection and Natura 2000 system connection), as well as the effective 
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management of the Natura 2000 system, to be very important challenges for the near future. 
Some interviewees in all analysed countries highlighted that without sectoral integration 
nature conservation cannot work effectively. The Convention on Biological Diversity and the 
EU were significant driving forces for all countries to take measures and actions for the 
integration of biodiversity into sectoral policies and to mainstream biodiversity considerations 
into business practice. In addition, enhancing positive public attitudes towards nature and 
biodiversity conservation, as well as knowledge sharing of biodiversity issues, were stated as 
main priorities of national policies.  

Most interviewees mentioned the dynamic nature of ecosystems, or at least some aspects of it. 
All of the interviewed experts, who talked about changes in ecosystems, regarded it as a 
crucial issue of today. Climate change and invasive species were mentioned as important 
drivers of change. Most respondents highlighted that in the near future official conservation 
institutional arrangements should give more attention to the dynamic nature of landscapes and 
ecosystems, and should manage them accordingly. Some interviewees stated that it was 
important that conservation priorities are regularly reviewed and new objectives are set when 
necessary. Reviewing is essential to overcome weaknesses in current nature conservation 
policy in giving adequate answers for addressing the challenge of climate change. Innovative 
approaches are needed which help society in the dynamic adaptation to unpredictable natural 
change and give flexibility in priority setting.  

Traditional concepts of conservation were criticised by some experts, because of their limited 
perspective, such as protecting single species populations or small habitats of certain species, 
and their static nature. There is a need for approaches with a wider outlook that are 
intrinsically dynamic, not always spatially fixed, and which take account of ecosystem change 
in time and space. 

Many interviewees mentioned the concept of “ecosystem services”, some of them stressed 
that the service aspect of nature is very important in order to convince people about the 
necessity of nature conservation. Others said that the main goal of conservation is to preserve 
all these services and richness intact or little degraded.  

Although nature conservation policy has well-defined priorities, there is a need for 
measurable and quantifiable objectives. The SPU concept could help in setting more 
quantitative targets and in quantifying the components of biodiversity that provide services, as 
well as ranking species or systems based on their service-providing ‘value’. Many 
interviewees recognised the importance of attributing an economic value to ecosystem 
services. 

It seems hard to make “ecosystem service” ideas come to the fore because of difficulties in 
conceptualising complex relationships between biodiversity, ecosystem functions and 
ecosystem services. Respondents thought that answering some very practical questions 
relating to ecosystem services, e.g. how landscapes could develop in the future to provide 
important services, could help in developing a convincing argument for conservation.  

The valuation of wilderness and landscape multi-functionality were also important issues 
mentioned by interviewees. Our responsibility for the opportunities of future generations was 
also raised during the interviews, ensuring policy makers are aware of their long term societal 
obligations.  

It seems that stakeholders are open to recognising the importance of a conservation concept 
that focuses on ecosystem services and that helps in operationalising the meaning of 
biodiversity conservation, as well as helping in understanding interactions between SPUs, 
supporting systems, service provision and societal and environmental changes. 
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At a very general level, current nature conservation policies are assessed as sufficient by most 
interviewees. Considering the objectives and outputs of certain biodiversity policy 
interventions (programs), the effectiveness of these programs were good. Conservation of 
mountain ecosystems in France, preservation of certain species in all analysed countries, as 
well as wetland and water courses restoration in Hungary and Germany, were regarded as 
success stories. Achieving long-term goals and desired outcomes were the most commonly 
mentioned sources of dissatisfaction. Sceptical opinions were given regarding the 
achievement of the goal to stop biodiversity decline by 2010.  

Some interviewees noted that the extent of conservation action was fairly low compared to the 
magnitude of the threats. Marine ecosystems and invasive species were mentioned as 
‘neglected’ issues in official conservation institutional arrangements. Integration of nature 
conservation policy with other relevant policy areas is regarded as unsuccessful in all 
analysed countries. Furthermore, some administrative shortcomings were mentioned which 
reduce the effectiveness of nature conservation, including lack of implementation of existing 
laws, lack of expertise at the level of decision making and at the level of land use planning, 
and federalism problems in Germany. 

According to the interviews, political obstacles were considered to be the main reason for 
ineffectiveness. Nature conservation has a low status and is considered a low priority 
compared to other social and economic issues. The lack of political will is evident in the 
limited availability of financial resources. 
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1 Introduction 

This report provides an analysis of EU, national and delegated regional responsibilities in the 
field of biodiversity conservation policy and the way ecosystem services are included.  
Priorities are identified based on the existing organisation of national/regional strategies.  

This report presents:  

• An overview of current EU and national policies, and their effectiveness, on 
biodiversity conservation in the EU 27 countries; 

• An overview of existing integration between biodiversity conservation policy and 
other policy sectors, especially in CAP; 

• Country reports on France, Germany and Hungary as case studies on the effectiveness 
of policies based on interviews. 

This report is organised as follows. Chapter 2 provides a brief overview of biodiversity policy 
in the European Union. First, European and Pan-European biodiversity protection policy is 
outlined then the focus is on species and habitat protection. In Chapter 3, the report narrows 
down the biodiversity policy within the European Union from a broad European approach to 
national and regional policies. National nature conservation policies in different European 
countries are presented. Chapter 4 reviews the effect of agriculture and the CAP on HNV 
farmland. An overview is provided of the agricultural measures taken to protect farmland 
biodiversity in the selected Member States, based on the EU Rural Development Programmes 
(RDPs). We have made an analysis of the structure and global policy of the member states in 
the field of biodiversity conservation through protected areas and ecological networks to the 
policy in a number of countries within the CAP, especially the second pillar. This could only 
be done for a restricted number of countries as we needed the policy documents available in 
English or another language capable for the group to read and analyse. Chapter 5 presents the 
results of case study research in France, Germany and Hungary. This chapter compiles 
opinions and knowledge on the current state-of-affairs and future prospects of nature 
conservation policy. The final part of this report presents a literature review on different 
interpretations of effectiveness as well as the relevant ex-ante / ex-post effectiveness 
evaluations at EU and member states level. 

The research on national policies is based – as far as our language capabilities allowed or 
information was available in English – on national sources, contacts with civil servants in the 
EU countries and in most cases internet information. These have been analysed in terms of the 
levels of responsibilities, the objectives that have been developed and the policies that are 
being developed outside Natura 2000.  

2 Biodiversity policy in the European Union 

This chapter summarises the results of a desk study on biodiversity policy in the European 
Union. The most relevant biodiversity policy documents at the European level were examined 
by means of qualitative document analysis. The following documents were included in our 
desk research study: legislation (nature conservation and general environmental directives and 
guidelines for the management of designated areas), strategies / plans (general sustainability 
strategy, biodiversity strategy) and reports of relevant conferences.  
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2.1 European biodiversity protection policy and policy papers  

On 4 February 1998, the European Union adopted the European Community Biodiversity 
Strategy (Communication of the European Commission to the Council and to the Parliament 
on a European Community Biodiversity Strategy – COM (98) 42), which was extended in 
2001 by four sectoral action plans (protection of natural resources, agriculture, fishery, and 
cooperation in economy and development). 

In 2003-2004, the Commission revised the European Community Biodiversity Strategy as 
well as the related action plans. The revised strategy claimed that insufficient measures had 
been taken with regard to the implementation of the action plan and sectoral plans. Species-
related action plans were created and positive changes in the agricultural and fishery sectors 
were observed, however no sectoral integration was realised anywhere. It would be especially 
important to realise further measures in the forestry sector. Even among impact analyses, the 
consideration of biodiversity aspects has been quite rare. The reason for the failure of the 
European Community Biodiversity Strategy and action plans lies in the lack of adequate 
political will among the member states to implement them to a sufficient degree. In addition 
to weak institutional coordination that delayed implementation. The revision identified other 
shortcomings such as the need to strengthen the knowledge base as well as its application 
(MALAHIDE/WGP/Towards2010/1). 

Results of the strategy’s revision were discussed at the ‘Biodiversity and the EU – Sustaining 
Life, Sustaining Livelihoods’ forum in Malahide in 2004. The forum participants defined the 
goals formulated in the strategy as measurable. The most important messages of the 
conference were summarised in the report “Message from Malahide”. It defined designating 
the Natura2000 network and establishing ecological corridors, in order to provide protection 
to natural areas, habitats and species, a primary task. Furthermore, the European Strategy 
emphasised the need for a defence against invasive species. For that reason, member states 
were required to develop individual national strategies by 2007 and create an early alarm 
system, in order to prevent invasion of alien species. An additional primary requirement was 
to evaluate the impact of climate change on habitats and species as well as elaborate on 
adequate measures by 2007. Further reform of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) was 
urged and a special emphasis was placed on the in-situ preservation of genetic resources used 
in agriculture. The development of financial assistance was recommended for the preservation 
of forests’ biodiversity. The message suggests that a significant proportion of sources from 
structural funds should be appropriated for the enhancement of ecological connectivity, 
preservation of biodiversity as well as sustainable utilization. The development of indicators 
suitable for the forecast, assessment and monitoring of ecological processes was considered 
an important task. Above all this, the document stresses the importance of communication 
with society as well as the necessity to involve the general population. 

In 2003 and 2004, the European Council called for faster measures with regard to halting the 
loss of biodiversity. The European Environment Council (28 June, 2004 -- set of Council 
Conclusions on Halting the Loss of Biodiversity by 2010) requested an urgent report to be 
prepared for the Council and the Parliament in 2004, which would consider the revision 
process of biodiversity-related policy and emphasise the “message from Malahide.“1  

                                                      
1  2005/ENV/011 Brussels 25.10.2005 COM(2005) 531 final THE COMMISION’S 
COMMUNICATION TO THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT, THE  COUNCIL, THE EUROPEAN 
ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COMMITTEE AND THE COMMITTEE OF THE REGIONS. Full-range 
evolvement of Europe’s opportunities.  The Commission’s legislative and working programme for 2006. 
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In Lisbon (March 2000), the European Council developed a 10-year strategy for the EU to 
become the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world by 
considering the principles of sustainable development, creating more and better jobs and 
realising a stronger social cohesion. The leaders of EU member states adopted the supplement 
to the Lisbon Strategy, the Sustainable Development Strategy (SDS), in Gothenburg in 2001 
(Presidency Conclusions, Gothenburg Council, 15 and 16 June 2001, SN/200/1/01 REV1, see: 
http://ue.eu.int/newsroom/newmain.asp?lang=1). The Sustainable Development Strategy 
“primarily focuses on the standard of living, solidarity within and between generations as well 
as policy coherence, including external relations. It recognises the role of economic 
development in promoting the transition to a more sustainable society.” The European 
Council adopted the new Sustainable Development Strategy of the EU on 15–16 June 2006. 
The objective of this renewal was to allow the EU to more efficiently perform its long-term 
responsibilities concerning sustainable development challenges. The strategy stresses the 
necessity of improving natural resources management and deterring overcutting, and it 
acknowledges the value of functioning ecosystems. It sets the goal of halting biodiversity 
decline in Europe and greatly mitigating worldwide biodiversity decline by 2010. In order to 
accomplish the 2010-goal, member states are required to complete the establishment of the 
Natura2000 network, including the designation of sea areas. Special attention must be paid to 
the better implementation of policies regarding Natura2000, as well as the protection and 
management of species. Member states must implement the EU strategy on biodiversity, 
regarding EU and global dimensions (UN Convention on Biological Diversity), and – in 
cooperation with the Commission – they must take measures in order to establish and 
implement priority-actions in order to accomplish the EU’s goal of halting the loss of 
biodiversity by 2010 and after. 

In July 2002, the 6th Environmental Action Programme was adopted, entitled ’Environment 
2010: Our Future, Our Choice’, which set priorities for 10 years. The programme highlighted 
biodiversity protection as a top priority. It suggests that the knowledge base for biodiversity 
action plans, biodiversity-related research programmes and future protective measures must 
be confirmed; thus, biodiversity research must be strongly supported (Brussels, 24.1.2001 
COM (2001) 31 final 2001/0029 (COD)). 

In May 2002, a declaration was adopted in El Teide (Spain) which called for adequate 
measures to be taken (Declaration commits member states) in order to reach the 2010-goal, 
with special regard to completing the establishment of the Natura2000 system as well as 
making the system’s goals understandable to those concerned. The declaration was ratified not 
only by the Ministers of environment of the then 15 EU member states, but also by the 
ministers of the 13 accession countries.   

In October 2003 the Commission published a Communication on the sustainable use of 
natural resources (COM (2003) 572 final).  

Within the framework of a Pan-European cooperation, European environment ministers 
agreed in Kiev in 2003 (Resolution on Biodiversity) to identify all High Nature Value 
agricultural areas by 2006 and to develop protective measures for these areas. By 2008 a 
substantial proportion of these areas are required to be under biodiversity-sensitive cultivation 
by means of the following tools: agro-environmental programmes, rural development 
measures and organic farming. These practices will promote the economic and ecological 
viability of these areas.  

For the 25th birthday of the Birds Directive, various goals and priorities were defined to 
achieve the 2010-objective, at the conference held in Bergen-op-Zoom (Netherlands) in 2004. 
The Conference requested the European Commission to prepare a biodiversity action plan in 
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form of a communication, which considered the Malahide message. In 2006, the Commission 
released the “Communication from the Commission Halting the Loss of Biodiversity by 2010 
– and Beyond - Sustaining ecosystem services for human well–being” (COM(2006) 621) and 
its annex, the action plan. The document specified 158 measures for the achievement of the 
2010-biodiversity objective. The new action plan was written for both Community and 
member states that defined roles, measures, priorities and timeframes for the interventions. 
With this communication, the Commission intended to launch a debate on a long-term vision, 
in which future policy could be shaped; questioning what kind of nature we want in the EU 
and what role the EU should play in worldwide conservation. Partly based on the goals 
formulated in the Malahide message, the document defines 10 priority goals that are further 
elaborated in the enclosed action plan.   

 

 

The action plan specifies different deadlines between 2006 and 2013 to achieve the goals of 
various topics. It defines four supporting measures to enable the achievement of set goals: 
ensuring adequate financing for biodiversity, strengthening EU decision making for 
biodiversity, building partnership for biodiversity, and building public education, awareness 
and participation for biodiversity. The Action Plan emphasises the implementation of existing 
policy instruments that may contribute to halting the loss of biodiversity and securing its 
longer-term recovery. This includes a wide range of legislation (the Habitats and Species 
Directive, the Birds Directive, other environmental legislation, Common Agricultural Policy, 
Common Fisheries Policy, Cohesion Policy, EU Development Policy, Seventh Framework 
Programme for Research, etc.) as well as softer instruments such as the recent environmental 
Thematic Strategies. According to the Commission’s communication, annual reports are 
required in order to monitor the implementation of the action plan as well as to assess the 
progress and fulfilled requirements for the 2010-goals.   

The EC Biodiversity Strategy remains largely appropriate as a comprehensive response to the 
CBD. Many of the actions in the Biodiversity Action Plans are now completed or need 
amendment due to changing circumstances. Furthermore, both EC Biodiversity Strategy and 
Biodiversity Action Plans have not set any priorities to meet 2010 commitments. This EU 

The priority goals of the Malahide Message 

1. To safeguard the EU's most important habitats and species. 

2. To conserve and restore biodiversity and ecosystem services in the wider EU countryside.  

3. To conserve and restore biodiversity and ecosystem services in the wider EU marine 
environment.  

4. To reinforce compatibility of regional and territorial development with biodiversity in the EU.  

5. To substantially reduce the impact on EU biodiversity of invasive alien species (IAS) & alien 
genotypes.  

6. To substantially strengthen effectiveness of international governance for biodiversity and 
ecosystem services.  

7. To substantially strengthen support for biodiversity and ecosystem services in EU external 
assistance.  

8. To substantially reduce the impact of international trade on global biodiversity and ecosystem 
services.  

9. To support biodiversity adaptation to climate change.  

10. To substantially strengthen the knowledge base for conservation and sustainable use of 
biodiversity, in the EU and globally. 
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Action Plan is an additional instrument, which does not invalidate the EC Biodiversity 
Strategy and Biodiversity Action Plans, which have been adopted by Council and Parliament, 
nor the Member States’ Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans. Rather, these strategies and 
action plans may, in due course and if necessary, be updated, taking into account the 2010 
Action Plan (SEC(2006)607). 

The message of the conference “Integrating biodiversity into European development 
cooperation” held from 19-21 September 2006 in Paris claimed that biodiversity plays a 
critical role in combating poverty and it, at the same time, is a core development issue (Press 
Release 2773rd Council Meeting Environment, Brussels, 18 December 2006). Participants of 
the conference called upon the European Community and the member states to support the 
protection of biodiversity and the use of innovative financial mechanisms in order to achieve 
sustainable use and reduce poverty. Measures were proposed to lessen the ecological footprint 
of international trade and European consumption and to decrease the pressure put on the 
world’s oceans and forests. It also encourages collaboration with partner countries at an 
international level to reform the global governance of biodiversity and to strengthen the 
realisation of UNEP and multilateral agreements on environmental protection.  

2.2 Protection of species and habitats in the EU 

The two most important legal documents of the EU related to biodiversity and conservation 
are the Bird Protection Directive of 1979 (Council Directive (79/409/EEC)) and the Habitats 
Directive of 1992 (Council Directive (92/43/EEC)).  

The Birds Directive deals with the protection of European wild birds, defining special 
protective measures for 194 vulnerable species and sub-species. The major objective of the 
Birds Directive is the long-term protection of all wild bird species in the European Union. 
With regard to EU-15, 181 endangered species and sub-species requiring special care have 
been defined (Annex I). The responsibility for the designation of special protection areas 
(SPAs), particularly important for the protection of migratory birds representing a common 
European natural value, belongs to the individual member states. 

The Habitats Directive covers the protection of endangered and endemic species protecting 
450 animal and 500 plant species, in addition to the protection of 200 rare and important 
habitats. The Habitats Directive prescribes the designation of the so-called Special Areas of 
Conservation (SAC), in order to protect all species that must be designated for the protection 
of natural habitats of Community importance as specified in Annex I and the protection of 
animal and plant species of Community importance as specified in Annex II. This includes 
habitat types or species threatened by extinction; those with a small natural range and those 
having characteristics typical of a given biogeographical region, e.g. they represent the region 
well and are unique. The Habitats Directive created the Natura2000 Network, consisting of 
20000 sites in 25 EU-countries. Natura2000 sites should be designated in a systematic 
planning process.  

Special Bird Protection Areas (SPA), Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) and Marine 
Protected Areas (MPA) collectively form the Natura2000 network.  

In 1993, the need for designating a European Ecological Network (EECONET) emerged at 
the Conservation Conference in Maastricht2. The first step to realisation was taken when the 
Council of Europe initiated a Pan-European Biological and Landscape Strategy (PEBLDS). 
                                                      

2 Conserving Europe's Natural Heritage : Towards a European Ecological Network. International Conference. 
Maastricht, 9-12 November 1993. 
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The strategy’s main initiative was the establishment of the Pan -European Ecological Network 
(PEEN), which should be realised by 2005 and further developed in the years thereafter, by 
e.g. protecting the last wild rivers and freedom of animal and plant species to move through 
Europe (Council of Europe et al 1996). PEBLDS is a strategic document that calls for action, 
but has no legislative power.  

In 1996, the Permanent European Committee of the Bern Convention functioning within the 
framework of the Council of Europe decided to establish a network of Areas of Special 
Conservation Interest (ASCI) in Europe, called the Emerald Network. The establishment of 
this Network is significant, because it links the areas of conservation interest throughout 
Europe, independent of the European integration ambitions for participating countries or the 
date of realisation. The Network primarily consists of: 

• Habitats of wild animal and plant species, especially those listed in Annex I+II of the 
Bern Convention 

• Endangered habitats; 

• Areas of importance for migratory birds. 

The areas of special conservation interest of the Emerald network must be established in the 
territory of the contracting parties and observer States to the Bern Convention. This includes 
the EU and central and eastern European countries. For the EU Member States, the Emerald 
network consists of the designated Natura 2000 sites 
(http://glossary.eea.europa.eu/EEAGlossary/E/Emerald_network). 

The implementation of the Natura2000 Network, within the framework of the Habitats 
Directive, includes marine and coastal sites. In 2003, an EC working group of marine experts 
was established to address the difficulties in implementing the Habitats and Birds Directives 
in the marine environment. The working group is currently working to ensure that the 
Natura2000 network includes an appropriate number of marine and coastal sites.  

There is no Community regulation concerning the management of the Natura2000 Network; 
the EU entrusts protection of the sites to member states. The protection requirements differ 
from the protection of SPAs; namely, special protection is to be secured for species and 
habitats for which the area had been designated. This means, that if it is reconcilable with 
protection, certain forms of husbandry is permitted and can be continued in the area. Several 
Annex I habitats are even dependent on grazing and agricultural practices, for example 
heathlands, Dehesas and several grassland types. The system intends to secure the survival of 
habitats and species primarily by providing assistance, rather than imposing prohibitions. 
Compensation may be provided for disadvantages that are a result of the introduced 
restrictions for habitat protection. Management plans must specify measures and restrictions. 
There are still numerous institutional obstacles to be overcome for the efficient operation of 
the Natura2000 programme, including adequate financing. Member states must establish an 
adequate financing system. According to the technical annex of COM(2006)216 final, an 
important task of the EU is to provide guidance to member states on common financing as 
well as to evaluate the financing programmes of the countries. Other than this, there is still 
much work to be done regarding area designation and the determination of area management 
priorities. As for SCIs (Sites of Community Importance) there are still a few countries that 
have not fulfilled their responsibilities to designate areas. The designation of MPAs must be 
finalised by 2008.  

The objective is to secure the coherence, connectivity and resilience of Natura2000 areas and 
other protected areas by means of flyways, buffer zones, corridors and stepping-stones by 
2010. However, as Article 10 of the Habitats and Species Directive is subject to subsidiarity, 
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this part of the network will probably require a longer process and more discussions on costs 
and benefits for society. In particular, arguments based on ecosystem services may be of 
importance here. 

The report “The state of biological diversity in the European Union” of the EEA prepared in 
2004 claims that there are 971 globally endangered species in the EU that can be found on the 
2003 red list of IUCN. Community conservation primarily focuses on the protection of bird 
species. An action programme for the 48 most important bird species and a management plan 
for 22 huntable bird species have been developed. These plans provide a framework for 
national plans to be prepared, although these still do not exist in several EU countries. 
According to the Habitats Committee, management plans should also be prepared for large 
carnivores and other taxonomic groups; these have yet to be prepared.  

The Communication from the Commission  “Halting the loss of biodiversity by 2010 — and 
beyond, Sustaining ecosystem services for human well–being”, COM(2006) 216 emphasises 
the importance of carrying out existing protection plans for vulnerable species as well as the 
coordinated development of additional and new EU and national plans. Beyond this, the 
scientific review and amendments of species lists given in the Birds and Habitats Directive 
must be accomplished. All species relevant for the Community must be well represented in 
Natura2000 areas.  

The welfare of humans is linked to the welfare of the other species with which we share the 
planet; therefore, biodiversity loss is considered a critical issue. If the current rate of loss of 
biological resources continues, the result could be catastrophic for humankind within a few 
generations. As we made clear above the European Union has acknowledged the threat to 
biodiversity and is committed to halting and reversing the loss. Nonetheless, the priority of 
halting biodiversity loss in the EU by 2010 will not be realised.  

One of the key difficulties the political system faces in trying to achieve these goals, is being 
able to translate the overall threat into a tangible factors for decision making. Repercussion of 
biodiversity loss remains abstract and is difficult to translate into policy and management 
actions. Moreover, the costs of biodiversity loss will remain unclear, as long as what 
biodiversity does for us is not made explicit. Although conservation of biodiversity is 
considered an important societal need, it is not the only one and priorities must be made 
between economic activities, social issues and biodiversity conservation. That means that 
there needs to be a kind of common language, stating what biodiversity does for us. If the 
biological units that provide specific services to society could be identified and measured, it 
will allow the value of biodiversity in specific areas to be defined and compared with more 
traditionally economically valued activities.  

The main approach to quantifying ecosystem services has been to provide an economic 
valuation (e.g. Costanza et al., 1997). Although this approach may provide information about 
the importance of ecosystem services and consequently might influence conservation 
decisions, economic valuations are not adequate in conservation management and more 
specifically are not suitable for habitat management strategies affecting service provision and 
biodiversity conservation.  
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3 Biodiversity policy at the national level in Europe 

3.1 Nature conservation legislation in European countries 

3.1.1 Introduction 

EU member states are obliged to comply with the existing European Directives. The main 
directives with regard to biodiversity are the Habitats and Species Directive and the Birds 
Directive. In addition, member states have also formulated national and regional Nature 
Conservation tasks and obligations. These are agreed upon by member state parliaments and 
in a number of countries; these responsibilities have been devolved to the regional level.  

Insight into the different obligations and tasks, and how they mutually relate, is very 
important to understand how a European strategy on Nature and Biodiversity conservation 
could be realised and what kind of indicators could be used.  

This report analyses the different structures, organisations, tasks and division of 
responsibilities within the European Union concerning biodiversity conservation through 
management of protected areas and by measures in the wider countryside through agricultural 
management. It also includes Switzerland and Norway when possible and useful, as these two 
countries are closely related to the European Union.  

Firstly, we present the structure of the countries focusing on how nature conservation is laid 
down in legislation. Then existing conservation strategies are analysed, including how they 
were realised whether it be through conservation and/or the CAP.  

3.1.2 State organisation and nature conservation legislation 

Most of the 27 EU member states are unitary states, which mean that the legislative and 
controlling power is allocated at the national level. Five EU member states are federal states, 
including the UK that started the process of devolvement (giving authority to the member 
states) in the 1990s. These countries have devolved power of various sectors, this may include 
nature conservation, to their member states (Table 1).  

Federal states are not all organised in the same way. In some states (Austria, Belgium, Spain, 
UK) all power regarding Nature Conservation is devolved to the regions or member states.  
Switzerland is also a federal state where the main power is with the Cantons, however some 
tasks, such as Nature Conservation, are (partly) given to a national body. In Germany, the 
Framework legislation gives the Federal state (Bund) the power to make guidelines; the 
framework for nature conservation has been made in close cooperation with the member 
states. In many cases, regional independence makes power of control difficult to realise. 

The Federal Republic of Austria consists of nine independent states (Länder). These 
provincial states are very powerful in that most powers, unless otherwise decreed, are the 
Länder responsibility rather than that of the Federal Government (Bromley, 1997). 
Legislation and its implementation are divided among the Federation and the Länder 
according to various criteria. The authority of a Länder can be exerted in all areas that are not 
explicitly attributed to the Federation by the Federal Constitution (Bundesverfassungsgesetz). 
Within this federal system, nature conservation, hunting and fishing are domains of the 
Länder, whereas agriculture, water and forestry are domains of the Federation. There is no 
federal law establishing a framework for detailed nature conservation legislation by the 
Länder. The nature protection acts (Naturschutzgesetze) of the Länder regulate the basic 
protection of species and landscapes. Parliament Acts (Gesetze) are promulgated in the 
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official gazettes of the Länder as well as ordinances (Verordnungen) (European Parliament, 
1991). The nature conservation laws of the Länder that are currently in force stipulate a 
general obligation to protect and care for nature as the basis of life for mankind, fauna and 
flora. They also have special regulations with regard to the protection of species areas and 
licensing certain activities (Federal Environmental Agency, 1998). The Federation is 
responsible for international agreements concerning nature and landscape conservation. 
However, at international meetings of conventions and the Council of Europe, representatives 
of the Länder represent Austria. This causes tensions and conflicts.  

Germany is also a federal republic; it consists of 16 member states. The states 
(Bundesländer) are relatively autonomous regions; many have been self-governing kingdoms 
in the past. In total, Germany identifies six layers of government: the Federal Authority 
(Bund), States (Länder), physical planning regions (Regierungsbezirke), Counties (Bezirke), 
Districts (Kreise), non-district cities (kreisfreie Städte) and Municipalities (Gemeinden). The 
Bundesnaturschutzgesetz is the national framework legislation: the Bund has the right to enact 
general laws to be elaborated by the Länder (Ramengesetzgebungscompetenz). This allows 
the Bundesländer to determine the precise institutional forms of enforcement, while the 
framework is provided at the national level (Kleintjes and Kemps, 1992). The present federal 
nature conservation law, BNG dates from 1976 and was revised in 2003. The law revision of 
2003 included the obligation for the Bundesländer to develop Ecological Networks and to 
integrate them into a coherent system. In Germany, landscape planning is considered an 
important instrument for nature and landscape conservation. Landscape planning is, besides a 
control instrument for nature conservation, a sectoral planning system for all other fields that 
have to take account of nature conservation interests. Through landscape planning, nature 
conservation criteria can be taken into account in planning and administrative procedures. 
Generally, it relates to the physical planning area, but it also contains regulations without 
physical objectives, such as regulations for the protection of animal and plant species. The 
second important principle introduced in planning is the Compensation principle 
(Eingriffsregelung), which is of great importance for species and biotope protection outside 
protected areas. It is meant to prevent avoidable operations and to compensate unavoidable 
operations that damage nature and landscape processes. The compensation principle is a 
measurement that firmly underpins the principle of the ‘polluter pays’ and the ‘precautionary 
principle’.  

Belgium is a bilingual country and has three regions (Flanders, Brussels and Walloon). It is a 
governmentally complex country with three community parliaments (Dutch, French and 
German) and three regional governments (Flanders, Walloon and Brussels). The Flemish 
region and community have merged their parliaments. Nature conservation and biodiversity 
conservation is regionalised and the Walloon and Flanders region both take quite a different 
approach. Flanders has a more centralised approach with implementation power assigned to 
the provinces, while Walloon has given most power to the municipalities.  

Spain is a federal country, consisting of 17 relatively autonomous regions. Since its 
membership of the European Union, regionalisation has taken place along with strong 
economic development, which both have had an impact on nature conservation (Bromley, 
1997). The regional governments carry the responsibilities for environmental protection.  

Unitary states maintain the responsibilities for nature conservation at the national level, 
although it can be possible that part or even the majority of decision-making tasks are 
delegated to the regions. Decentralisation can be carried out in different ways. 

Nature protection in Bulgaria dates from the beginning of the twentieth century when acts 
that included some protective measures, such as for forests, hunting and fishing, were 
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adopted.  The first Act having clearer orientation to the requirements of the international legal 
norms was the Nature Protection Act, adopted in 1967. It envisaged measures not only for 
preservation, but also for the sustainable use of natural resources.  In 1992, the Environmental 
Protection Act was approved, which established the contemporary framework for state policy 
and management. In the early nineties, the Ministry of Environment was established and 
Bulgaria signed the Bern Convention and the Convention on Biological Diversity. In 1998, 
Bulgaria adopted the first specialised nature conservation act, the Protected Areas Act. It 
introduced a contemporary system of protected area categories and defined the interactions 
between the institutions and their management responsibilities. This law has also imposed the 
development of management plans that require the determination of concrete regimes for each 
protected area. Since 2002, the relations between the State and municipalities, and juridical 
and real persons have been regulated, concerning the protection and the sustainable use of 
biological diversity. This Biological Diversity Act regulates the protection of habitats, plant 
and animal species and their biotopes. It introduces the requirements of the Habitats and the 
Birds Directives, focusing on the preservation of habitat types and biotopes of plant and 
animal species. The Act on Biological Diversity envisages the establishment of a National 
Ecological Network, consisting of three elements – protected zones, protected areas and 
buffer zones. This National Ecological Network will prioritise identified SCI sites, Ramsar 
sites and Important Bird Areas.  

In the Czech Republic, nature conservation has a long tradition, as the first forest reserve (the 
Hojná Voda Virgin Forest) was created in southern Bohemia in 1838. The Czech National 
Council Act No. 114/1992 (Gazette on Protection of Nature and the Landscape, 1992) is 
based on a relatively modern integrated approach. Its main concept is that not only protected 
parts of nature should be conserved for the future, but that it is also important to maintain 
natural processes in ecosystems and even landscapes, stressing both diversity and importance 
of life-supporting processes in various biological systems. This could be interpreted as an 
early form of ecosystem services. The purpose of the law is to contribute towards the 
preservation and restoration of the natural equilibrium in the landscape. Under the Act, 
significant landscape components or elements must be protected from damage and 
destruction. Although the whole system of large- and small-sized protected areas has been 
established since the 1830s, the present legislation that is based on a holistic or integrated 
approach has tried to deal with unprotected agricultural and forest lands, using a national 
concept of TSES (Territorial System of Ecological Stability) at various levels. The concept of 
TSES started in the 1970s, being a pioneering ecological network at national, regional and 
local levels in Europe. The Ministry of Agriculture is responsible for forest management 
(except in the three national parks), which is stipulated in the Forest Act (Act. No. 289/1995 
Gazette). The programme defines more than 40 priorities over the medium- and long-term for 
nature conservation and landscape protection in the Czech Republic and is explicitly based on 
a cross-sectoral approach, incorporating nature management issues in various sectors 
(agriculture, forestry, regional development, physical planning, transport, tourism, education, 
etc.). The Ministry of the Environment developed the National Biodiversity Conservation 
Strategy in the Czech Republic that deals with biological diversity at all three levels (i.e., 
genes, populations/species, and habitats/ecosystems) as a basis for its holistic approach.  

The Republic of Cyprus is a parliamentary democracy. The president of the state has an 
important role in politics, because the president is also the chair of the council of ministers. 
The first legislation related to the environment in Cyprus was the Forest Law of 1879, which 
was announced a year after Cyprus was placed under British administration. The town and 
country planning law of 1972 provides the Minister of the Environment with power to issue 
orders to set up protected areas for natural sites that have ‘special national character’. The 
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forest protection act dates from 1967 and the Game and Wild protection act from 1974, 
however there is no special Nature conservation act. The Ministry of Agriculture and Natural 
Resources has developed a bill for the protection of the environment as the basic legal text to 
meet the EU environmental directives and most international environmental conventions. The 
department of Forestry (Nature Conservation Service) of the Ministry of Agriculture and 
Natural Resources (MANRE) is the main body concerned with nature conservation (World 
Conservation Monitoring Centre 1992). 

Since 1917, the nature conservation legislation has contributed to safeguard nature in 
Denmark. Conservation of nature in special areas was the most important nature protection 
measure until the 1960s. In the late 1970s, considerations concerning nature were 
incorporated in the overall planning of the Danish landscape. Areas of natural value and 
productive agricultural areas were distinguished and a strategy for general habitat protection 
was adopted to protect non-agricultural production land. In the early 1980s, bio-geographical 
and dispersal considerations were taken into account in nature conservation and regional 
planning (Jongman and Kristiansen 2001). The 1992 Nature Protection Act provides the main 
instruments for the implementation of different policies, to be achieved in combination with 
physical planning legislation and the Environmental Protection Act. This act provides 
different types of protection such as General habitat protection that protects most types of 
nature, except forests. In addition, Protection zones along coastlines protects nature along 
coastlines, such as beaches and lakes. Denmark did not have National Parks until 2007. The 
Regulation on Small Biotopes provides protection of all meadows, heaths, salt marches, 
dunes, marches/bogs etc., watercourses, coasts, semi-natural grasslands, lakes and other 
natural/semi-natural habitats, when they match certain minimum size criteria (100 m2 for 
ponds, 2500m2 for other types). Existing use in these biotopes is allowed to continue, but 
active changes to the areas can only take place with a permit (Ministry of Environment, 
National Forest and Nature Agency, 1992). 

In Estonia the roots of nature conservation lie in the folk religion. The nature conservation 
function of folk religion derives from the close connection of sacredness and taboo. The first 
protected area in Estonia was established in 1910, a bird sanctuary was created on the Vaika 
islands of the west coast of Saaremaa. The first Nature Conservation Act was passed in 1935 
(Randla and Sillaots, 1997). At present, the basic framework for nature conservation is set in 
the Estonian Constitution (1992), stating in Article 5 that “… natural resources are of national 
value and they should be used sustainably” and Article 34 allows “…to limit the mobility of 
people, when needed for the protection of environment”.  Article 53 states that “…every 
person shall be obliged to preserve the human and natural environment and to compensate for 
damages caused by him or her to the environment”.  In June 1994 the Act on the Nature 
Conservation Objects (SH 1994, 46, 773), one of the main instruments concerning nature 
conservation, was passed. The act is elaborated in several regulations. On March 12, 1997, the 
Parliament adopted the Estonian Environmental Strategy, which contains objectives for 
Maintenance of Landscapes and Biodiversity. Tasks set for the year 2010, include “to 
establish a network of nature reserves corresponding to EU recommendations where zones of 
strict protection (strict nature reserves and special management zones) would cover up to 5% 
of the terrestrial area of Estonia”. The Nature Protection Department of the Ministry of 
Environment is responsible for national tasks of nature conservation and sustainable use of 
the earth crust, environmental management and environmental impact assessment. 

In the Finnish constitution, the islands of Åland have a certain degree of regional autonomy, 
this also involves matters regarding environmental affairs. At the local level, municipalities 
have a constitutionally guaranteed right to independent decision-making, but as far as nature 
conservation is concerned, local environmental policy has no great importance. The first 
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Nature Conservation Act dates from 1923 and protected areas have been established since the 
1930s (Ministry of Environment, 1997). In the early 1970s, a first initiative was taken to plan 
the development of an environmental administration. As a result, an Environmental Protection 
Department was established as part of the Ministry of the Interior to primarily deal with 
pollution questions. A Natural Resources Management Division in the Ministry of Agriculture 
and Forestry was set up to manage and plan nature conservation areas on state land. 
Subsequently, the Ministry of Environment was established in 1983. Finland’s environmental 
administration was restructured in 1995 and as a result the Finnish Environment Institute, a 
centre for environmental research and development, and 13 Regional Units were created. 
Nowadays, the environmental administration includes the Ministry of Environment, the 
Finnish Environment Institute, the Housing Fund of Finland and the Regional Environment 
Centres. The Ministry of Environment also supervises environmental protection in the Finnish 
Forest and Park Service. Until 1997, the legal prescripts of Finnish nature conservation were 
stipulated in the Nature Conservation Act of 1923. Biodiversity was accordingly protected 
mainly through the designation of protected areas and the protection of individual flora and 
fauna species. A basic network of protected areas was established under the nature 
conservation act. Special conservation programmes drawn up for specific habitats starting 
from the 1970s have supported this network (Finnish Environment Institute, 1998). In 1997, 
the Nature Conservation Act of 1923 was replaced with the new Nature Conservation Act 
1096/1996, which aims to conserve nature and biodiversity, and protect the landscape. The 
main object of the revision was to implement the provisions of EU legislation by 
incorporating them into national legislation as a new tool for nature conservation.  

France has a long history of habitat protection and hunting activities. As early as 1791, the 
status of the national forests has been regulated by law. For example, a law established in 
1922 on production forests aimed to protect soil against erosion. One of the first modern laws, 
with relevance to the protection of areas, was the 1930 law relating to the protection of natural 
monuments and sites of artistic, historical, scientific, romantic or scenic interest. The 
inspiration for this law was a previous law of 1913 on historic monuments (Cutrera, 1991). In 
France, legislation with regard to nature conservation is focused on the creation of national 
and regional parks wildlife protection programmes (Bischoff and Jongman, 1993). These 
programmes allow for monitoring population trends. The programmes are based on a 
regulatory framework that ensures strict protection for 644 fauna species and 573 plant 
species together with the supervision of hunting activities. The protection of sites, landscapes 
and natural habitats can originally be found under Law n° 76-629, concerning the protection 
of nature in general, including flora and fauna, it states that the protection of the natural areas 
and landscapes is a common interest. This means there is a general duty to take care of its 
conservation. Consequently, this law has made environmental impact assessment compulsory 
for projects capable of affecting the natural areas. Coastal zones are protected by a regional 
and interregional scheme for conservation of coastal zones. There is special legislation for the 
protection of mountains and wetlands. Several regulations exist that protect endangered 
species, regulate introductions and regulate Natura2000 sites.  

In Greece the main authorities involved in nature conservation are the Ministry of 
Environment, Physical Planning and Public Works, the Ministry of Agriculture, and the 
General Secretariat for Forests and the Natural Environment. When the Greek administration 
was restructured according to the National Law 2503/97, several powers were transferred 
from Central government to mainly the Regional Authorities, but also to the Prefectural and 
Municipal Authorities. With regard to authority on environmental issues, special mention 
must be made to the 13 Directorates of Environment and Planning, which prior to the issuing 
of this law belonged to the Ministry of Environment, Physical Planning and Public Works and 
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now belong to the respective 13 Regions of Greece. Similarly, the 53 Forest Directorates, 
which administratively belonged to the General Secretariat for Forests and the Natural 
Environment and comprised its peripheral services, now belong to the Regions. The principal 
national legislation on the environment is the Law 998/79 “On the protection of forests and 
forest land of Greece” and Framework Law 1650/86 “On the protection of the environment”. 
In addition, the ratification of the Directive 85/337/EEC “On the assessment of impacts of 
certain public and private projects on the environment” with the Joint Ministerial. In 1994, 
Greece ratified the Biodiversity Convention and the Ministry for the Environment, Physical 
Planning and Public Works, General Directorate for the Environment form the co-ordination 
body. The Ministry of Agriculture and other involved Ministries are collaborating in the fields 
of their competencies. The framework of the overall national legislation is the Law 743/77 
“On the protection of the marine environment” which was modified in 1981 and 1994.  

Hungary is situated in the heart of Europe. The development of nature conservation is 
difficult due to the fast growing economy, the transition of property (privatisation), the 
relatively high population density, land use change and social stress (Ministry for 
Environment and Regional Policy, 1994). The first legal measure for environmental 
protection was the Hungarian Forest Act of 1879. A high-level and comprehensive legislative 
regulation of nature conservation was effected in 1935, by the Act on Forests and Nature 
Conservation. Nature conservation has been regulated independently since 1961 (Act LIII, 
1996). At present the main regulation is Act no LIII of 1996 on Nature Conservation. The 
current nature conservation approach should bear respect to and sustain biodiversity; nature as 
a whole must be protected. The available natural resources must be used wisely and 
sustainably, so that their regenerating and self-sustaining abilities are not jeopardised, 
moreover, these abilities should be artificially retrieved if any temporary danger should occur. 
Irretrievable natural resources must be managed and protected with special care (Act LIII, 
1996). Natural areas are protected under the 1996 Act no LIII on nature conservation in 
Hungary. Four categories of protected areas are defined in the Act: national parks, landscape 
protection reserves, nature conservation areas and natural monuments. National parks and 
landscape protection reserves are exclusively to be designated by the Minister. The Minister 
may designate (parts of) national parks, landscape protection reserves and nature conservation 
areas as biosphere reserve, if they are of internationally outstanding scientific value. By 1997, 
there were seven national parks, two proposed national parks, 51 landscape protection 
reserves, and 153 nature conservation areas at the national level. There are nine Nature 
Conservation Directorates responsible for organising and co-ordinating the direct site 
management in co-operation with partner authorities (water management, forest management 
etc.). Non-governmental organisations are also involved in direct site management (Eurosite, 
1998). The National Ecological Network includes areas where traditional farming has 
developed a distinct landscape scenery, a historical character and importance to the habitats of 
plant and animal communities. The National Ecological Network is meant to become an 
integral part of the European Ecological Network (Master Plan, 1996). In accordance with 
international requirements, Sites of Specific Scientific Interest have been designated and 
Biogenetic reserves have been established in accordance with the directives of the EU.  

The National Authority for Nature Conservation of the Ministry for Environment and 
Regional Policy and the Nature Conservation Directorates of the administrative regions are 
responsible for species protection. Several plant and animal species are protected by the 1982 
Decree on the protected and strictly protected animal and plant species with their theoretical 
values and on the strictly protected caves. The 1996 Nature Conservation Act protects the 
surroundings of some protected animal breeding places. Protection of flora and fauna is linked 
to the protection of their habitats; therefore, special attention is given to the fragments of 
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habitats that preserve plant species and communities which are unknown elsewhere and have 
been isolated as result of natural and human activities. Protection of fauna includes direct 
measures of populations and animal communities and the protection of habitats. Habitats 
should have minimum sizes and the protection of habitats should exceed local level 
protection. The establishment of a National Ecological Network will be of major importance 
for the protection of fauna.  

The Republic of Ireland is the most western member-state of the EC. The Irish agricultural 
landscape is rich in hedgerows, herb-rich grasslands and bird species. Numerous important 
habitats, e.g. blanket bogs and raised bogs and coastal areas that are often important bird areas 
cover Ireland. Nearly all natural deciduous woodlands were cleared by 1700 and only less 
than one per cent remain today (Grimmet 1990). Since 1860, parks have been in state 
ownership. Protected area legislation began with the establishment of Bourn Vincent National 
Park in 1932, which is now known as Killarny National Park. In 1954, the State Property Act 
enabled setting aside land for subsequent national parks (World Conservation Monitoring 
Centre, 1992). The current legislation for establishing protected areas, other than national 
parks, and protecting flora and fauna is the Wildlife Act of 1976. This act repeals the Game 
Preservation Act and the Wild Birds Protection Act of 1930 (Environmental Information 
Service, 1997). Less than 3 per cent of the area of the Irish Republic is protected and nature 
reserves are mostly smaller than 500 ha. It is estimated that only about 23,000 ha, of the 
original 311,000 ha, of more or less intact bog surfaces area remain in 141 sites. About 19,000 
ha of blanket bogs and 928 ha of midland raised bogs are protected in ten nature reserves. The 
largest extent of native broad-leaved woodland is situated within Killarney National Park 
(Craig 1984). Other site designations were established under the 1963 and 1976 Local 
Government Planning and Development Act. This act requires that provisions for the use of 
land are included in the development plan of each local authority. The principal legal 
framework for the protection of flora and fauna is the Wildlife Act of 1976. The National 
Parks and Wildlife Service is responsible for the administration and enforcement of this act. 
The Department of Arts, Heritage, Gaeltacht and the Islands is responsible for the formulation 
and implementation of national policy in relation to heritage, including waterways, national 
parks and wildlife as well as national monuments and historic properties. The National Parks 
and Wildlife Service is responsible for the conservation of wild flora and fauna, threatened 
habitats and species and the management and presentation to the public of National Parks, 
Nature Reserves and other designated areas (Office of Public Works, 1998).  

Italy has a rich biodiversity with the presence of three biogeographical zones and a long 
north-south gradient. In the 1970s, part of the protected areas competences was devolved 
from the State Government to the 21 regional administrations. Many natural parks came under 
the jurisdiction of the Regions and new parks were created. The result of these developments 
was not only a notable growth in protected areas, but also the beginning of discussions that 
lead to the new law n. 394 of 6 December 1991, which proposed to actively protect the 
ecological system of the Country by protecting areas, parks and reserve networks. This law 
aims:  

• To establish an even distribution of responsibility among the State (whose guiding role 
was highlighted by recent decisions handed down by the Constitutional Court), the 
regional administrations and local administrations; 

• To ensure adequate sector planning; this would enable a significant portion of the 
Country to be placed under special protection. 

In The Netherlands the parliament approved the Nature Policy Plan (Natuurbeleidsplan) in 
1990, in which the long-term nature policy of the government is presented. This policy 



 Page 22

principally aims at the sustainable conservation, rehabilitation and development of nature and 
landscape. In this policy plan, the government introduced the National Ecological Network 
(Ecologische Hoofdstructuur, NEN). The aim of the NEN is to develop a coherent network of 
natural areas (core areas and nature development areas) that are connected by ecological 
corridors. With this concept of NEN, the government launched a new approach to nature 
conservation, replacing the traditional protection of natural areas in their original status, with 
an active form of protection and nature development, setting clear priorities in a wider 
(inter)national context. In addition to the Nature Policy Plan, an important policy concept is 
the Species Policy, which provides measures for the protection of specific species and deals 
with the application of legal regulations on the protection of animal and plant species.  

The 1996 Nature Conservation Law provided the legal framework for internal and external 
management of designated protected areas. It was revised and adapted in conformity with the 
EU regulations (Birds Directive and Habitats and Species Directive). It aims to protect all 
nature areas that are not yet properly protected or managed, to secure existing protected nature 
conservation areas and to provide a framework for the designation of protected nature 
monuments. It requires the preparation of nature management plans for nature reserves. By 
the Nature Conservation Law, Natura 2000 sites based on EC Directories 79/409 and 92/43 
can be established as well as protected nature monuments/protected state monuments, and 
protected landscapes.  

The 1998 Flora and Fauna Act legally protects plant and animal species. In this act, the 
former Bird Law, Hunting Law, Law for threatened exotic animal species and the chapter on 
species protection of the Nature Conservation Law were merged. It contains prohibitions for 
killing or catching certain species and the removal of species from nature. It protects all bird 
species that occur naturally in Europe and it contains a list of species that may be hunted. The 
Flora and Fauna Act meets the requirements of the EU. For the realisation of NEN there is a 
legal basis and several instruments exist.  

In March 2008 the new Biodiversity programme was accepted by the government stating a 
national and international task for Dutch biodiversity policy. The priorities are: 

• Trade chains and biodiversity (biomass, food, feed, fuel), 

• Payments for biodiversity (ecosystem services), 

• Biodiversity, ecosystem services and land use, 

• Ecological Networks within ecoregional development, 

• Marine biodiversity. 

Romania is a meeting point of biogeographic regions, namely Alpine, Continental, 
Pannonian and Mediterranean. For this reason, and the fact that it has a high percentage of 
(semi)natural areas, the country has a rich biodiversity. In 1930, the first Law on natural 
monuments protection was adopted. The current Constitution stipulates the state’s obligation 
to ensure the exploitation of natural resources in accordance with national interests as well as 
the conservation and rehabilitation of the environment. In 1995, the Law on the 
Environmental Protection – law No. 137/1995– was approved. The objective of this law is to 
regulate environmental protection, based on principles and strategic elements leading to the 
sustainable development of society. The principles include the precautionary principle, the 
principle of prevention of ecological risks, conservation of biodiversity and ecosystems and 
the “polluter-pays” principle. The law also regulates the participation of non-governmental 
organisations. Under the law, the protection of some rare and endangered species, the 
conservation of biodiversity, and the setting up of protected areas, as well as measures 
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established by the environmental protection authorities have priority against other interests. 
The institutions responsible for the enforcement of this law are the Ministry of Waters, 
Forests and Environmental Protection, the authorities of the Central and Local Public 
Administration and the Romanian Academy, through the Commission for Nature Monuments 
Protection. Nature Conservation authorities are the Ministry of Water, Forests and 
Environmental Protection. The latter is the central administrative body and the highest 
inspection authority for all environmental matters, as well as the highest authority for 
environmental policy. There are 42 Environmental Protection Agencies (EPAs) (one for each 
county), each consisting of a department for Nature and Biological Diversity Conservation. 
The EPAs carry out the prerogatives and responsibilities of the central environmental 
protection authority, they are subordinated at territorial level, and are responsible for the 
enforcement of the environmental laws by means of monitoring, inspections and regulations. 
The Administration of the Biosphere Reserve “Danube Delta” with headquarters in Tulcea 
and under the subordination of the Ministry of Water, Forests and Environmental Protection is 
responsible for assessing the ecological status of the natural heritage. It is also responsible for 
organising scientific research, taking the necessary measures for conservation and protection 
of genetic resources and biodiversity, developing and implementing measures for the 
ecological reconstruction of the deltaic ecosystems and authorising economic and tourist 
activities. There is also a National Forest Authority (in charged of forest protection and 
management) and a National Water Authority (responsible for water management). The local 
authorities (communes, municipalities and county councils) have limited obligations with 
regard to environmental protection and pollution control. 

Nature Conservation is considered very important in Sweden. There is not only a Nature 
Conservation Act, but also a Natural Resources Management Act and an Environmental 
Protection Act (OECD, 1997). An important right in Sweden, is the right of public access. 
Except from a general statement in the Environmental Code on the right of public access, the 
law does not regulate this right. The basic principle is that everyone is entitled to move freely 
through the countryside as well as pass through and spend time on someone else’s land and 
water without specific permission, as long as no damage is caused and people’s privacy is 
respected. One is entitled to pick berries, flowers and mushrooms and to swim and go ashore.  

In the last years of the 20th century, a process of devolution took place in the United 
Kingdom. Consequently, there are four different approaches to Nature Conservation at 
present. Primary legislation in England and Wales is set by the UK Parliament, in Scotland by 
the Scottish Parliament, and in Northern Ireland by the making of Orders. Laws may be 
amended through successive legislation or specific Amendment Acts. As a result, laws 
relating to specific subjects (e.g. protected sites) are often spread across more than one piece 
of legislation. The main piece of legislation relating to nature conservation in Great Britain is 
the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981. This Act is supplemented by the Conservation 
Regulations 1994, and the Countryside and Rights of Way (CRoW) Act 2000 (in England and 
Wales), and the Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004. In Northern Ireland, the main 
legislation is held in the Wildlife (Northern Ireland) Order 1985 and the Environment 
(Northern Ireland) Order 2002, supplemented by the Conservation (Natural Habitats, etc) 
Regulations 1995. The UK also has local conservation measures e.g. LBAPs (local 
biodiversity action plans) for individual counties. 
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Table 1. Overview of state organisation and nature conservation organisation in the 
member states of the European Union, Norway and Switzerland. 

Country Type of State Nature Conservation Legislation 

Austria Federal Regional 

Belgium Federal regional  

Bulgaria Unitary National 

Cyprus Unitary Not available 

Czech Republic Unitary National 

Denmark Unitary National 

Estonia Unitary National 

Finland Unitary National 

France Unitary National 

Germany federal Regional + national guidelines  

Greece Unitary National 

Hungary Unitary National 

Ireland Unitary National 

Italy Unitary National and regional 

Latvia Unitary National 

Lithuania Unitary National 

Luxemburg Unitary National 

Malta Unitary National 

Netherlands unitary National 

Norway unitary National 

Poland unitary National 

Portugal unitary National 

Romania unitary National 

Slovakia unitary National 

Slovenia unitary National 

Spain federal Regional 

Sweden unitary National 

Switzerland federal national and regional 

United Kingdom federal national and regional 
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3.2 National and regional nature conservation responsibilities  

The organisation (organisational structure) of a member state dictates where the final 
responsibility for legislative Nature Conservation lies, whether at the national or regional 
level. However, when it comes to actual tasks many countries have delegated nature 
conservation and management tasks partly or completely to the regions or provinces. A 
summary is presented in Table 2.    

The responsibility is mostly with the national governments. In the federal states such as 
Belgium, Germany, Spain, UK and Austria the responsibility is at the regional level and the 
national authorities have only minor power to influence decisions, such as the selection of 
Natura2000 sites. This can cause great differences between regions within these countries. It 
can also be a source of complex negotiations, as the National state is the point of reference for 
the European Union, but has no power to carry out the requests from the European Union.  

In most countries, the responsibility is mainly at the national level and appointed to the 
Ministry of Environment. In a number of cases, however, the Ministry of Agriculture is 
responsible, such as in the Netherlands, Spain and Greece. In Greece, the Ministry of 
Agriculture is responsible for the management of National Parks and generally all forested 
areas, species protection, the supervision of issues on fisheries, hunting, forestry, agriculture, 
genetic resources, ex situ plant conservation and domestic animals. In Spain, the main 
responsibility for nature conservation at the national level is with the Ministry of Agriculture. 
In 1971, a National Institute for Nature Conservation (Instituto Nacional para la Conservation 
de la Natureza, ICONA) was established within the Ministry of Agriculture. At present 
ICONA also remains responsible for the administration and management of national parks, 
though many tasks are now regulated at the level of the autonomous regions. The National 
Commission for the Protection of Nature (CNPN) is a consultant organisation established by 
the 1989 Law on the Conservation of Natural Areas, Flora and Wildlife. It is responsible for 
the co-ordination of the activities at the national level and the activities of the regional 
authorities. CNPN includes the Committee for Natural Protected Areas (CNENP). ICONA 
chairs CNENP that consists of a representative of each of the autonomous regions. 

In Denmark, the central government has transferred many of functions to district authorities 
and county authorities. This process of decentralisation started in the 1970s and has continued 
since then. The national government does not have full power of instruction in relation to the 
counties and municipalities. Counties and municipalities are only bound by the general 
environmental rules, i.e. Acts and Statutory Orders.  

In Germany, legislative power at the federal level is organised as followed: legislation is 
made by the federal government and the Bundestag (parliament) and the Bundesrat (federal 
council) approves or disapproves. The Bundesrat is the representation of the 16 Länder, in 
which each Land has 3 to 5 representatives. The Bundesrat has an important role in German 
legislation; designs for legislation are first sent to the Bundesrat for approval and 
subsequently sent to the parliament (Kleintjes and Kemps, 1992). Germany consists of 16 
autonomous states. These Länder are divided into three governmental layers: counties 
(Regieringsbezirke), districts (Kreise) and municipalities (Gemeinden). Each county consists 
of several districts and non-district municipalities (Kreisfreie Städte). A district consists of 
several municipalities. In 1951 the Bund decentralised nature conservation and landscape 
protection to the Länder. At the level of the Länder, rests the upper nature conservation 
authority, this is unusually a Ministry. A subordinate body for nature conservation and the 
environment assists the Ministry. Environmental legislation is carried out by concurring 
legislation and framework legislation. The contact between federal and state governments 
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takes place through a Conference of Ministers of Environment (Umweltministerkonferenz). 
Usually twice a year, the Ministers of the Environment of the Länder and the Bundesminister 
meet to discuss matters of legislation, execution of legislation, planning and research. The 
role of these meetings and standing committees is to ensure, as far as possible, that there is a 
logical progression in policy making and implementation through the layers of government 
(Bromley, 1997). ‘Counties’ are administrative regions without legislative power that are 
governed by a Government president (Regierungspresident), who is appointed by the 
Landestag (parliament). Nature conservation competence of the districts and non-district 
municipalities are the lower nature conservation authorities. In large non-district cities and 
large district cities, nature conservation is a task of the landscape management directorate 
(Gartenbauämtern or Grünflächenämtern, Ranneberg et al, 1996). 

The present German legislation offers a wide variety of protection categories, each offering 
different levels of mandatory protection standards. Regional and town planning also provide 
instruments for protection, e.g. as a regional “greenway” or by contracts with landowners. 
Until now, the implementation of these general goals is still under discussion. However, a 
working group formed by the state nature conservation agencies and the Federal Agency for 
Nature Conservation has developed a set of criteria to identify those sites that can be included 
in a habitat network system (Burkhardt et al., 2003). According to these criteria, the existing 
characteristic landscape features and the potential of the landscape should form the basis for 
any habitat network concept, which requires the development of appropriate concepts at all 
planning levels. At present most Bundesländer have developed Ecological Networks and a 
vision document exists describing how these should function at the level of the federal state.  

In Italy, several authority levels are involved in nature conservation in a strict sense (habitats, 
ecosystems, species, sustainable planning, etc.). The Ministry of Environment is the most 
important authority. The Ministry of Agricultural Policies is responsible at the national level 
for the agricultural resources planning including fishery, forestry and fresh water resources 
management. The Ministry of Public Works is responsible for soil protection. In addition, the 
Ministry of Cultural and Environmental Heritage is involved in nature conservation policy 
because it is responsible for landscape protection aspects. The Ministry of Environment has 
frequent relations with Regional bodies in official works for protected areas and the safeguard 
of species and habitat. In Italy, besides the state government at the national level, there are 21 
regions with increasing autonomy, 102 provinces and 8097 municipalities. The State 
generally has a coordination role. Each Region has to produce a regional law and often 
Provinces and Municipalities have to issue local regulations. The competences and 
management power for protected areas shifted to the regional administrations in the 1970s. 
The result of this was not only a notable growth in protected areas, but also the beginning of 
developing policy regarding protected areas and a parks and reserves network to actively 
protect the ecological system of the country. On the other hand, central governments have 
also attempted to concentrate various environmental powers, in order to be able to better 
implement emerging international and national policies (Bromley, 1997). At present, there is 
a growing diversity in nature protection. Some regions (Umbria, Tuscany, and Bologna) are 
actively involved in ecological network development, while others take a more reserved 
approach.  

In The Netherlands, the main objective of biodiversity conservation is the realisation of the 
National Ecological Network that includes Natura2000 sites. Land acquisition is the main 
method to reach nature conservation targets, which is carried out by the Government Service 
for Land and Water Use (Dienst Landelijk Gebied voor inrichting en beheer, DLG). In the 
Nature Policy Plan and the Policy Documents on Agriculture and Nature Conservation, a 
number of hectares have been allocated for nature reserves, nature development and other 
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types of area protection. Each province has developed an acquisition plan, in which the 
government, provinces and involved organisations consider which areas need to be obtained 
and which areas can be under management agreements. The State Forest Service 
(Staatsbosbeheer) is a state agency that carries out management of Nature areas, as do the 
Non Governmental Organisations such as the Society for Nature Conservation and the 
Provincial Landscape Foundations. Usually, the acquisition of land is financed through own 
income, support from the state and additional provincial grants, provided that the Society for 
Nature Conservation and the Provincial Landscape Foundations participate. Coordination 
responsibility lies with the twelve provinces, while the State (Ministry of ANF) is responsible 
for supervision and coordinates policy.  

For the creation of core areas in the NEN the following options exist:  

• acquisition of nature areas by the enforcement of the Nature Conservation Law  

• creation of National Parks  

• acquisition of nature areas by the enforcement of EU Directives and International 
Conventions  

For enlargement and connection of nature areas, the government has the following options:  

• acquisition of land to create nature reserves and management agreements with farmers 
according to the Policy Document on Agriculture and Nature Conservation 

• ‘Strategische Groen Projecten’: an instrument provided by the ‘Structuurschema 
Groene Ruimte’, in which specific projects realise specific areas in order to reach a 
certain goal regarding the quality of nature and biodiversity.  

• creation of robust ecological corridors through planning acquisition and agri-
environmental measures 

In Spain, the 17 autonomous regions have been given increasing power since the 1987 
constitution. Areas of power that have been transferred to the regions are transport, 
agriculture, tourism, health policy and environment, which specifically includes nature 
conservation. Article 45 Chapter III of the Constitution entitled “Guidelines for Social and 
Economic Policy” embodies principles of conservation, including rational use of resources, 
protection and restoration of the environment. The autonomous regions have the power to 
designate new protected areas, in some cases without using standard criteria in the 
designation. A concern of nature conservation is that different regions give different priorities 
to nature conservation. Andalucía has over 80 protected areas, while its neighbour 
Extremadura has just three. In addition, protected areas are not always guaranteed the same 
actual protection. 

The UK Government Department with the overall responsibility for the environment in 
England, Scotland and Wales, is the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 
(DEFRA). All countries within the UK have agencies for environmental management such as 
Natural England, Scottish Natural Heritage and the Countryside Council for Wales. The 
United Kingdom has a variety of designations, which reflect not only the variety of agencies 
involved in the process of conservation, but also the various systems that operate in the 
various constituent parts of the country (Bromley, 1997). 
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Table 2. Overview of policies and management in the member states of the EU.  

Country N2000 
responsibility  

implementation 
level supervision Policy outside N2000 

Austria Regional Regional Regional 
Species protection plans, 
forestry, Agri-environmental 
schemes 

Belgium regional Regions and 
provinces Regional 

REN, species protection 
plans, Agri environmental 
schemes 

Bulgaria National National National National Biodiversity 
Strategy, NEN 

Cyprus National  National National no information 

Czech 
Republic National Regional National 

TSES (NEN+REN), road 
mitigation, agri-environment 
schemes 

Denmark 

Districts 
(Amte) 
conservation 
committee 

National/ regional National 

species action plans (otter, 
trout), landscape planning, 
ecological corridors, Agri-
environmental schemes 

Estonia National National 
National, 
regional 
(districts) 

NEN, Agri-environmental 
schemes 

Finland 
National, 
Åland 
separate 

National, Åland 
separate  National  

Species protection, area 
protection, landscape 
protection  

France National 
National + 
deconcentrated 

Directions 
National NEN, Agri-environmental 

schemes 

Germany Regional (16) Regional Regional REN, agri-environmental 
schemes 

Greece National National+ regional National  

Hungary National National National NEN. Agri-environmental 
schemes 

Ireland National National National  

Italy National National + regional National REN, agri-environmental 
schemes 

Latvia National National National  

Lithuania National depending on  
project National National Biodiversity 

Strategy, species actions,  

Luxemburg National National National  

Malta National National National  

Netherlands National + 
regional Regional National 

NEN, species protection 
plans,+ National 
Biodiversity Programme 
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Country N2000 
responsibility  

implementation 
level supervision Policy outside N2000 

Poland     

Portugal National National National  

Romania National Regional National Protected area policy and 
species protection 

Slovakia National Districts National 
Parks/Protection National 

TSES (NEN+REN), species 
plans, Natura 2000 
demands most resources 

Slovenia     

Spain Regional Regional National REN, agri-environmental 
schemes 

Sweden National National National  

United 
Kingdom 

Various 
organisations 

UK (DEFRA) SSSI 
become N2000 National 

UK Biodiversity plan 
(national to local), Action 
plans for geological 
features, species, heath, 
REN 

 

 

Several Member states have Biodiversity Action plans that are actively carried out. Some of 
these are elaborated into Species Action Plans. Several counties in the UK have their own 
Biodiversity Action Plans. Ecological Networks at the national (NEN) and regional level 
(REN) are under development in several countries. In the Czech and Slovak Republic, the 
Terrestrial System of Ecological Stability (TSES, USES) is conceived as an ecological 
network of biocentres (core areas) and biocorridors at different scale levels. Most of these 
countries have been classified using biogeographical, ecological and landscape criteria and 
TSES elements of local, regional and supraregional importance have been identified. In 
Germany, the Bundesländer has the obligation to develop coherent ecological networks. This 
process and the negotiations with neighbouring countries are ongoing and are being 
coordinated by the Bundesamt für Naturschutz. 

In Sweden and Finland, the Usus publicus (public use) gives everyone the possibility to pass 
through private land and water and to pick flowers and berries wherever the land has not been 
taken into use. The public use permits access on any land in private ownership, except for the 
immediate environment of the house. This includes forest areas even if it is in use for forestry.  

The Swedish Environmental Protection Agency (SEPA) is the main executive agency for 
nature conservation (OECD, 1997) and is responsible for supervising nature conservation. 
The SEPA is a central state agency, whose tasks include producing information and 
knowledge on the environment. It is also responsible for monitoring and evaluating the state 
of the environment and environmental protection as a basis for policy. County councils and 
municipalities have a minor role.  

In France, the State shares responsibility with the regions, the departments and municipalities 
since the Law of 07/01/1983. This law concerns the division of competencies for the 
protection and improvement of the environment. There is co-responsibility between the State 
and the local authorities with regard to different fields such as Nature conservation. Devolved 
administrations (services déconcentrés) carry out the state competence at a local level under 
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supervision of the State. In 2006, a plan for an ecological network was proposed based on 
article 10 of the Habitats and Species Directive (Trame Verte, pers comm. Jaffeux 2007). In 
2008 this idea is being developed further.  

Also in Hungary, nature conservation is an organised, legally regulated, centrally managed, 
professionally financed and authoritative activity. At the same time, it is the interest and task 
of society, municipalities and citizens. The national governmental level has a leading role in 
the preservation of nature and the sustainable use of it in terms of guidance, implementation 
and financing.  

Portugal has set up a Nature Conservation Agency, the Institute for Nature Conservation and 
Biodiversity (Institution da Conservação da Natureza e Biodiversidade, ICNB) that has the 
task to pursue the national politics of nature conservation and to assure the management of the 
national network of protected areas. The ICNB is a public collective legal body with 
administrative and financial autonomy, under the tutelage of the Ministry of Environment. It 
is responsible for national activities concerning nature conservation and protected area 
management.  

3.3 The role of Non Governmental Organisations (NGOs) 

In many countries, nature conservation is carried out by both public authorities and private 
conservation groups. These private organisations take on a very diverse range of activities. 
International NGOs, such as WWF, IUCN and Birdlife, are active in most European 
countries. Many countries also have strong national or regional NGOs, in many cases with 
coordination bodies (ÖGNU in Austria). NGOs can be divided into two major groups, general 
interest groups and organisations focusing on biodiversity and nature conservation.  

Most NGOs are general NGOs dealing with all kind of environmental issues. In Denmark, 
these NGOs have a relatively strong influence at the national and local government levels. At 
the local level, the NGO sector plays an important role in providing information and 
knowledge. The Nature Conservation Association of Denmark and the Native Conservancy 
Board have the possibility to propose an area for nature conservation to landowners. NGOs 
have the right to appeal to the Nature Protection Board of Appeal, for example in cases that 
are covered by the Nature Protection Act, the Forest Act and the Planning Act. In general, 
NGOs play an important role in drawing attention to local, national and international 
problems, developing proposals, organising and carrying out independent research and 
conservation programs, collecting data and raising public awareness. They have a strong 
influence on the public through the media. 

Some NGOs have a loose structure and function. Some operate as protest bodies and others 
operate with a professional structure and long experience in cooperation at the local or 
national level. Their activities may either focus on the protection of a certain species or be 
broader. They work on a wide range of activities such as providing information and raising 
public awareness. They can cooperate with competent authorities on solutions for 
environmental problems, the organisation of specific seminars and participate in the decision 
making process for implementation of management plans as well as in the management itself. 
In several countries, there are management organisations that own nature reserves or manage 
nature reserves owned by themselves or third parties. These include Österreichische 
Naturschutzbund, National Trust (UK), and Vereniging Natuurmonumenten (Netherlands). 

There is usually a quite intensive co-operation between Governments and NGOs in the field 
of nature conservation. In Estonia, NGOs are active in nature conservation issues at the 
national level, partly dealing with the technical legal aspects of the statutes and protection 
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rules for the new national parks and protected areas. Many NGOs are involved by providing 
detailed information and expertise in their particular fields (such as ornithology, herpetology 
and entomology) and are involved in the development of Red Data books  

The number of NGOs in Germany, Italy and France on nature conservation is restricted due to 
the special status of "registered Environmental Organisation" (Association agrée de protection 
de l'environnement, anerkannte Naturschutzverbände). The status gives these organisations 
certain rights, such as participation in public bodies, being consulted and providing 
environmental expertise. Especially in Germany, NGOs have become powerful institutions. 
Since 1995, Hungarian NGOs have had the right to co-operate in drawing up regional 
development plans and environmental protection programmes, to participate in environmental 
licensing procedures and to give their opinion on state bills and local government by-laws. In 
Italy, the registered NGOs should have the following statutes: be present in at least five 
regions, be democratic and representative; only 22 have been recognised as such until now. 
The Italian NGOs do not yet have a big influence in policy.  

The main problem for most NGOs is a lack of infrastructure and funds. In the case, that they 
are organised to work on a voluntary basis they usually only have a restricted number of 
members and are not representative. They mainly have a small nucleus of people and 
permanently struggle for administrative staff and equipment.  

4 Biodiversity conservation in the wider countryside: CAP applications 

4.1 Introduction 

The significance of agriculture for the European landscape is evident from the fact that 
roughly 40% of the land cover is agriculturally cultivated; therefore, farmers could be 
considered one of the most important land management groups. Depending on their farming 
practices, they have the ability to significantly impact all levels of biodiversity i.e. landscape, 
species and genetic material. Whether farming affects biodiversity positively or negatively 
depends on practices such as farming intensity, inputs (e.g. fertilisers and agricultural 
chemicals) and management of landscape features.  

Farmland birds are dependent on the diversity of the flora and fauna of farmland ecosystems 
for feeding, breeding and shelter; therefore, their abundance can be used an indicator for the 
overall health of farmland biodiversity. It is estimated that ‘roughly two thirds of the 
threatened and vulnerable bird species in Europe occur on farmland’. In addition, more than 
40% of all declining bird species in Europe are affected by agricultural intensification, 
whereas more than 20% are affected by abandonment’ (Tucker and Heath, 1994 in EEA, 
2004).  

Farmland that provides habitats for a diverse range of flora and fauna is often called High 
Nature Value (HNV) farmland. Approximately 15 – 25% of the European countryside could 
be considered HNV farmland, with a higher occurrence in eastern and southern Europe (EEA, 
2004).  The definition provided by Anderson et al (2003) is often used: ‘High Nature Value 
farmland comprises those areas in Europe where agriculture is a major (usually dominant) 
land use and where that agriculture supports or is associated with either a high species and 
habitat diversity or the presence of species of European conservation concern or both’. 

HNV farmland’s importance to biodiversity conservation is accredited to its rich diversity; it 
has been possible to identify three main characteristics (Keenleyside and Baldock, 2007):  
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• Farmland with a high proportion of semi-natural vegetation (heaths, Dehesa and 
species rich grasslands); 

• Farmland dominated by low-intensity agriculture or a mosaic of semi-natural and 
cultivated land and small-scale features;  

• Farmland areas supporting rare species or a high proportion of important European or 
world populations’. 

Unfortunately, HNV farming and the services provided to biodiversity are not adequately 
remunerated through the market. Additionally, farming in these areas is often not as profitable 
as their modernised large-scale equivalents. HNV farms are often small scale with the 
economic pressures inherent of subsistence and part-time farming. In turn, these 
circumstances threaten biodiversity in rural areas. The main threats to farmland biodiversity 
are intensification, abandonment, and land use change to activities other than agriculture 
(Keenleyside and Baldock, 2007). These threats will be discussed in detail below in 
conjunction with the EU member states selected for this case study.  

Agricultural policy is denationalised in the European Union, therefore the Common 
Agricultural Policy (CAP) strongly influences funding of, and approaches taken in, 
agriculture in the EU Member States. For that reason, this chapter will review the effect of 
agriculture and the CAP on HNV farmland. Firstly, providing a short description of the case 
study methodology, followed by a brief overview of the CAP, the agricultural sector and 
farmland biodiversity of the EU member states included in this case study. Subsequently, 
HNV farmland and the threats to this farming system will be discussed. To conclude, an 
overview will be provided of the agricultural measures taken to protect farmland biodiversity 
in the selected Member States, based on the EU Rural Development Programmes (RDPs).  

4.2 Methodology 

All EU member states are obligated to describe their rural development strategy in a Rural 
Development Programme (RDP) and provide this to the EU Commission for approval to be 
eligible for community support. The new RDP programming period runs from 2007 to 2013. 
A single RDP can be developed for the entire territory or multiple RDPs for the various 
regions, depending on whether the country is a unitary or federal state. The RDPs of the 
selected EU member States were the main source of information for this case study.   

The EU member states included in this case study sample were selected based on a number of 
criteria: the approval of the RDPs and the availability of an English translation. 
Unfortunately, the larger EU member states, such as Spain, France and Germany did not meet 
these criteria. Subsequently, purposeful sampling was conducted to maximise the diversity 
(geographic, social and economic) among the selected member states. Therefore, the final 
sample for this report consists of Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Sweden 
and the UK. Italy and the UK both have devolved structures and therefore have multiple 
RDPs; for that reason only one region for each country was selected, again based on the 
criteria described above. England was selected for the UK and the region Veneto was selected 
for Italy, which is located in the northern part of Italy.  

The RDPs provided information on whether and how biodiversity has been affected by land 
abandonment, intensification or land use change to activities other than agriculture. Followed 
by assessing how the member states used the land management options under Axis 2 of Pillar 
2 of the CAP, mainly focussing on LFA, Natura 2000 and agri-environmental payments 
related to farmland biodiversity, to halt or reduce biodiversity loss. Though a focussed 
research approach was chosen, it goes without saying that other measures, such as those 
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described under the Water Framework Directive and the Nitrate Directive, have directly and 
indirectly influenced biodiversity.  

To be thorough, issues regarding data availability and comparability need to be addressed. 
Firstly, there was no commonly agreed upon definition for ‘rural’. The EU commission uses 
the OECD definition, however most RDPs provide a definition that better suits the national 
circumstances of that member state. If the OECD definition were applied, then rural areas 
would cover up to 99% of the area in Sweden and 0% in the Netherlands. In addition, most 
RDP reports did refer to HNV but rarely provided a definition for HNV farmland or had 
statistics specifically addressing HNV farmland. This further complicated the assessment of 
EU threats to, and agri-environmental measures for, the protection of HNV areas and 
farmland biodiversity.  

Undoubtedly, future analysis of HNV farmland in the EU will be simplified and more 
comprehensive by using the recently develop indicators provided by the IEEP (2007). These 
indicators will enable member states to meet their monitoring and evaluation commitments, 
with regard to the RDPs. Thus, it will provide information on HNV farmland that will lend 
itself readily for comparison.    

4.3 Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) 

In the early days, CAP consisted of a number of measures to increase agricultural productivity 
and improve food security. The CAP subsidies ‘led directly to overproduction by providing 
farmers with artificially inflated prices in order to stimulate production of desired 
commodities and give EU farmers an edge in the market’ (Phelps, 2007). Thus, the initial 
objectives were successfully achieved; however, it did come at a cost to the environment.  

In recent years, the CAP has undergone a number of reforms. In 1992, the MacSharry reforms 
introduced the set-aside scheme and redirected farmer support payments based on production 
to compensation per hectare. The Agenda 2000 reform of 1999, introduced the Second Pillar 
(rural development) to the CAP that emphasised the multi-functionality of farming and 
environmental policy objectives (Phelps, 2007). 

These changes laid the foundation for the most recent CAP reforms, which were further 
driven by a number of other, non-environmental, concerns, namely increased consumer 
demands, declining rural population, international trade concerns, EU expansion into Eastern 
Europe, and the UK’s budget rebate. In 2003, the main change to the CAP was that a vast 
majority of farm payments were decoupled from production (Phelps, 2007). 

Single Farm Payments (SFP), the current farm income support under the first pillar of the 
CAP, is based on farm size. Farmers receiving SFPs need not produce, but are required to 
meet a minimum level of environmental stewardship by maintaining their land in Good 
Agricultural and Environmental Condition (GAEC) and meeting other Statutory Management 
Requirements (SMR), also known as cross-compliance. The second pillar of the CAP 
concentrates on Rural Development (described in the RDPs) promoting e.g. environmental 
stewardship that goes beyond these minimum compulsory requirements (EC, Agriculture and 
rural development website). 

Rural Development now plays ‘an increasingly important role in helping rural areas to meet 
the economic, social and environmental challenges of the 21st century’ (EC, Agriculture and 
rural development website). The second Pillar consists of four axes, namely: 
 
Axis 1: improving the competitiveness of the agricultural and forestry sector; 
Axis 2: improving the environment and the countryside; 
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Axis 3: the quality of life in rural areas and diversification of the rural economy 
Axis 4: LEADER; building local capacity for employment and diversification (EC 
1698/2005). 

The importance of high natural value farmland and rural biodiversity is evident from the 
Community strategic guideline for Axis 2: ‘To protect and enhance the EU’s natural 
resources and landscapes in rural areas, the resources devoted to axis 2 should contribute to 
three EU-level priority areas: biodiversity and the preservation and development of high 
nature value farming and forestry systems and traditional agricultural landscapes; water; 
and climate change’ (COM 2006/144/EC).  

The objectives of axis 2 are to be met through a number of agricultural and forestry measures. 
Here only the agricultural measures related to biodiversity conservation under Axis 2 will be 
discussed, i.e. (211) natural handicap payments to farmers in mountain areas and (212) areas 
other than mountain areas with handicap; (213) Natura 2000 payments; (214) agri-
environmental payments; (216) support for non-productive investments. These measures will 
be discussed in more detail below in conjunction with the approach taken by the Member 
States included in this case study.  

4.4 General overview of case study countries 

4.4.1 Agricultural sector 

The EU member states selected for this case study are very diverse in terms of demography, 
geography, history, economy as well as agriculture. Per member state, a few features will be 
highlighted to emphasise their distinctiveness from one another, as it is important to recognise 
the differences in the agricultural sector and the influence it may have on farmland 
biodiversity.  

Agriculture is the largest user of rural land in the EU. This also applies for the selected 
countries ranging from 40% of the land cover in Lithuania to 70% in England (Hungary 
(63%), Ireland (62%), Veneto (52%), Netherlands (56%)). Though Sweden is an exception, 
the landscape is dominated by forest and it has a small proportion of agricultural land in 
comparison to other Member States. Only 8% of the land is used by agriculture, natural 
grasslands and wetlands, which are mainly concentrated in the south of the country.  

Farming practices among the selected countries vary strongly. Veneto and the Netherlands 
predominately have intensive farming systems and in Ireland, England and Lithuania 
extensive grass-based farming systems dominate. Furthermore, commonages can still be 
found in England and Ireland and in the mountains of Veneto, where they are called ‘malghe’. 
Traditional reindeer husbandry still takes place throughout approximately a third of Sweden’s 
land area, mainly in the forest and mountain regions of central and northern Sweden.  

The political history of states can also strongly influence the agricultural sector. This is the 
case in the former Soviet satellite states, Hungary and Lithuania. In the past 15 years, these 
countries have gone though a process of land reform, involving privatisation and 
compensation. This involved shifting farming activities from a few large-scale collective 
farms to a large number of family farms. In Hungary, private land ownership reached 83% in 
2005 and there has been a sevenfold increase of land used by individual farmers (from 0.5 
hectare to 3.5 hectares). Many people (750,000) are involved in semi-subsistence farming, 
whereas 90,000 farms produce for the commodity market. In Lithuania, property rights were 
restored to 4,1 million ha or 92% of the area claimed by the requests. Here semi-subsistence 
farming also represents the majority of farms (2/3) and 45% of the agricultural produce.  



 Page 35

It is worth noting that there is a distinction between convergence and competitiveness regions. 
Convergence regions need to restructure in order to close the social and economic gap 
compared to competiveness regions. The whole of Lithuania, six of the seven regions in 
Hungary, Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly in England are convergence regions; Border, 
Midlands and Western regions are ‘phasing in’ regions in Ireland. All other regions in this 
case study and the whole of Sweden, Veneto and the Netherlands are competitiveness regions. 
When there is disparity within a country, the rural programme of the convergence regions 
usually receive additional funding. For example, the Isle of Scilly and Cornwall will receive 
an additional �75 million in the current RDP period.   

4.4.2 Farmland biodiversity  

Traditional and extensive farming practices have created varied landscapes that allowed 
biodiversity to thrive. Multitude of species, such as birds and butterflies, are dependent on the 
small biotopes that agriculture provides, such as hedgerows, field margins, tree borders, 
nature corridors, species-rich grasslands for feeding, breeding and shelter.  

The importance of farmland to biodiversity in Sweden is apparent, as 1500 (40%) of the red 
listed species are dependent on various grassland types (Swedish MoA, 2007). Grasslands are 
often important feeding areas, for instance for geese, swans and widgeons in the Netherlands, 
the corncrake in Ireland, and the Northern lapwing and the Grey partridge in Lithuania. A 
country’s international responsibility, with regard to biodiversity, is more pronounced when 
the land also serves as a breeding area, such as for the black-tailed godwit, the oyster-catcher 
and the peewit population in the Netherlands.   

When these agricultural landscapes rich in biodiversity and areas of high nature value are in 
close proximity, they can form an extension of one another, therefore enabling biodiversity to 
be protected and enhanced to a greater degree. The maintenance of high nature value farming 
in these areas is therefore extremely important from a biodiversity perspective. Nevertheless, 
these diverse landscapes have contended with a number of historical events that have changed 
land use and agricultural practices that subsequently affected biodiversity.  

In Western Europe, farming practicing intensified to meet the growing food demands after the 
Second World War, therefore, landscapes were simplified, fields were amalgamate and 
enlarged, and many landscape features were lost. Further biodiversity loss was spurred 
because of shifts from spring to autumn sowing, reduction of grazing, and the removal of 
important edge biotopes such as shrub curtains and wetlands. These agricultural practices 
were further supported by subsidies that were coupled to production levels.  

In the former Soviet satellite states, the collective farming system strongly affected 
agricultural practices. In Lithuania, drainage adversely effected biodiversity, drying out 
natural meadows and wetlands. However, independence has come with its own set of 
challenges for biodiversity, namely land abandonment (Lithuanian MoA, 2007).  

In the EU, the number of birds in an agricultural landscape is used as a measure for the state 
of biodiversity and is a good indicator of the overall health of a landscape. Since the mid-
1970s, the number of birds dependent on the agricultural landscape have declined by 40% in 
Sweden (Swedish MoA, 2007). This trend can also be seen in England, where farmland bird 
populations have declined by 50% (English DEFRA, 2007).  

4.4.3 High nature value farmland 

Few RDPs clearly defined HNV farming/farmland; as a result, the use of this term is very 
fluid. Among the selected RDPs, only Ireland provided a definition for HNV farmland ‘those 
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areas where agriculture is a major (usually the dominant) land use and where farming systems 
support or are associated with high biological diversity’. In Ireland the amount of HNV 
farmland is estimated at 1.1 million ha, which is 25% of the Utilised Agricultural Area (UAA) 
(DAFF, 2007).  

The Lithuanian and the Veneto RDP did not provide a definition of HNV farmland, but did 
provide estimates. The Lithuanian report states that most of the natural and semi-natural 
meadows and pastures, all swamps, also surface water bodies are categorised as high nature 
value areas; most of these areas are within Natura 2000 sites. As a result, 3.1% UAA is HNV 
area, of which 42.1 thousand ha are meadows and 8.1 thousand ha are wetlands (Lithuanian 
MoA, 2007). In Veneto, the estimated 11.5% of the regional territory classified as HNV 
farmland can mainly be found in farming areas with natural spaces, wetlands, pastures and 
grasslands in mountainous areas (AR Veneto, 2007).  

The Dutch RDP (2007) mentions that the EEA estimated the amount of HNV farmland in the 
Netherlands at 2% of the land cover. However, the programme report subsequently explains 
that the Corine Landcover data used for the estimations is too coarse to be used for a small 
and densely populated country such as the Netherlands. For this reason, the Netherlands is 
working on its own more refined biodiversity indicator that is better suited to the Dutch 
environment. Currently, 115,000 ha farmland is used as extensive pastures according to Dutch 
standards.  

The English RDP mentions that SSSIs and Priority Habitats on farmland together form a 
good overview of high nature value farmland in England, though the development of a full 
baseline is still in progress. 

In other reports and countries, HNV farmland may be mentioned but not defined and no 
statistics are attached to the term. For these countries, an impression of HNV farmland can be 
derived from reviewing how much farmland is found in Natura 2000 sites and Less Favoured 
Areas (LFAs). The importance of Natura 2000 to HNV farmland is apparent in the Lithuanian 
report ‘Most of the designated Natura 2000 sites are located in rural areas, and many are 
dependant on high nature value farming methods that maintain habitats such as hay meadows, 
low intensity grazing of semi-natural vegetation, extensive cereal systems, floodplain 
grasslands, etc’ (Lithuanian MoA, 2007).  

Usually a number of land uses take place in Natura 2000 sites, therefore it is difficult to 
determine the amount of agricultural land in Natura 2000. In the Netherlands 5 % of Natura 
2000 areas consist of agriculture (LNV, 2007). Other countries provide a partial impression of 
agriculture in Natura 2000 sites. In Sweden, 65,000 ha of the meadows and the semi-natural 
grasslands can be found in Natura 2000 sites, this is approximately 15% of the national area 
of this land use (Swedish MoA, 2007). 60% of the commonages in Ireland are designated 
under Natura 2000 and therefore must comply with management restrictions. In the remaining 
40%, these restrictions can be implemented on a voluntary basis (DAFF, 2007).  

In Lithuania, agriculture covers 13,500 ha of Natura 2000 sites. As the Natura 2000 
designation process is not completed yet, it is expected that Natura 2000 sites will consist of 
54,000 ha of agricultural land by 2008/09 (Lithuanian MoA, 2007). Lastly, in Hungary, 40% 
of the nationally protected areas (this includes Natura 2000) is agriculturally cultivated. 
Natura 2000 sites consist of 480,000 ha of pastures, 520,000 ha of arable land and a little 
more than 770,000 ha of forests (MARD, 2007). 

There is a high degree of coincidence between Less Favoured Areas (LFA) boundaries and 
key environmental designations. In the past, fertile lands were intensively cultivated and as a 
result, their biological value strongly declined. In contrast, marginal lands with low 
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production prospects received lower inputs and were extensively managed. Therefore, the 
maps of LFA and HNV farmland show many similarities (Paracchini et al, 2007). 

LFAs are often important for biodiversity conservation, these areas are usually characterised 
by less fertile soils and extensive farming practices. Abandonment of these areas would result 
in biodiversity loss, therefore the EU has put in to place LFA payments to prevent / slow 
down this trend. The coverage of LFA in countries strongly varies: Ireland (75%), Sweden 
(50%), Veneto (46%), Lithuania (43.5%), England (24%), and Hungary and the Netherlands 
(less that 10%). In Sweden, there are 110,000 hectares of agricultural land in LFAs designated 
as the Natura 2000 areas, which corresponds to nearly 6% of the total acreage of agricultural 
land in the LFAs (Swedish MoA, 2007). Some 40% of the total English LFA is within 
National Park boundaries and within the LFAs there are seven National Parks (DEFRA, 
2007). 

4.5 Threats to the farmland biodiversity  

The main threats to biodiversity in rural areas, in particular farmland biodiversity, are land 
abandonment, intensification and land use change (other than agriculture) (Keenleyside and 
Baldock 2007). Table 3 provides a short overview of the major threats of the countries 
included in this case study, which will be further discussed below. 

Table 3: Overview of major threats to farmland biodiversity. 
Land abandonment Intensification Land use change (other 

than agriculture)

Hungary xx

Ireland xx x

Italy: Veneto xx x

Lithuania xx x

Netherlands xx x

Sweden xx x

UK: England xx

Please note xx stands for major challenge for farmland biodiversity conservation; x a challenge for biodiversity 
conservation, however it is usually limited to a number of areas. 
These categorisations were made based on the information provided in the RDPs.

 
 

4.5.1 Land abandonment 

Farmland biodiversity is often dependent on semi-natural grasslands. To avoid biodiversity 
loss, it is important to encourage and maintain extensive farming practices that prevent this 
land receding in to the succession process. If open areas close, and tall grass and bush replace 
biodiversity rich grasslands and meadows (IEEP and Veenecology, 2005), then rare species 
will be lost. For example, land abandonment threatens the Lithuania waders and other 
meadow birds that have national and European importance and are dependent on these areas 
for their survival (Lithuanian MoA, 2007).  

Land abandonment is the result of a number of factors, including land reform, structural 
changes, the retirement of an older and more traditional generation of farmers, city folk 
acquiring and not farming farmland. Especially, in new member states land abandonment 
poses a threat driven by the transition process and ‘in other parts due to poor soil productivity, 
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particularly wet or dry areas and hilly and mountains areas’ (IEEP and Veenecology, 2005). 
Here it is imperative to maintain a certain level of grazing to keep the landscape open. 

The EU introduced Less Favoured Area (LFA) payments to avoid land abandonment. In the 
Netherlands and Veneto, LFA areas have been designated and payments are made, but these 
countries do not mention abandonment as a major threat to biodiversity. Therefore, it could be 
concluded that the current level of LFA coverage and payments are sufficient to avoid 
abandonment in these countries. However, the RDP of England explicitly mentions that 
continued public subsidy is needed to avoid the social and environmental issues that are 
inherent if land were to be abandoned. Here 17% of the total land area has LFA status 
(DEFRA, 2007). For other countries the current level of LFA subsidises is not sufficient to 
stop land abandonment and therefore halt the loss of farmland biodiversity.  

Land abandonment has been mentioned as a major threat to farmland biodiversity in 
Hungary, Ireland, Lithuania, and Sweden. The Hungarian RDP listed wind and water 
erosion, abandonment of cultivation, the loss of biodiversity, and soil compaction as the most 
severe agri-environmental problems. In 2005, abandoned land amounted to 143,000 ha or 
1.9% of the total arable land in Hungary. The LFA compensatory payments have been 
employed to avoid abandonment and keep 150,000 ha in production (MARD, 2007). In 
Lithuania, abandonment has been the result of the land reform process and adjustment to the 
open market that subsequently led to declining farming activities and higher fuel prices. In 
2005, 500,000 ha (18% of the UAA) was abandoned, this was predominantly meadows and 
pastures in wet areas (Lithuanian MoA, 2007).    

The traditional landscapes of Ireland, mainly grazing land, are threatened by the fall in 
stocking numbers; between 2001 and 2005 cattle stock fell by 3.3% and sheep by 11.4% as a 
result of the CAP reform. This development is disquieting in a sector that was already 
dominated by extensive farming. This trend was caused by decoupling and the increase of 
part-time farming; off-farm income has become more important in a time that traditional farm 
output and income has declined. Support (SPS, LFA and agri-environmental payments) is 
given to traditional sustainable grazing to maintain farming on land most vulnerable to 
abandonment (DAFF, 2007).  

Sweden has also experienced a greater decline in stocking rates. Since the early 90s the 
number of dairy cows has dropped by 30%, this can be linked to the decrease of active 
agricultural holdings in LFAs, which fell by 43% in the last 10 years. However, since the late 
80s the importance of grazing and fodder practices to keep the landscape open has been 
acknowledged, and economic incentives were introduced to encourage farming practices that 
preserve biodiversity. As a result, semi-natural grazing lands have grown from about 350,000 
hectares in 1995 to more than 500,000 hectares in 2005. This is a significant improvement 
and for Northern European conditions, Sweden has a large amount of semi-natural grazing 
land. However, today only one per cent of all meadows and a quarter of the area of semi-
natural grazing lands remain of the 2 million hectares that were once used for pasturing and 
meadows in the 1920s (Swedish MoA, 2007).  

Compensatory payments for Less Favoured Areas (LFA), natural handicap payments to 
farmers in mountain areas (211) and areas other than mountain areas with handicaps (212), 
can reduce land abandonment and therefore protect farmland biodiversity.  

4.5.2 Intensification 

Intensified land use threatens biodiversity by reducing natural habitats through cultivation and 
fragmentation. In this process, landscape features that provide small-scale biotopes are often 
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removed. Furthermore, pressure on the environment is increased when machinery, natural and 
chemical fertilizers and agro-protection chemicals are used excessively. In the past, 
intensification was spurred by subsidies that were coupled to livestock numbers (Keenleyside 
and Baldock, 2007).  

The statistics provided in the RDP report of England give a good example of the scale and 
pace of impacts on biodiversity, caused by intensification: 

• ‘Published statistics for agriculturally unimproved lowland pasture show a 97% loss in 
England and Wales between 1932 and 1984. During the same period there was an 
80% loss of chalk grassland� 

• Estimates of the rate of loss of English lowland heath show a 40% loss between 1950 
and 1984 with a further 7% loss between 1984 and the late 1990s; 

• The length of hedgerows in Britain fell from 611,000 km in 1984 to 468,000 km in 
1998’ (DEFRA, 2007). 

Statistics show that the situation for linear features has stabilised in recent decades, though 
these numbers does not show the biodiversity value lost when established hedgerows are 
replaced by new hedgerows (DEFRA, 2007). 

The close proximity of some intensive agricultural areas to Natura 2000 sites and other areas 
of HNV is of concern. The whole of Lithuania has been categorised as a Nitrate Vulnerable 
Zone (NVZ) and approximately 17.5 % of the agricultural land is affected by erosion, some of 
which is close to biodiversity valuable areas (Lithuanian MoA, 2007). In Veneto 45% of the 
UAA has been categorised as NVZ and intensive agricultural practices are putting pressure on 
the quality and quantity of water (AR Veneto, 2007). In England, concern is expressed of the 
possibility that farming systems in the biodiversity-rich Severely Disadvantaged Areas will be 
modernised, simplifying the landscape, as these areas contain a large area of Natura 2000 sites 
(DEFRA, 2007).  

In the Netherlands, naturally high water tables are lowered to meet the huge demand for 
usable land and water. This has caused desiccation, the drying out of land, which is 
particularly problematic in Natura 2000 sites with peaty soils. In the 1990s, the drained area 
was reduced from 600,000 ha to 490,000 ha in 2000. Reducing the area of drained land is a 
maintenance requirement for Natura 2000 in the Netherlands. Unfortunately, the target of 
reducing drained areas by 40% by 2010 will not be reached (LNV, 2007).  

In order to (continue to) respond to market opportunities, land abandonment occurring in the 
hill and mountain landscapes may be offset by increased intensification in the low lying 
plains. This trend can be seen in Ireland, Lithuania and the southern and central plains of 
Sweden. In Sweden, intensification does pose a threat, but is not as critical as land 
abandonment. Acid rain is still an issue in Sweden, particularly in the south west of the 
country; as a result intensification outside of Sweden also threatens their biodiversity.  

An opposite trend to intensification is occurring in Hungary, agricultural production is 
declining in concentration and intensity, as well as the use of environmentally harmful agro 
protection chemicals. However, excessive fragmentation and lack of professional expertise 
and agrotechnical interventions neglecting environmental aspects are cause for concern 
(MARD, 2007). 

There are two main schemes within the CAP to counteract the challenges inherent to 
intensification. Firstly, the Single Payment Scheme (SPS) that is decoupled from production 
outputs. It requires recipients to keep their land in good agricultural and environmental 
condition (GAEC). This provides a minimal level of farm management, which can be 
expanded with the agri-environmental measures of Axis 2 of the second pillar that supports 
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sustainable farming practices. Farmers commit to voluntary agri-environmental practices that 
go beyond the relevant mandatory Community and nationals standards. Each member state 
can use this scheme to address the most pressing environmental issues, such as desiccation in 
the Netherlands and farm management (e.g. manure storage capacities to reduce methane and 
ammonia emission) in Lithuania. While agri-environmental measures are designed to reduce 
(the impacts of) intensification, measures for agricultural holding modernisation (axis 1) may 
encourage increased intensification. 

4.5.3 Land use change 

This refers to land-use change in rural areas, conversion from agricultural land use to non-
agricultural land use, such as industrial and residential areas. Often marginal lands with low 
market value are threatened by afforestation (Keenleyside and Baldock, 2007). However, this 
is not the case in the Netherlands and Veneto, where development spurred land use change. 

In Veneto, 75,000 ha (8%) of the UAA has been converted to industrial and lodging 
settlements, infrastructures etc, between 1982 and 2003 (AR Veneto, 2007). In the 
Netherlands, the demand for land is even greater. In the last 20 years the built-up area 
increased by 20% and the countryside has become less rural, as a result of more city dwellers 
moving into farms, increased recreation and more industrial agriculture (LNV, 2007). It is 
difficult to comment on the effect that changes in land use have on biodiversity; this strongly 
depends on the type of farmland that was initially there and the proximity of Natura 2000 and 
other HNV areas.  

Land use change does not always necessarily negatively impact biodiversity, this is the case 
when agricultural land is taken out of production and subsequently included in land use 
restructuring, whereby the land is designated and managed for natural and cultural purposes 
e.g. in the Netherlands. 

4.6 Axis 2 of Pillar 2 

Although the issues that HNV farmland face cross the EU can be reduced to three categories, 
the methods to deal with these issues are very diverse, as they have to be adjusted to the 
regional natural, social and economic conditions. Within Axis 2 ‘improving the environment 
and the countryside’ of the second pillar ‘Rural Development Programme’, of the current 
CAP 2007-2013, there are a number of options to encourage sustainable farming practices and 
protect farmland biodiversity from further intensification, abandonment or other changes to 
land use that are considered detrimental to the objective.  

4.6.1 Natural handicap payments  

Natural handicap payments to farmers in mountain areas (measure 211) and areas other than 
mountain areas with handicaps (measure 212), are payments that compensate farmers for 
additional costs and income forgone related to the obstacles to agricultural production in the 
designated area (1698/2005/EC). These areas are in danger of abandonment, therefore these 
payments contribute to maintaining and promoting sustainable farming systems. Maintaining 
extensive farming activities is important for the management of the land. Areas designated 
under measures 211 and 212 are often called Less Favoured Areas (LFA), as it was termed in 
previous CAP programmes.  

Payments are granted annually as an amount per ha of utilised agricultural area (UAA), to 
farmers who undertake farming activities for at least 5 years from the first payment. 
Compensatory payments are usually graded based on farm size and are often capped at a 
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certain number of hectares. Payment levels for LFA vary strongly throughout the EU, ranging 
from �250 per ha in Veneto, �82.27 per hectare in Ireland and �56.50 per ha in Lithuania. 
Areas with handicaps other than mountain areas are often divided into various categories of 
areas with specific handicaps such as remoteness, significant natural handicaps e.g. poor 
productivity and lower than average production levels due to natural features. This 
subdivision differs in each country.   

In Hungary, the total area of LFA amounts to 883,558 ha, representing 9.5% of the country’s 
total territory and 14% of the total cultivated land (in terms of effective land use). The total 
area of LFA with special disadvantages is 488,156 ha, representing 7.77% of the total 
cultivated land. LFAs can apply for special disadvantages payments when they deal with two 
of the following four specific handicaps (agronomic limiting factors) at the same time: severe 
soil acidity, severe soil salinity, extreme soil and water management conditions (inundations, 
wetlands) and extreme physical soil characteristics (MARD, 2007). 

Farmers in LFAs in Ireland face significant handicaps deriving from factors such as 
remoteness, difficult topography and poor soil conditions. 75% of UAA is currently 
categorised as disadvantaged, and 77% of farmers qualify for Less Favoured Areas payments. 
A national subdivision is made of More Severely Handicapped (lowland), Less Severely 
Handicapped (lowland), and Mountain type land (DAFF, 2007). 

In Veneto, 850,000ha (46% of the territory) has been classified as disadvantaged, of which 
two-thirds are in mountainous areas. This is lower than the Italian average of 61% of the 
territorial area. The 47,000 farms receiving Compensatory Allowances payments manage 1/3 
of the UAA. The beneficiaries of the Less Favoured Areas Compensatory Allowances 
Scheme in mountainous areas are required to maintain a minimum livestock density. Veneto 
seeks to support 47,227 ha of farmland and emphasises synergies with agro-environmental 
measures (AR Veneto, 2007). 

In Lithuania, the total LFA covers 1,467,000 ha (43.5%) of the total UUA. To cope with the 
strong regional differences in terms of natural, social, economic, traditional and other factors 
that in turn influence productivity, income and efficiency, has led Lithuania to differentiate 
between Less Unfavoured Areas (LUAs) and Highly Unfavoured Areas (HUAs). In HUA, the 
payments are significantly higher starting at �75.3 per ha as opposed to �56.5 per ha in LUA 
(Lithuanian MoA, 2007).  

The Dutch LFA payments have been coupled with specific agri-environmental measures, and 
as a result the utilisation of this scheme has been fairly low among farmers.  To encourage 
more farmers to apply for LFA payments, the Netherlands will decouple compensation 
payments for a number of agri-environmental measures, such as for deep marshy pasturelands 
(approximately 40,000 ha). The total area of agricultural land designated as LFAs 
encompasses 225,001 hectares. These areas include deep marshy pasturelands, flood plains, 
streams and flood plains, hill slopes, and small scale (sand soil) landscapes.  The LFAs will 
be expanded to include the preservation of characteristic marshy pastureland, characteristic 
small-scale landscapes, and the hilly country in Zuid-Limburg, which will bring the total LFA 
to 232,945 ha (LNV, 2007).  

About half of all agricultural land in Sweden is classed as LFA, of 
which a quarter is in the northern mountainous regions (all areas north of the 62nd Parallel 
and certain adjacent areas are treated in the same way as mountain areas). Here the cost of 
production is affected by low yields, tight time-frames for sowing and harvesting, a short 
grazing season and high costs for buildings and heating that are caused by the severe climate 
in these regions. Development in the northern rural areas is challenging, because of extremely 
low population densities and long distances to main population centres with services. LFA 
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support in these regions is needed to maintain varied landscapes, as land abandonment is 
often followed by forest regrowth. This is a threat to biodiversity as grazed open landscapes 
are usually more biologically diverse. Other LFAs can be found in central and southern 
Sweden, that have a more pronounced inland climate than the coastal areas, which causes 
shorter growing seasons and lower crop yields. The average farm size in the LFAs is 
significantly smaller than the average agricultural holding outside the LFA, about 26 ha as 
opposed to 54 ha (Swedish MoA, 2007).  

In England, some 2.2 million ha of land is classified as LFA, of which 1.8 million ha is in 
agricultural production (approximately 17% of the total agricultural land in England). The 
English programme for LFAs is called the Hill Farm Allowance (HFA), which supports 
continued agricultural use of the uplands in a more sustainable way. ‘LFA is almost 
exclusively areas of hill farm, moorland or common grazing with most to be found in the 
north and south west of England, with a smaller area around the Welsh border’ (DEFRA, 
2007). Land within the Moorland Line accounts for 0.8 million ha of LFA, this includes open 
moors and enclosed land on the margins of uplands. The main obstacles for farming in these 
regions are high rainfall, low temperatures, poor infertile soils and steep gradients, and to 
small or declining populations with a higher than normal dependence upon agriculture The 
HFA financial support is, however,  significantly lower than that allocated to the agri-
environment measures. From 2008 onwards, the scope of the area supported under HFA 
measure will be restricted to the Severely Disadvantaged Areas (SDA) of the LFAs, such as 
the Isles of Scilly (DEFRA, 2007).    

4.6.2 Natura 2000 payments  

Natura 2000 payments and payments linked to the Water Framework directive (measure 213) 
compensate farmers for costs incurred and income forgone resulting from the specific 
disadvantages related to farming in Natura 2000 areas and areas that fall under the Water 
Framework Directive. These payments are needed to ensure compliance with environmental 
requirements and safeguard farming in areas with environmental restrictions (1698/2005/EC). 
In the EU, approximately 12-13% of agricultural and forestry area have been designated 
Natura 2000 (COM 2006/144/EC). This average will of course vary depending on the 
member state. 

In Hungary, Natura 2000 sites consist of 480,000 ha of pastures, 520,000 ha of arable land 
and a little more than 770,000 ha of forests. Natura 2000 arable and grassland areas account 
for 17.2% of the agricultural area. Conservation of grasslands is a priority in the Natura 2000 
areas and annual compensation is provided to private farmers. In Natura 2000 areas, 
producers must abide to minimum land use provisions that are set in national legislation and 
recipients must actively participate in the recording of habitat data (MARD, 2007). 

For the Natura 2000 payments in Ireland, a distinction is made between 1) privately owned 
lands with Natura 2000 designation; here the farmers that actively farm the sites are 
beneficiaries, and 2) commonages, land farmed by a group of farmers. There are almost 
500,000 ha of commonage land in Ireland, involving 12,000 farmers, of which 60% is 
designated under Natura 2000/WFD. A major issue with commonages is overgrazing. To deal 
with this issue, farmers are obliged to develop and implement Commonage Framework Plans 
(Teagasc website, last accessed on 21 December 2007). Participants are required to have an 
integrated farm plan embracing Natura 2000 and agri-environment requirements that also 
includes the non-designated area of the farm (DAFF, 2007).  

In Veneto, Natura 2000 sites are mainly found in mountainous areas. Therefore, only 7% of 
the regional UAA is designated as Natura 2000 (49,400ha). Farmers in these areas are 
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required to mow using practices such as parcels rotation, mowing grass from inside to outside, 
using special mowing equipment, removing mowed grass from the parcel, and the use of 
chemicals (pesticides, fertilizers etc.) is banned (AR Veneto, 2007).  

The most common ongoing farming requirements in Lithuanian Natura 2000 areas include: 

• draining or any other alterations of the hydrological regime is prohibited;  
• ploughing meadows or re-sowing them with cultural grasses is prohibited;   
• the number of livestock units per ha in grazed areas is restricted and set to be 1 or less;  
• the earliest date of mowing meadows is determined after 15 June;  
• The use of fertilisers, pesticides or liming substances is prohibited.  

Which restrictions are applied depends on the type of protected area as well as on the species 
or habitats needing protection. The total area of the Natura 2000 network in Lithuania 
constitutes 783,000 ha, of which 114,000 ha is UAA (4.4 % of the total Lithuanian UAA). 
Priority is given to the development of management plans in areas where the protection status 
of habitats or species is considered unfavourable or not known (Lithuanian MoA, 2007). 

Natura 2000 areas cover an area of roughly 1,120,000 ha in the Netherlands. Approximately 
5% is devoted to agriculture, which is mainly grazing land that is designated as feeding areas 
for geese, swans and widgeons. When the Dutch RDP was submitted, the Natura 2000 
payment scheme was not yet completed; therefore, it is unknown to what degree Dutch 
farmers will be compensated to meet the legal requirements for the Natura 2000 areas. 
Farmers will be encouraged to practice farming in a manner that is conducive to nature, which 
may include compulsory requirements for raising the water tables of agricultural land (LNV, 
2007). 

In Sweden, measures to protect Natura 2000 sites and areas under the Water Framework 
Directive are included in the agri-environmental measures (Swedish MoA, 2007). This is also 
the case in England, where all requirements for Natura 2000 sites will be met without 
compensation payments, through a combination of legislative requirements and payments for 
voluntary agri-environment measures. Moreover, no differentiation is made, in terms of 
management options or payment rates, between Natura 2000 sites and other sites in the agri-
environmental scheme (DEFRA, 2007). 

4.6.3 Agri-environmental payments 

Agri-environmental payments (measure 214) are granted to farmers and other land managers 
who, on a voluntary basis, make agri-environmental commitments that go beyond the relevant 
mandatory standards established pursuant to Articles 4 and 5 of Annex III and IV to 
Regulation (EC) no 1782/2003. They must also go beyond the minimum requirements for 
fertiliser and plant protection product use and other relevant mandatory requirements 
established by the national legislation and identified in the programme. In general, these 
commitments are undertaken for the duration period of five to seven years; payments are 
provided annually and will cover additional costs incurred and income foregone. Agri-
environmental payments are the only compulsory element of the RDPs and are based on 
management practices, and not environmental outcomes (1698/2005/EC). 

The diversity and detail of the agri-environmental programmes implemented in the case study 
countries varied strongly. Therefore, highlights will be provided of the agri-environmental 
schemes to emphasis the diversity of the approach taken.  

In Hungary, the agri-environmental programme includes 24,000 farmers and enterprises and 
covers 1.4 million ha, which is approximately a quarter of all agricultural land in active 
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cultivation. The agri-environmental support system is carried out through area-based schemes 
with horizontal and zonal features. Zonal schemes are for farmers farming in designated Land 
Parcel Identification System (LPIS) areas. Three zonal schemes have been differentiated: 
schemes for nature conservation, soil and water protection. Horizontal agri-environmental 
schemes can be applied to all eligible farming areas. To address the high diversity of natural 
characteristics of the agricultural areas, twenty-one different agri-environmental schemes 
have been developed and priority is given to those farming in Natura 2000 areas (MARD, 
2007). 

In Ireland, 36% of the total arable and grassland area is farmed under Rural Environment 
Protection Schemes (REPS), the Irish agri-environmental scheme. REPS have mandatory 
requirements and additional supplementary measures that aim to achieve increased 
biodiversity at the farm level. Each farm must develop a farm plan that includes at least two 
biodiversity options, one of which must be a category 1 option. There are two categories, to 
deliver a category 1 option, a farmer incurs a higher cost than for a category 2 option. The 
commonage land (approximately 40%) that is not designated under Natura 2000 in the REPS, 
is subject to the same restrictions as designated commonage. However in the REPS they are 
voluntary, with the exception of the maximum stocking levels in the Framework Plans. The 
agri-environment payments are fixed at a similar rate to Natura 2000 commonage payments 
(DAFF, 2007).  

The agri-environmental programme in Veneto is divided into eight sub-measures that are 
differentiated by type of actions and level of payments, namely:  

• buffer areas, hedgerows and small woods (prioritising low land and hilly areas); 
• improving the quality of soil;  
• organic farming (prioritising the regional territory with priorities given to NVZs, 

protected areas);  
• protection of semi-natural habitats and biodiversity;  
• grass/pasture management;  
• biodiversity of local cultivated plant varieties and domesticated animal breeds; 
• water resources protection;  
• network for biodiversity with regard to domesticated animal breeds in danger of being 

lost and locally cultivated plant varieties endangered by genetic erosion (AR Veneto, 
2007). 

The Lithuanian agro-environmental payments consist of four schemes. The Landscape 
stewardship scheme includes the management of natural and semi-natural meadows; 
wetlands; shore protective belts of water bodies in meadows; maintaining landscape elements; 
reclamation ditches; protection of water bodies against pollution; soil erosion on arable land; 
stubbly fields in the winter season; and having strips or plots of melliferous plants in arable 
land. The other schemes comprise of the Rare breeds’ scheme; scheme for improving the 
status of water bodies at risk; and the organic farming scheme (Lithuanian MoA, 2007).  

In the Netherlands, managers of farming land are encouraged to manage their land to benefit 
nature, environment, landscape and climate by providing green services. Agri-environmental 
payments are provided for activities, such as postponing the mowing date for pasture birds or 
the management of field borders focusing on specific species to benefit biodiversity. The 
State and the provinces have made a catalogue of green services, in which all activities have 
been classified with the corresponding maximum compensation. The catalogue consists of 
various work packages including pasture bird management and landscape work packages 
(such as the maintenance of orchards). In the future, the Netherlands would like to apply the 
catalogue to its whole territory, but for now the catalogue is linked to subsidies. The financing 
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of agri-environmental measures has a spatial focus, concentrating on the National Ecological 
Network and the National Landscapes. Currently land management is successfully conducted 
on 121,414 ha, of which 50,000 ha is HNV, the objective is to increase is this area to 193,800 
ha (HNV target 90.000) by 2013 (LNV, 2007).  

The Swedish agri-environmental programme consists of the following sub-measures:  

• Biodiversity and cultural heritage in semi-natural grazing lands, mown meadowland 
and wetlands;  

• Valuable natural and cultural environments in the agricultural landscape and reindeer 
herding areas;  

• Regional priorities;  
• Traditional cultivated plants and livestock breeds;  
• Reduced nutrient leaching from arable land;  
• Environment protection measures;  
• Organic forms of production; and  
• Extensive ley management for a better environment and an open landscape (214).  

The second agri-environmental measure includes older forms of reindeer herding that 
encourages the preservation of the ‘Sami tradition, work and life still to be found in Sweden’, 
this includes ‘reindeer corrals of the traditional type and traditional wood and stone fencing’.  
This priority is reinforced by national legislation, through the Reindeer Husbandry Act (1971) 
that bans the destruction of some valuable traces of traditional reindeer husbandry and 
provides the Sami’s the right to use land and water to maintain their reindeer (Swedish MoA, 
2007). 

The agri-environmental programme of England is called the Environmental Stewardship (ES) 
scheme that commenced in 2005.  ES ‘is a multiple objective scheme that addresses a range 
of environmental issues in an integrated way, across whole farms’. ES is an agri-environment 
scheme with three elements:   

• ‘Entry Level Stewardship (ELS), which is a whole farm scheme open to all farmers, 
which aims to deliver environmental benefits above and beyond regulatory 
requirements across a wide area of the country;  

• Organic Entry Level Stewardship (OELS), which is a whole farm scheme open to 
farmers who manage all or part of their land organically;  

• Higher Level Stewardship (HLS), which is combined with ELS or OELS options, and 
aims to deliver significant environmental benefits in high priority situations and areas’.  

‘The main emphasis of HLS is on maintenance of existing high value sites and restoration’, 
which will benefit Natura 2000 sites (DEFRA, 2007) 

4.6.4 Non-productive investments 

Support for non-productive investments (measure 216) compensate farmers and /or land 
managers for non-remunerative investments which are necessary to achieve the commitments 
under agri-environmental schemes or other agri-environmental objectives, or where they 
enhance the on-farm public amenity value of Natura 2000 areas or other high nature value 
areas. These are usually one-off payments for large-scale works (1698/2005/EC). 

Ireland and Sweden do not have a separate plan or budget for this measure as it is integrated 
with the agri-environmental measures (214). The other countries do have a separate plan for 
this measure. For example, in England, support for non-productive investments will be 
provided in conjunction with land management agreements under the HLS element of the ES. 
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These one-off works include the clearance of invasive vegetation, the planting and protection 
of trees and the restoration of stone walls (DEFRA, 2007). 

Nonetheless, only a few RDPs explicitly mention that the non-productive investments should 
address national issues. For example, in Veneto water quality and quantity support is 
emphasised, this includes the creation of wet areas and phyto-depuration system to treat waste 
water at the farm level and the creation of facilities in wet areas or in naturalised areas in 
order to facilitate bird watching, especially at nesting and breeding times (AR Veneto, 2007). 
In the Netherlands, support for non-productive investments prioritises combating 
desiccation. This includes hydrological measures in combination with making agriculture 
more extensive, particularly in areas around fragile nature areas and Natura 2000 sites (LNV, 
2007).   

4.7 Financial investment 

Above a description is provided of the many challenges of HNV farmland and the measures 
that are implemented through the RDP of the CAP. However, the effectiveness and success of 
any measure is often related to the level of funding. The following three tables provide an 
indication of the CAP investments made to rural development, improving the environment 
and the countryside, and the measures of Axis 2. A comparison is provided of the expenditure 
between Pillar 1 and 2, the four Axes of Pillar 2 and of the measures under Axis 2 of Pillar 2.  

From Table 4 it is clear that Pillar 1, the Single Farm payments, continues to receive the lion 
share of the CAP budget in most countries with the exception of countries that joined the EU 
since 2004, where the division of funds is more balanced and Pillar 2 benefits from more 
funding. 

 

Table 4: Financial expenditure CAP 2007 – 2013. 

EU funding Share of budget EU funding Share of budget 

 (million euro)  (%)  (million euro) (%)

Hungary 6493 63 3806 37

Ireland 9383 80 2340 20

Italy 26973 76 8292 24

Lithuania 1868 52 1743 48

Netherlands 5946 92 487 8

Sweden 5321 74 1826 26

United Kingdom 27827 94 1910 6
source: www.rlg.nl/cap/index.html

Pillar 1 (SFP) Pillar 2 (EAFRD)

 

 

Despite the progress made on greening the CAP, it could be argued that the 2003 CAP reform 
was ‘largely ideological’. Although the reform has provided ‘a base from which to design a 
future agricultural support program committed to environmental stewardship and rural 
development objectives’ (Phelps, 2007). 

Table 5 provides an overview of the distribution of Pillar 2 funding among the Axes. Most 
countries show a similar trend designating 30 to 40% of the funding to each Axis. Although, 
England (82.5%), Ireland (80%) and Sweden (69%) are an exception by allocating a major 
share of Pillar 2 funding to improving the environment and the countryside. 
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Table 5: Share of total public Pillar 2 budget per axis. 
Axis 1 (%) Axis 2 (%) Axis 3 (%) LEADER (%) TA* (%)

Hungary 47 32 13 6

Ireland 10 80 10 ** 4

Italy 41 41 na na 3.5

Italy: Veneto 44 37 5 11 3

Lithuania 41.2 29 12.2 6 3.1

Netherlands 30 30 40 *** 0.6

Sweden 14.2 69 8.3 6.7 1.8

UK: England 8.4 82.2 5.1 4.2 0.04

* TA = Technical assistance
** Axis 3 measures are to be implemented using LEADER (axis 4) 
*** Axis 1 and 2 to be implemented with Axis 4

This table is based on the figures provided in the Rural development Programmes

 
 

Lastly, Table 6 provides an overview of the distribution of financial resources to each 
measure of Axis 2.  It is apparent that agri-environmental measures are considered an 
effective tool to improve the environment of rural areas, receiving the majority of the funding. 
Though this could be influenced by the fact that the agri-environmental payment scheme is 
currently the only rural development program that is compulsory (Phelps, 2007).  

Table 6: Share of Axis 2 budget per measure related to agricultural biodiversity. 
LFA                       Natura 2000 Agri-env payments Non-productive 

(211 and 212) (213) (214) payments (216)

Hungary 1.5 3.1 64.2 0.7
Ireland 26.4 11.8 61.7 n.s.

Italy: Veneto 24.0 2.7 53.8 5.6

Lithuania 34.8 0.9 44.3 n.s.

Netherlands 12.2 * 75.0 6.2

Sweden 20.8 ** 77.9 **

UK: England 5.8 *** 82.1 6.4

** this is included in 214

*** no Natura 2000 payments   

This table is based on the indicative breakdown of the public expenditure for Axis 2 as provided in the RDP, this includes the EAFRD budget 
and the national contribution, and excludes private expenditure. In addition, please note that the sum of the percentages do not add up to 
100 as Axis 2 also includes animal welfare (215) and forestry payments that are not included here.

* Budget will be determined during the RDP period, although the RDP contribution to Natura 2000 will be limited)

 
 

Caution should be taken when drawing conclusions based merely on the financial allocations 
shown in this table. For example, England does not have Natura 2000 payments, therefore 
English farmers are not compensated for costs incurred and income foregone resulting from 
restrictions on land use under Natura 2000. The selection of Natura 2000 sites was strongly 
based on the existing network of Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) that was already 
included in domestic legislation. It required land managers to abide to standards and 
procedures aimed at avoiding damage and ensuring prior notification of major changes in land 
management. These legal obligations have been built into the cross-compliance conditions 
that apply to all farms receiving Single Farm Payments and/or Rural Development 
Programme funding. As a result, Nature 2000 payments would fail to deliver any added value 
(DEFRA, 2007). On the other hand, the Netherlands will only invest a small amount of 
funding to Natura 2000 payments, not moved from any reason of principle, but merely 
because there are few farmers in Natura 2000 areas (LNV, 2007).  
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5 Case studies: France, Germany and Hungary 

5.1 Introduction  

Between September 2006 and November 2007, research was conducted in France, Germany 
and Hungary as a part of the RUBICODE project. This case study research focuses more 
precisely on reviewing the effectiveness of existing conservation policies and their integration 
with other policy areas, such as, for example, agriculture, land use, and transport policy. 
Documents related to biodiversity policy were reviewed and face-to-face interviews were 
conducted with national experts on nature conservation and people in charge of programs on 
biodiversity related issues. This chapter compiles opinions and knowledge on the current 
state-of-affairs and future prospects of nature conservation policy. 

In the following sections, we summarise how the interviewed experts described the role of the 
actors and important documents in French, German and Hungarian nature conservation 
policy. The second part of the analysis of the interviews deals with threats to biodiversity and 
priorities and trends of nature conservation policy in these countries, as mentioned by the 
interviewees. The experts were also asked to judge the effectiveness of national nature 
conservation policy in her/his country. The last part of our analysis focuses on the concepts of 
nature and nature conservation employed by the interviewees. 

5.2 Results of the case studies 

5.2.1 Meaning of biodiversity conservation and the stated priorities 

Some questions in the interview guide aimed to explore how the interviewee understood the 
relationship between nature conservation and biodiversity and how they described the essence 
of nature conservation. The goal of these questions was to draw a general context for national 
nature conservation policy and to analyse whether the core concepts that underlie the 
RUBICODE project, such as ecosystem services, dynamic ecosystems, service providing 
units, will be used by the interviewee, or not; and if used, in which specific context.  

In all countries, the interviewees highlighted that “biodiversity conservation is more than 
nature conservation.” Some of them said that “nature conservation” is a practice of protecting 
and preserving species and habitats, but “biodiversity preservation” covers conservation of 
genetic diversity, too. Others mentioned that the sustainable use of the landscape and the area 
is a part of “biodiversity conservation” and it is also important to implement conservation 
measures for cultural, historical elements of the landscapes. Some respondents considered 
biodiversity conservation as a wider category, which includes preservation of ecosystem 
services as well.  

Our interview guide included questions about strategic national priorities for nature 
conservation and the specific policy tools for conservation. All the analysed countries have a 
predefined set of priorities for nature conservation policy.   

Managing protected areas and preserving certain species are subject matters of conservation 
policy. In the field of biodiversity conservation, there are increasing efforts to define clear 
objectives and to set more quantitative targets as well as monitoring them. Nevertheless, in 
the case of nature conservation policy in relation to climate change this type of endeavour is 
not observable. A very important challenge in the near future in all the analysed countries is 
establishing connectivity between protected and designated areas (such as biotope connection 
and Natura 2000 system connection) as well as effective management of the Natura 2000 
system. Some interviewees in all the analysed countries highlighted that without sectoral 
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integration nature conservation is not able to work effectively. The Convention on Biological 
Diversity and the EU became a significant driving force for all countries to take measures and 
actions for the integration of biodiversity into sectoral policies and to mainstream biodiversity 
considerations into business practice. In addition, enhancing positive public attitudes towards 
nature and biodiversity conservation as well as knowledge sharing of biodiversity issues were 
stated as main priorities of national policies. The issue of effectiveness was elucidated by 
most of the respondents along these priorities.  

Some interviewees consider the permanent review of conservation priorities and setting of 
new objectives very important tasks. Reviewing is essential, inter alia because the weakness 
of actual nature conservation policy in giving adequate answers for the challenges of climate 
change. There is a need for adapting the traditional concept of area protection to ecosystem 
dynamics.   

5.2.2 Concept of ecosystem services or related dynamic concepts in the interview texts 

Concerns for biodiversity are that important resources will disappear if biodiversity further 
declines. Loss of biodiversity means loss of genetic potential for now and the future, loss of 
quality of life, as well as economic loss. Some interviewees considered biodiversity as a 
natural resource to which an economic value should not be attributed. One interviewee stated 
that he did not like the language of the term “resources.”  

Many interviewees mentioned the concept of “ecosystem services”, some of them stressed 
that the service aspect of nature is very important for convincing people about the necessity of 
nature conservation. Others said that the main goal of conservation is to preserve all these 
services and richness intact or little degraded.  

Biodiversity provides services which are not as such necessary for mere survival, but which 
can elevate our standard of living and joy for life. It seems hard to make “ecosystem service” 
ideas come to the fore because of difficulties in conceptualising the complex relationships 
between biodiversity, ecosystem functions and ecosystem services. Some respondents stated 
that lay people did not realise the importance of ecosystem services, as they do not see the 
monetary value of ecosystem services. Answering some very practical questions relating to 
ecosystem services – e.g., how landscapes could develop in the future to provide important 
services – helps in developing a convincing argument for conservation.  

Valuation of wilderness is also observable in the text of interviews. Protection of wilderness 
and natural processes was mentioned as a promising concept for nature conservation. 
Wilderness preservation through forced human exclusion is considered a good concept, 
especially in areas with a low and decreasing population (i.e. especially Eastern Germany and 
some parts of NW Germany). 

Landscape multifunctionality was also an important issue mentioned by interviewees. 
According to many interviewees, the concept of “a diverse cultural landscape” with aesthetic 
beauty, where people feel at home, and which provides life quality was considered an integral 
part of nature conservation.   

Some respondents mentioned that the behaviour of currently living individuals would have 
long-term consequences that affect the life of future generations. The issue of our 
responsibilities for the opportunities of future generations was also raised during the 
interviews. Intergenerational interdependencies raise difficult moral issues because only the 
current generation is in a position to decide on actions that will determine the nature of the 
world in which future generations will live. Although most are willing to attach some weight 
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to the interests of future generations, many would argue that it is not necessary to treat these 
interests as equivalent to those of the current generation. 

Most of interviewees mentioned the dynamic nature of ecosystems, or at least some aspects of 
it. All of the interviewed experts, who talked about changes in ecosystems, regarded it as a 
crucial issue of today. Climate change and invasive species were mentioned as important 
drivers of change. Most of the respondents emphasised that the official conservation 
institutional arrangements should give more attention to the dynamic nature of landscapes and 
ecosystems and manage them accordingly.  

Traditional concepts of conservation was criticised by some experts, because of their limited 
perspective, such as protecting single species populations or small habitats of certain species 
and because of its static nature. There is a need for approaches with a wider spectrum (entire 
species assemblages) that are intrinsically dynamic, and not always spatially fixed, that take 
account of ecosystem change in time and space. 

In summary, it was unambiguous that the interviewees interpret the notion of biodiversity 
conservation in a holistic way, which covers the conservation of landscape, ecosystem 
services and genetic diversity as well. It seems that stakeholders are open to recognise the 
importance of such a conservation concept that focuses on ecosystem services and that helps 
in operationalising the meaning of biodiversity conservation as well as helps in understanding 
interactions between SPUs, supporting systems, service provision and societal and 
environmental changes. 

Although nature conservation policy has well-defined priorities, there is a need for 
measurable and quantifiable objectives. For instance, there is a need for estimating how much 
forest, grassland, etc. should be maintained to facilitate service provision by the key 
ecosystem service providers. The SPU concept could help in setting more quantitative targets 
and in quantifying the components of biodiversity that provide services, as well as ranking of 
species or systems based on their service-providing ‘value’.  

Global environmental problems present an enormously complex challenge to nature 
conservation policy. According to the interviewees, the official conservation institutional 
arrangements have no adequate answer for global ecosystem change. Innovative approaches 
are needed which help society in the dynamic adaptation to unpredictable natural change and 
give flexibility in priority setting. Respondents highlighted that practical application of 
dynamic approaches are very important especially with respect to the climate change issue.  

5.2.3 The effectiveness of current nature conservation policies 

A further aim was to evaluate the effectiveness of current nature conservation policies. We 
explored how the key informants, national experts of nature conservation, judged the 
effectiveness of nature conservation policy in general and in particular. Another aim was to 
ask for the judgement of the interviewee with regard to the integration of nature conservation 
policy with other relevant policy areas. An open question format was used to gain the 
interviewee’s opinion about possible ways forward to improve the effectiveness of nature 
conservation policy. 

At a very general level, current nature conservation policies are assessed as sufficient by most 
interviewees. Considering the objectives and outputs of certain biodiversity policy 
interventions (programs), the effectiveness of these programs were good (Figure 1). 
Conservation of mountain ecosystems in France, preservation of certain species in all 
analysed countries as well as wetland and water courses restoration in Hungary and in 
Germany were regarded as success stories. Achieving long-term goals and desired outcomes 
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were the most commonly mentioned sources of dissatisfaction. Sceptical opinions were given 
regarding the achievement of the goal to stop biodiversity decline by 2010.  

The assessment of effectiveness was compared with the magnitude of the threats. Some 
interviewees noted that considering the magnitude of danger, action for conservation was low. 
Marine ecosystems and invasiveness were mentioned as ‘neglected’ issues in official 
conservation institutional arrangements. Integration of nature conservation policy with other 
relevant policy areas was regarded as unsuccessful in all the analysed countries. Furthermore, 
some administrative shortcomings were mentioned which reduce the effectiveness of nature 
conservation: lack of implementation of existing laws, lack of expertise at the level of 
decision making and at the level of land use planning, and the problem of federalism in 
Germany.  
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Figure 1: Main policy evaluation criteria (Source: European Commission, 2003). 
 

Issues of efficiency, that is objectives and targets being achieved for the least resources (e.g. 
least cost in the case of cost efficiency) was not mentioned in the interviews. The issue of 
efficient input use emerged in the context of voluntary work: voluntary work of enthusiastic 
people increases the cost-efficiency of some measures.  

According to the interviews, political obstacles were considered as the main reason for 
ineffectiveness. Nature conservation has a low status and low priority compared to other 
social and economical issues. The lack of political will is evident in the limited availability of 
financial resources. 
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5.3 Biodiversity policy in France 

5.3.1 Methodology 

Results of this report are derived from two main sources of information: written documents 
available online and interviews conducted with experts on biodiversity issues. Written 
documents were first screened in the summer of 2007 to get an overview of important issues 
and stakeholders of French biodiversity policy but also to have a general understanding of 
current concerns in the field. A second deeper analysis followed after the interviews were 
undertaken focusing on documents referred to by most of the interviewees (Table 7). 

In the first query for important policy documents, the National Strategy for Biodiversity (later 
referred to as NSB), its action plans and the third national report for the COP were selected 
for review. A document called “Piloting, monitoring and evaluation of the national 
biodiversity strategy” (23rd November 2005, Nature and landscape administration within the 
Ministry of Environment, see: http://www.ecologie.gouv.fr/IMG/pdf/270906_SNB_fiche_ 
gouvernance.pdf) and the action plans of the NSB provided information on who are the key 
informants in the field of biodiversity protection in France (three interviewees). Lectures 
given by French experts at the 3rd Living Knowledge Conference in Paris, 2007 in the session 
“Knowledge, People, Biodiversity” were also informative on current trends in biodiversity 
monitoring (three interviewees). The public consultation on environmental issues, the 
“Grenelle de l’Environnement” (Environmental roundtable), was operating at the time of the 
interviews, and some members of the biodiversity working group were also asked to give an 
interview3.  

Face to face interviews were made in September 2007 and the snowball method was used to 
reach interviewees, which means we asked interviewees to suggest people they thought were 
holders of important knowledge. Four interviewees were found this way completing the list of 
the 12 people asked. 41% of interviewees were women. About 33% of experts asked had at 
least 30 years of professional experience in the field of nature protection, whilst the same 
proportion had approximately 3 years of working experience. The interviewees worked for 
diverse types of institutions including local NGOs (3), inter-governmental organisations (2), 
Universities and the scientific community (2), and the national authority (5). 

All of the interviews were conducted face to face, 58% of interviews were made in the office 
of the interviewee, the rest were conducted in a more informal but mostly peaceful 
environment (garden, cafeteria). All interviews except one were made in a one to one 
situation in the agreed presence of a dictaphone well visibly placed. The interviews ranged 
from 29 to 114 minutes long with an average duration of 56 minutes. The language of the 
interviews was French with the exception of the first one conducted. Even though the person 
had very good knowledge of the English language, he had a slight difficulty in expressing 
himself so no other interviews were made in English. The interviews were made in a semi-
structured way, having the main topics of interest and possible questions defined in an 
interview string (see appendix) but using them in a flexible way, adapting it to the interview 
situation.  
                                                      

3 Interviews were conducted at the beginning of September 2007 during the public consultations called Grenelle 
de l’Environnement. This is considered to be an important turning point in the policy on nature and 
environmental policy in France. Half of the interviewees reflected upon the Grenelle de l’environnement 
(Environment Round Table) which is a public consultation launched by the President of France, Nicolas Sarkozy 
on 6th July, 2007.  
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Table 7: Documents considered to be relevant to the topic of nature and biodiversity 
protection in France. 

Strategic documents: 

� National Strategy for 
Biodiversity (NSB) 

� Action Plans for the NSB 

� French strategy for 
sustainable development 

 

Laws: 

� 1976 first law on nature 
protection 

� Bird and habitat 
directive 

� Natura 2000 directive 

 

Reports: 

� National Report for COP of CBD 2006 

� Report of the 2nd (biodiversity and 
natural resources) group of the Grenelle 

� Report of the 4th (sustainable production 
and consumption) group of the Grenelle 

� Reports of the project DIVA on public 
action, agriculture and biodiversity 
(2003-2006) 

� Millennium Ecosystem Assessment 

Articles and scientific papers :  

Agir pour la biodiversité (2007) – publication of the Fédération des Parcs naturels régionaux de France (Act for 
biodiversity) 

Camproux, M.-P. – Durousseau, M. (2007): Journée d'étude 30 ans de protection de la nature, 30ème 
anniversaire de la loi du 10 juillet 1976. France Nature Environnement. In press. (Day of examining the 30 
years of the law on nature protection of 1967) 

Commniqué de Jean-Stéphane Devisse (WWF-France) : "La France se met en mesure de rattraper son retard" Le 
30 Octobre 2007. (press release concerning the outcomes of the Grenelle entitled France is starting to catch 
up with the lag.) 

Devictor et al. (2007) : Functional Homogenization Effect of Urbanization on Bird Communities. Conservation 
Biology, 21 (3), 741–751. 

Gaëlle Dupont (2007) : Des associations écologistes sont mécontentes des dernières décisions prises sur les 
OGM. Le Monde 8th December (Ecologic associations are not content with the latest decisions taken on 
GMOs) 

Gaëlle Dupont (2007) : Un avant-projet de loi prévoit le droit de consommer et produire "avec ou sans OGM". 
Le Monde 4th December (A plan of a bill is anticipating the right to consume and produce “with or without 
GMO”) 

Juillard, R. – Jiguet, F. –  Couvet, D. (2003): Common birds facing global changes: what makes a species at 
risk? Global Change Biology 10, 148–154. 

Julliard,R. (2006): Spatial segregation of specialists and generalists in bird communities. Ecology Letters, 9, 
1237–1244.  

La France et la biodiversité (2005) – IUCN publication on national heritage and threats to them. 

Levrel H. (2006): Construire des indicateurs durables à partir d’un savoir issu de multiples pratiques : le cas de la 
biodiversité. Annales des Mines – Série Gérer & Comprendre, n°85, pp.51-62. (from interviewee) 
(Construct sustainable indicators deriving from knowledge of different prctice : the case of biodiversity) 

Millier, C. – Barre, – V. –Landeau, S. (2004): Biodiversité et gestion forestière. Résultats scientifiques et actions 
de transfert. Paris, ECOFOR, MEDD, MAAPAR, 161p. . (Biodiversity and forest management. Scientific 
results and knowledge transfer) 

R. Barbault (2007): La biodiversité : enjeux et perspectives pour les Réserves de biosphère. La lettre de la 
Biosphère, 78. 1-3. (Biodiversity : threats and perspectives for the Biosphere reserves) 
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The recorded interviews were roughly translated into English and transcribed. They were all 
summarised in a structured form (see appendix) according to the main interests of the 
research. Exact quotations were used when key information was given. These are marked 
with the “  ” sign. 

The second stage of the desk research was to collect and analyse the most important policy 
documents relating to nature conservation and biodiversity issues. The following internet sites 
were screened and analysed: 

• Convention on Biological Diversity at http://www.cbd.int/default.shtml 

• The national Clearing-House Mechanism at http://biodiv.mnhn.fr/ 

• Le Grenelle de l’Environnement at http://www.legrenelle-environnement.fr 

• Ministère de l’Écologie de la’Aménagement et de Développment Durable at 
http://www.ecologie.gouv.fr 

• WWF – France at http://www.wwf.fr 

• French Committee of IUCN at http://www.uicn.fr/ 

• INRA – Project DIVA http://w3.rennes.inra.fr/sad/diva 

• Natura 2000 - http://www.natura2000.fr/ 

• Institute Français de la Biodiversité at http://www.gis-ifb.org 

• Bureau des Resources Génétiques at http://www.brg.prd.fr 

• ECOFOR at http://www.gip-ecofor.org 

• Office National des Forêt at http://www.gip-ecofor.org 

5.3.2 Actors in French nature conservation  

5.3.2.1 State and sub-regional actors  

Natural areas in France are protected in a diverse way, 9 national parks, 156 nature reserves, 
and 600 departmental biotope protection areas are designated and more than 100,000 ha are 
under coastal protection. Besides these strictly protected areas, there are 45 regional nature 
parks which cover 12.6% of the whole territory of France. The Natura 2000 conservation 
program affects 1700 sites which cover 6.8 million ha, 12.4% of the terrestrial land of France. 

Under state regulation, fully or partly under the direction of the Ministry of Environment and 
Sustainable Development and Land Planning (later referred to as MEDAD) are the 
institutions of: 

• National Parks of France (Parcs nationaux, PNR) 

• National Office for  Hunting and Wildlife (l’Office national de la chasse et de la faune 
sauvage, ONCFS) 

• Coast Protection (Conservatoire du littoral) 

• Sea Site Protection Agency (Agence des aires marines protégées, AAMP) 

• National Forestry Office (Office national des forêts, ONF) 

• French Research Institute for Sea Operations (Institut français de recherche pour 
l’exploitation de la mer, IFREMER) 
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• National Museum of Natural History (Muséum National d’Histoire Naturelle, MNHN) 

At the sub-national levels there are also protected areas and institutions managing them: 

• Biosphere Reserves (Réserves de biosphère) 

• Regional Nature Parks (Parcs naturels régionaux) 

• Nature Reserves (Réserves naturelles) 

• Departmental Biotop Protection Areas (Arrêtés préfectoraux de protection de biotope)  

• Sea Nature Parks (Parcs naturels marins) 

• Technical Atelier of Natural Areas (Atelier technique des espaces naturels) 

• Regional Conservatories of Natural Areas (Conservatoires régionaux d’espaces 
naturels) 

National Parks: There are 9 national parks in France. Recently an organisation called 
National Parks of France was established ensuring the connection of parks to public 
institutions, common quality of services, mobility of employees, common administration and 
outside communication, but also the collection of data. National parks are divided into two 
zones, one is the central zone where the protection is maximal and the state holds the decision 
making rights even if public consultations are made. Activities include agriculture, forestry or 
pastoralism. The second zone is the peripheral zone established by the reform of the law of 
1960 in 2006. Communities can freely join this status and subject themselves to a code 
designed by the national park, describing possible economic activities, which are in harmony 
with nature. 

National Hunting and Game Service: This is an administrative organisation under the 
authority of MEDAD (main) and the Agricultural Ministry. Its task is to define, realise and 
control management measures through hunting with the aim of conserving wild animals and 
their livelihood if compatible with human activities. Among the missions of the service is 
research and experiments conducted on conservation, restoration and management of wild 
fauna and their habitats and the use of game through hunting. It takes part in monitoring game 
and also in respecting the regulations on hunting police. It reports on the status of wild 
animals as well as information on the management of them, but it also brings experts and 
technical knowledge on defining regional directions. It is in charge of organising the hunting 
license examinations. 

Coastal protection agency4: This is a public administrative body with the responsibility of 
conducting appropriate land-use policies for the protection of threatened natural areas. It is 
now a member of IUCN. It is leading a policy for the protection of natural areas and 
landscapes in coastal and lakeside areas. It can intervene in the European and Mayotte seaside 
districts and also in local authorities by deltas and estuaries and lakes larger than 1000 ha. 
Nowadays its activities cover 22 regions, 47 departments and 1145 coastal and lake 
communes. This agency has competence to protect 180,000 acres, 300 sites, and 543 miles of 
sea shores.   

Sea site protection agency: The law made in 2006 on national parks and sea nature parks 
created this new public institution for administration under MEDAD. The agency is helping 
state and territorial communities to create a strategy on the creation and management of 

                                                      
4 http://www.conservatoire-du-littoral.fr/front/process/Content.asp?rub=278&rubec=62 
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protected sea sites. It provides technical, administrative and scientific help to managers of 
protected sea sites and it can also be directly given the task of managing these areas.  

National Forest Service (NFS): This is directed by the Agricultural Ministry with the 
guidance of the MEDAD. The state has given the service the following missions of general 
interest: 

• The protection of territories by managing the natural risks of forests through creating 
natural and organic reserves; 

• The production of timber by combining economic, ecological and social demands; 
• The reception of the public through environmental land management, information and 

sensitisation. 

The NFS directly manages 12 million ha of forest and a great diversity of natural areas for the 
state and local authorities. It also manages 4.4 million ha of temperate European forest as well 
as 7.6 million of tropical forest in the overseas territories.  

National service for water and wetlands: A mission of the water police is to ensure that 
regulations on water and fishing are respected. It also controls water use to assure the 
preservation of water bodies. It gives technical advice to the water police in relation to 
requests of use or licences. Some of its employees search for, and record, infringements 
which assist in legal procedures on this topic. 

French Research Institute for Exploitation of the Sea (IFREMER): The mission of the 
IFREMER is: 

• To explore, evaluate and draw attention to resources of the oceans and help their 
sustainable exploitation; 

• To improve methods for monitoring, forecast effects of protections and valorisation of 
sea coastal habitats; 

• To help with the economic development of the sea. 

French Natural History Museum: Among the research activities of the museum are the 
listing, classification and understanding of biological and ecological diversity. Its origin and 
purpose is to help the sustainable management of this diversity. It relies on the life sciences 
but also calls upon earth sciences, humanities and social sciences. The museum is investing in 
three activities: 

• Making a list and description of species diversity, except for macroscopic species of 
temperate countries;  

• Understanding this diversity; its evolution (phylogenetic and the process of 
specialisation), ontogenetic (development and genesis of the diversity of forms) and 
functions (the biology of the populations and their regulation); 

• Analysing the complex relations between human activities (past, present and future) 
and biodiversity. 

Biosphere reserves: It is within the framework of the global scientific cooperation program 
of UNESCO called Man and Biosphere (MAB) that biosphere reserves were created in 
France. There are 10 in France most of them based on areas protected as national parks, 
regional nature parks or nature reserves. Research is undertaken on the interactions between 
people and their environment, such as the management of resources, structure and functioning 
of ecosystems, and impacts of human interventions on the environment. There is no 
substantial financial support for their activities at present. 
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Nature reserves5: There are 156 nature reserves all over France protecting 546,100 ha 
(427,400 ha on land and 118,700 ha on sea). They are regulated by articles L 332-1 to 27 of 
the environmental law and linked in a network of the Association of Nature Reserves France. 
They enable the protection, management and discovery of exceptional and diverse natural 
areas. Depending on the states, the geographic situation and the local context, the initiative of 
forming a nature reserve is handled by the state, the region or the Corsican local authority. In 
all cases prior to the creation of a nature reserve, local public consultation has to be made. The 
administrative authority entrusts the management locally to an organisation that can be an 
association, a local government or a group of local governments, a public institution, the 
owners, a group of public utilities or a foundation. 

Departmental Biotope Protection Areas: These protect biotopes for the sake of the survival 
of protected species. Biotope is defined here as habitat indispensable for the existence of 
animal or plant species. It is a well-defined geographical area characterised by special 
geological, hydrological, climatic or sonorous conditions. There are 600 prefectural decrees 
protecting 300,000 ha in France. Protection is regulated by articles L411-1 and 2 of the 
environmental law and by the bill of 27th July 1990 on the protection of biotopes needed by 
species living in wetlands.  

Sea Nature Parks: This institution was created in 2006 by articles L.334-3 to L.334-7 and R. 
334-27 to R.334-38 of the environmental law. Sea nature parks address international 
agreements such as the convention on biological diversity, the convention on regional seas 
and the EU Sea Natura 2000 network. The need for a new law was justified by the special 
qualities of the sea environment to which existing regulations did not fit. The first sea nature 
park is designated at the Iroise sea and it covers 3550 km2. The designation of a sea nature 
park is led by the state represented by the sea préfect and the departmental préfect. The 
creation, and later the management, of sea nature parks is supported by the Sea Site Protection 
Agency. All sea nature parks have a management council to which local communities, socio-
professional groups and the state (in minority) can delegate members. This council designs 
the management plan and is responsible for monitoring and projects in the area. Public 
consultation is not obligatory when designing the management plan but is recommended. The 
Sea Site Protection Agency approves the plan.  

Technical Atelier of Natural Areas - GIP ATEN: This group of public interest was founded 
by 12 institutions in 1986 and their mandate was renewed in 2004 for another 12 years. The 
environmental ministry, national parks, coast protection, nature reserves association, regional 
nature parks federation, Sansouïre Foundation (Tour du Valat), and the regional protection of 
natural areas joined this group in 2003. The mission of the atelier is to develop and spread 
through education and publications the methods of nature area management techniques, which 
are part of the national and foreign heritage. 

Regional Conservatories of Natural Areas (regional)6: The natural areas Conservatories is 
protecting sites of heritage interest in the long term, by favouring a contractual, multi-partner 
approach and style of management. They form a network of 21 regional Conservatories and 8 
departmental Conservatories. It is the largest network of NGOs devoted to nature 
management in France.  

The conservatories sign long-term (emphyteutic) and farming leases, or management 
agreements with public or private owners and can, as a last resort, purchase sites. A 
management plan is drawn up based on the objectives and validated by the scientific 

                                                      
5 http://www.reserves-naturelles.org 
6 http://www.enf-conservatoires.org/home.php?num_niv_1=1&num_cons_1=8&num_cons_2=6  
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committee. It takes into account the history of the site and the economic activities and cultural 
values attached to it, in order to recommend suitable and lasting management practices. They 
regularly contribute to supervision, expert evaluations, research, regional projects or delegated 
management to apply public policies (nature reserves, Natura 2000, water policies, etc.).  

The conservatories currently protect more than 1800 sites representing almost 79,000 ha in 
mainland France. Many of these sites are included in national inventories of sites of 
environmental interest and are part of the Natura 2000 network.  

Regional Nature Parks: The 45 regional natural parks are on areas with landscapes famous 
for their cultural and natural heritage. 12.6% of France is covered by them. The main 
objective of these parks is to preserve this wealth by involving stakeholders. Areas are free to 
adhere. Each park is managed according to a charta. The capacity of a Natural Park to protect 
nature and make people respect the regulations resides mostly from consultations and that the 
charta, which has to be respected, is defined by the signing partners. The regulations come 
from the state or the local authorities. 

5.3.3 Non-governmental organisations 

Besides national and regional official organisations, a number of non-governmental 
organisations are active in the field of nature protection. 

Among the largest is France Nature Environment which is a local NGO working in the 
whole territory of France. It has a membership of nearly 3000 local NGOs. Its main field of 
activity is lobbying at the national and international level on the creation of new legislation, 
ensuring the application of environmental laws. 

Fondation Nicolas Hulot can be also listed among the local NGOs active at a national level. 
Its work is mostly undertaken on environmental education. The founder of this association, 
Mr Hulot, is a well known TV celebrity famous for a series of nature films. He used his fame 
to put pressure on candidates during the last election campaign to create a new ministry on 
environmental issues. This is how the Ministry of Environment and Sustainable Development 
and Planning (MEDD) was created. 

Ligue pour la protection des oiseaux (LPO) is a local NGO active across all French 
territory specialising in the protection of birds and the habitats in which they live. They take 
active part in the monitoring, protection, curing and guarding of birds, but also sensibilisation 
of the public. They were invited to take part in designing the concept on biodiversity at the 
Grenelle de l’Environnement. 

Inter-governmental organisations like WWF and IUCN play an important role in shaping 
French nature protection policy. Both organisations were invited to the Grenelle to participate 
in the working group on biodiversity and were mentioned by many interviewees. IUCN is 
responsible for the evaluation of the national implementation of the CBD and was involved by 
the ministry in designing the indicators for the same convention. All its work is centred on the 
protection of biodiversity.  WWF has selected some species, rivers and mountains where they 
are active in the field. They are working on establishing a forest certification (Forest 
Stewardship Council) to assure that wood products obtain a good price, the people working 
with it have a fair salary and that protection of the forest is included alongside its exploitation. 
In the end there is a label on the product. They have been working on establishing the 
Guyanne National Park. They also work on the Water Framework Directive. As members of 
the IUCN, they made the report on protected areas for the CBD report of 2006. 
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5.3.4 Results of the interview analysis 

5.3.4.1 Threats to biodiversity and challenges 

Fragmentation of natural areas, destruction of habitats, non-involvement of non-protected 
areas in environmental management, and the negative impact of large scale agriculture were 
mentioned as a first danger by seven interviewees. Improving the connectivity of areas and 
the maintenance of eco-corridors were mentioned as top priorities for conservation in France. 
There were no such matches between interviewees concerning the order of importance of 
threats to biodiversity, but some key topics were raised. Invasive species were considered to 
be a big concern by many of the people asked (6x). This was particularly stated for the 
overseas territories which are not as used to the introduction of new species. Climate change 
(4x), partly connected to agro carburant production, deforestation and invasive species, was 
considered a significant threat to biodiversity. Education (4x) and the involvement of the 
public was also considered to be a priority to achieve nature protection goals, with the help of 
proper monitoring and research (2x) which is well organised at the national level. Pollution 
(3x) and overexploitation of natural resources (2x) was stated as one of the main harms to 
nature and biodiversity. Sea and coastal wildlife (2x), as well as overseas endemic species, 
were said to be endangered. Urbanisation, extinction of big predators and specialisation of 
territories (for example to animal husbandry) were stated as threats, whilst local markets as 
possible solutions to biodiversity loss were also mentioned during the interviews. 

5.3.4.2 Priorities and trends in nature and biodiversity protection 

By asking the difference of the two words nature conservation and biodiversity protection the 
evolution of conservation policy became visible. The two words are used to describe very 
similar aims, but different tools of action. The word nature conservation is considered to be 
something “more historic”, a “classical” way of thinking which is “more limited”, excluding 
nature from human activities, isolating it from the rest. This kind of conservation policy is 
considered to have ruled until Natura 2000 started. It has a geographical focus and does not 
aim to change the lifestyle of people or economic activities. It worked on the creation of 
national parks and nature reserves, but it also listed protected species from the viewpoint of 
the state. The regulatory system which is there is very expensive to monitor, it is only for 
small zones (protected areas - Agnes) and all areas around these are not dealt with. 

Although the meaning of the word biodiversity protection is very narrow etymologically, it is 
considered to be a wider concept “it is the preservation of all living creatures on all levels: 
genetic, species and ecosystem level” (administration) or “habitats, species but also genetic 
diversity and landscape too” (inter-governmental organisation). On the other hand it is said to 
cover a “holistic way of thinking” (administration), one that includes people and human 
activities in its framework. Integration into public policy in fields such as agriculture, forestry, 
industry, and territory development is also part of the concept of biodiversity protection. This 
goes hand in hand with the concept that biodiversity protection not only includes 
“conservation of genes, species and ecosystems but services provided by the ecosystem (what 
is used by people actively or passively) too” (inter-governmental organisation). For some, 
biodiversity is “understanding better the interdependencies and managing this” (scientific 
community).  

It was said that there tends be a difference in the attitude of smaller NGOs and older people 
working in the administration towards nature protection.  The latter support nature 
conservation for emotional or aesthetic reasons, an “old way of thinking”, whilst the 
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reasoning of younger people or bigger NGOs is based more on the concept of ecosystem 
services. 

This change in conservation policy is visible in policy documents other than Natura 2000, 
such as the modification of the 1976 law on nature protection, which created the possibility 
for local authorities to join national parks as peripheral zones with regulated economic 
activities. This tendency can also be tracked in the strategy for biodiversity protection or its 
sectoral action plans. However, the integration of nature protection into sectoral policy is 
considered to be poor by NGOs, as no budget is allocated to these duties. Evolution of tax and 
incentive policy in favour of eco-friendly activities and halting activities which destroy nature 
(eco-fiscalité) were mentioned by both official and NGO interviewees as a possible way of 
improvement and maybe the only hope to stop biodiversity loss. “Money and economy 
governs nature conservation” and “conservation in practice depends on the initiative and the 
money” said the researchers asked.  

A move towards more public participation and a less centralised nature protection system is 
also seen. During the 30 glorious years of De Gaulle, France was very much centralised. It 
went on until 1983 when Mitterand came to power, but the subsequent decentralisation did 
not really happen in the environmental sphere. The regional nature parks are exceptions. All 
urban planning was decentralised which had its environmental effect. However, nature 
reserves, for example, could only be established using a bottom up approach since three years 
ago. Using democratic techniques, which was quite often mentioned in this context, is 
considered to be important, and for some people it was much more important than the 
regulations and laws. Moreover, since the top down implementation of Natura 2000 failed in 
France, public participation became institutionalised. The launch of the Grenelle de 
l’environnement public consultation on environmental issues is a very good example of this. 
Natura 2000 marks a turning point in conservation policy as areas which were not designated 
for nature protection in the first place are involved. As said by an interviewee working in 
public administration:  

“We have opened the windows towards a more general thought, not the 
classic way of nature protection. Nobody died but everybody got contracted 
(with the virus)” 

The EU is one of the main driving forces in the evolution of nature protection (e.g. Natura 
2000) and it has played an important role since the Bern convention. NGOs are important in 
the application of environmental laws and also in the creation of protected areas, such as the 
new national parks created recently. One member of an international NGO stated: 

“NGOs and also companies, local governments and professional groups in 
direct contact with nature (such as farmers, fishers), as well as the general 
public, has to be more involved if we want to change gear”  

5.3.5 Effectiveness of French conservation policy 

During the interviews the effectiveness of conservation was assessed in terms of its 
orientation, process and the results themselves. According to a local NGO member, when 
(usually) a policy is evaluated the actions are taken into account, not the result. There is an 
experimental site where a new agro-environmental scheme was launched with result-oriented 
evaluation, but wide range application of outcome-oriented evaluation is yet to come. 

Relating to the orientation issue the following statements were given in the interviews: 
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• “In policy little is done against climate change, agricultural intensification is 
encouraged by subsidies, organic farming and small scale local farming is not 
encouraged. There are very few agro-environmental measures with local effect only” 
(local NGO). 

• “Global problems are not treated at all” (local NGO). 

• “There is almost nothing done to fight against urban sprawl, house building (not flats) 
is encouraged. It has many knock-on effects” (local NGO). 

The interviewees mentioned the following statements about the process of conservation 
policy:  

• “The things that are done are very weak compared to the threats” (local NGO). 

• “It is getting better, but not as fast as the loss of biodiversity which is continuing. We 
are successfully leading operations to protect certain species or habitats, but there is 
a basic movement which is connected to development and our consumers’ lifestyle 
which results in a pressure on biodiversity” (inter-governmental organisation). 

• “It is true that in two years it will be almost 2010 and we will not have found answers 
to all threats to biodiversity, but we will have started social and economic processes 
which is not easy” (local NGO). 

• “0.7% of European France is protected, which is less than 1% of its territory. It is 
ridiculous if you look at the threats. Natura 2000 is labelled, as we say, with a 
contract with local actors and its value is not the same as a nature reserve or a 
national park” (local NGO). 

• “The 2nd pillar of CAP got 15% less money now than in the previous period. It is 
already at the EU level that it starts and then the debate continues at a national 
level.” And: “when it is about the environment everyone thinks about the 2nd pillar 
although there can be eco-conditions set for the 1st pillar payments too.” 

Relating to the results issue the following statements could be found in the texts of interviews: 

• “Concerning the effectiveness France could do better” (local NGO). 
• “Nature conservation is not very effective” (local NGO). 
• “The mountainous area is well protected” (local NGO). 
• “Some species, patrimonial species are reintroduced but biodiversity is still 

decreasing” (local NGO). 
• “In the Pyrenees National Park wolf protection was a priority. The number of animals 

has declined and those that live there are not all living within the border of the park” 
(inter-governmental organisation). 

• “It is catastrophic: we loose four species in an hour, it is an ecological catastrophe 
which is going on right now. Our children won’t see many-many species. It is not 
efficient” (local NGO). 

 
There are two parallel tendencies: nature protection on the one hand and life quality (more 
population, urbanisation and agriculture) on the other hand. The problem is that biodiversity 
degradation is occurring. It is a race of two gears, on the one hand there is the destruction, on 
the other hand the protection. However, it is getting better now, the destruction is not so fast, 
less stupid things are happening. Therefore, in 20 years it will be better if we are being 
optimistic. 
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Assessment of effectiveness could be based on several types of indicators. Some 
recommendations for these indicators were given in the interviews:  

• Habitats and species are not disappearing, maintained or reintroduced; 

• Species distribution over France between generalists and specialists; 

• Number of endangered species; 

• More area protected and they are more close to each other, preferably linked; 

• Number or area affected by agri-environmental programs; 

• Area covered by concrete; 

• Possibility for people to meet and exchange ideas on environmental schemes; 

• Existence and number of long-lasting conservation projects; 

• Public acceptance of conservation measures; 

• Participation of people in conservation; 

• Speed of decision-making in biodiversity policy formulation; 

• Ecosystem services are provided. 

5.3.5.1 Effectiveness of monitoring  

There were many concerns about the monitoring of nature and biodiversity as it would be a 
starting point to assess the effectiveness of nature and biodiversity conservation policy. 

The effectiveness of monitoring was considered weak in several senses. First of all, there are 
conceptual questions to solve. What to monitor? This question has not been answered yet in 
many cases. Should it be on outputs or outcomes? “2010 target indicators ought to be on 
biodiversity but they are not, because it is difficult to measure biodiversity” (scientific 
community).  “Only two indicators are about species, this means only two are about 
biodiversity, the rest are on agriculture, nitrate etc.” (scientific community). Indicators 
should be chosen so that data collection is inexpensive as there is “a limited amount of 
money.” An expensive monitoring system would not be “well communicable” 
(administration). There are few data so it is not possible to have aggregated statistics. 
Monitoring is not well coordinated. It should be undertaken at different levels (local and 
global) in a standardised way. 

There are existing indicators and data at the national level but mostly concerning protected 
areas: Natura 2000 sites (under construction), atelier zones (integrated monitoring), nature 
reserves (on flora and fauna but different frequency and quality of data collection), forests 
managed by the National Forest Office (RENECOFOR on herbaceous and woody plants 
presence, abundance – dominance every 5 years, presence of higher rank fungies and lichen 
each year, climate and soil data on 102 sites) are monitored. There is a plan to use the 1000 
quadrates of the existing plant health monitoring networks sites to monitor biodiversity from 
2009. 

Species are monitored too but differently: there is much data on birds which has recently been 
standardised (STOC) covering all of France in detail, which is mostly created by the League 
pour la Protection des Oiseaux as there are many voluntary workers. There is quite a lot of 
data on mammals, amphibians and reptiles though not as precise as that on birds, but little and 
sparse information on fish, sea animals or invertebrates. There is a new initiative of the 
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Natural History Museum to launch a participatory monitoring system involving gardeners. It 
is called Vigi-Nature and is focusing on birds (STOC, already existing), butterflies (which 
started two years ago), bats (almost ready), and plants (not ready yet).  

5.3.5.2 Effectiveness of public awareness raising 

We can see that there is a move towards better results but it is far from perfect. When 
interviewees were talking about the attitude of ordinary people on nature protection 
ambiguous opinions were given: 

• “Society is becoming conscious that it can’t continue its existing lifestyle. French 
people know what Natura 2000 is and the measures were discussed with everyone. If 
there was a government decision to invest more money, it would be a good system 
even if very complicated” (national authority). 

• “The general public is against environmentalists and ecologists.  They don’t have a 
clue about the importance and relationships between biodiversity, biospheres, 
ecosystem services and their life” (local NGO). 

• “If the state says something we surely try to do it the other way round and the state 
takes the decisions. We are not used to being trusted” (local NGO). 

• “They think that we should stop building new roads and try to use the railway or 
public transport. However, if we look at the lifestyle of the people then we see that 
they use their cars a lot and this is not about to change. The public in general is not 
ready to live without cars and when a road is not user-friendly it demands 
improvement” (national authority). 

• “People are starting to be conscious about the loss of biodiversity, making the link 
between economy and biodiversity. Farmers are learning what is good and bad for 
biodiversity” (inter-governmental organisation). 

• “Nature conservation is not a top priority. Unless people get concerned about the 
topic, the government will not take part in enough conservation. People need financial 
motivations to be pro-conservation” (scientific community). 

A number of issues were mentioned by many people. These included the Natura 2000 
network and its development, which has had a significant effect on changing conservation 
policy, the problem of invasive species and the Grenelle de l’environnement. 

5.3.5.3 Effectiveness of Natura 2000 implementation 

Natura 2000 is a turning point in French conservation policy as it is focusing on territories, 
which were not designated for nature protection in the first place. There were huge debates 
around its establishment, which thus took 15 years. It taught about the importance of 
distributing information and asking public opinion. As an interviewee from the administration 
said: 

“There is a time before and after Natura 2000, the things and the effects are 
different. So far, there are some successful parts of the program... Now 
there is no agricultural syndicate who would leave nature protection or 
Natura 2000 out of considerations. There is sure success in the 
understanding and acceptance of Natura 2000”. Another state official 
added, “that it is true that it took more time to install, but it may guarantee 
more stability and long term engagement from the actors involved. “ 
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The following statements were mentioned by interviewees on the institutional effectiveness of 
the Natura 2000 system in France: 

• “Some 1200 sites have not got a management plan yet” (inter-governmental 
organisation). 

• “Contracts offered by the state have been changed three times in one period, each 
time lowering the money to earn and increasing exigencies. It is hard to involve new 
farmers or renew contracts as farmers do not earn enough with it” (local NGO). 

• “There is not enough money allocated to Natura 2000 to make people participate” 
(local NGO). 

• “Natura 2000 sites are not connected to one another” (national authority). 
• “In Natura 2000 there is a loophole in some geographic areas where there is a strong 

territory development interest” (local NGO). 
• “It is focusing also on some invertebrates and some little plants and not only big 

mediatic creatures, but still it is very partial, because it is based on a short list of 
species: beetles that are fairly common in Europe and birds which are well known, but 
there are 100-1000 endangered insects which are not taken into account with the 
exception of butterflies and dragonflies” (local NGO). 

• “Territories have been designated according to a limited selection of species, thus it 
misses out some other species. It is not the birds that are becoming extinct but those 
small species, which are not monitored at all” (local NGO). 

• “The theory is important but it might not be so effective” (scientific community). 
• “It does not only have purely environmental but more sustainable development aims 

including economic and social development” (administration). 

5.3.5.4 Effectiveness of policy against invasive species 

No national management plan is in place against invasive species, however, national measures 
are in place against harmful plants and the trade of them. There are actions at the local level 
but they are not coordinated. It is in the action plan for biodiversity protection to define 
priorities in the field of invasive species (COP report 2006). Invasives are a problem in 
European France but they present a particularly serious threat in overseas territories which are 
not yet used to new species coming in. The Miconia tree in Polynesia has invaded two-thirds 
of Tahiti, Vigne Marotte in Reunion, and the national forest office in the Reunion now works 
mainly on eliminating invasive species. Snails in Polynesia are taking over around 60 
indigenous snail species. In France, the bull frog and the American Mink, which is competing 
with the endangered European mink, cause problems. In the Mediterranean islands, the 
Ludwigia grandiflora and Ludwigia peploides plants are spreading. The Environmental 
Ministry has just finished a research program on invasive species called EnvaBio and aims to 
make a complete list of invasive species in the overseas territories by July 2008.  

5.3.5.5 Effectiveness of the Grenelle (Environmental Roundtable) 

It was interesting to see how interviewees were ignorant of the principles of how the Grenelle 
was constructed. “The process is very fluid.” They did not know how participating partners 
were chosen. The Regional Natural Parks were almost left out of the discussions, urban and 
land planning was not represented in the biodiversity working group. But in general 
interviewees were in favour of this process, using new methodological approaches from the 
side of the government, described by an official as follows: “we listen to everybody, the 
NGOs, the syndicates, the experts” everyone is a little bit an expert in this question in his or 
her field. 
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The Grenelle was considered to be “a good opportunity to change gear. Things are moving 
but we should change to a much faster rhythm. There is a big brake today, which is the 
available finances. Hopefully the Grenelle will find financial resources.” said one of the inter-
governmental organisations asked. Another representative of inter-governmental 
organisations thought that it was a possibility to change things and put tactile goals in the 
policy documents, ones that can be fought for and point at later. A local NGO also welcomed 
the roundtable as a possibility to meet, exchange ideas, and maybe move on, but he was 
critical regarding the speed of these changes due to the inner limits of the evolutionary paths 
of industry and agriculture. An interviewee working in the public administration summarised 
it very well: “the Grenelle is necessary for having an effective answer but not a guarantee yet. 
Match null, the ball is at the middle, and everyone should put him or herself next to it.” 

5.3.5.6 Concepts used by the interviewees 

Ecosystem services was referred to by five interviewees. One of the researchers was doing 
research on the perception of ecosystem services by different stakeholders: institutional actors 
(chamber of agriculture, land management, general council), environmental NGOs (not just 
biodiversity), leisure organisations which use the environment (fishing, hunting, swimming, 
cycling).  

An interviewee from the administration seemed to contradict this perception as referring to 
the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment he combined ecosystem services with a rich 
biodiversity:  

“It is not a question of value, everyone will need services like clean water in 
the future to have a good life quality. All this depends largely on 
biodiversity, as well as a territory, which is generally in a good state 
because the ordinary environment has a role in our basic life.” He also 
added that the people do not realise this as it does not show on a monetary 
level (e.g. oxygen). “This is an egoist vision, not a Gaia concept, it is a life 
insurance. It is not the emotional vision which is needed, as some NGOs 
have it.” 

An interviewee from an inter-governmental organisation referred to ecosystem services in 
defining nature conservation itself: 

“It is conservation of the biological wealth, the ecosystems, and the services 
given by the ecosystems to other species and us people as well. ... The main 
goal of conservation is to preserve all these services and richness intact or 
little degraded.”  

An interviewee from a local NGO said that: 

“If we want to be efficient we need to centre things on humans and we need 
to preserve the biosphere and the life system so that it can continue to 
support human populations by providing all the ecosystem services like food 
production, pollination, clear water, preservation against natural 
catastrophes, many ecosystem services. It is the most important. But it is 
hard to make these new ideas come to the fore... The general public is 
against environmentalists and ecologists. They don’t have a clue about the 
importance and relationships between biodiversity, biospheres, ecosystem 
services and their life.” 
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The main goal of one of the local NGOs in their mission of nature conservation is to maintain 
an evolutionary potential.  

“It is important not to “freeze” biodiversity. Freeze means that what is now 
is good and if it evolves it is not good. Because first of all their idea is to 
protect with reserves or other strong tools the most endangered or 
remarkable areas and species, but also to work on more ordinary 
biodiversity in a whole territory as everything is connected.”  

One of the inter-governmental organisations supported this same approach:  

“It is to try to conserve a maximum potential of evolution of natural areas 
and species. It is to save the big dynamics, which are made during 
centuries. We know that by preserving huge natural areas that we can 
protect biodiversity.” 

Interviewees working in the public administration did not mention the word dynamic but were 
citing events where nature protection and the dynamic nature of ecosystems was of key 
importance (a piece of land with rare flowers being protected by the state and closed by keen 
inhabitants changed because of natural forestation due to lack of use). Also, changes in 
agricultural practices and rural life versus forestation of grassland or climate change altering 
animal behaviour.  

Others (e.g. a researcher) stressed human interactions with nature and how a co-evolution is 
needed in which the better we understand the better we can manage the dynamics of 
biodiversity and human actions. For this there is a need for people to be more implicated in 
public policy and also to know the elements of biodiversity better and how they influence 
them with their actions. The dynamics of ecosystems was mentioned by a researcher in 
relation to invasive species and overseas territories that are more prone to their devastation 
not being used to the arrival of new species. 

One of the local NGOs mentioned the dynamics of ecosystems as a phenomenon that can be 
monitored.  

5.3.6 Documents considered relevant for French nature conservation and 
biodiversity policy 

5.3.6.1 3rd National report of The Convention on Biological Diversity – March 2006. 

According to the 3rd Report for the CBD there is missing political will in fields of traditional 
knowledge and measures related to TK: access to technology and technology transfer; 
managing biotechnology and the distribution of its benefits; and financial resources. This 
study states that public participation and the involvement of affected parties is limited, 
scientific and traditional knowledge is not used completely, there are missing financial, 
human, and technical resources, and there are missing synergies at the national and 
international level.  

5.3.6.2 French strategy for sustainable development (Stratégie nationale de 
développement durable - SEDD) 

The French strategy for sustainable development includes the aim of conservation and 
management of natural resources. The document states that “production should not alter the 
replenishment of natural resources and that it should not stop the flow of ecosystem services 
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without completely knowing them.” It lists the same achievements as the 4th report of this 
document including some very concrete and sometimes marginal elements. 

“The effects of these measures are not immediate because the natural 
environment changes slowly. To achieve measurable results, it is necessary 
to be persistent in making an effort for many years.” One of the main aims 
of the strategy is to “improve the management and avoid the over-
exploitation of natural resources by acknowledging the value of the 
ecosystem services they provide and to develop a national natural 
infrastructure which is relying on a high quality ecological network.” 

5.3.6.3 4th report on the realisation of the SEDD 2003-2008 

Nature conservation is under the heading Conservation and management of natural resources 
in two pages out of the 26 page long document. Many of the achievements mentioned are 
policy decisions themselves such as the halting of the artificialisation of natural areas or the 
achievement of sustainable fishing and good ecological quality of freshwaters by 2015.  
Further, new action plan to stop the destruction of coral reefs, and willingness to extend the 
forest certification system to the whole wood consumption of the state until 2010. Others cite 
outputs as achievements without evaluating their actual outcomes: more stable financial 
resources are going to be spent on seashore conservation, 14 nature reserves, 2 national parks 
and more Natura 2000 areas have been designated. There are achievements in species 
protection (wolf) and reintroduction (brown bear in the Pyrenees) too. Experts participate in 
the Imoseb (International Mechanism of Scientific Expertise on Biodiversity). Agriculture is 
aiming at less water pollution. 

5.3.6.4 National Strategy for biodiversity 

Biodiversity – as written in the national strategy - is commonly found and is an essential 
dimension of the living and human world. It is endangered by the destruction, fragmentation 
and transformation of habitats, the introduction of new species, the overexploitation of species 
and climate change, and its value is not recognised. Stopping the loss of biodiversity by 2010 
means that genetic, species and habitat diversity should be maintained, ecological networks 
and the diversity of landscapes should be improved as well as their connectedness. The good 
functioning of ecosystems has to be maintained. 

Four orientations are defined to guide the prioritised actions: mobilise all actors; estimate the 
economic value of biodiversity to make sure it is taken into account; integrate into other 
policies; and do more research. 

It recognises the relation between certain human activities (e.g. deforestation), the destruction 
of environment and changes in the quality of life due to the loss of goods and services. 
Biodiversity provides a basis for sustainable development and thus the two are linked 
together. Management of biodiversity involves protection as well as exploitation thus 
including nature protection, industry, agriculture and land planning. 

It is crucial to maintain the diversity of ecosystems as they are maintaining the good 
functioning of the biosphere (water cycle or soil fertility) as a service. On this level 
biodiversity is showing its dynamic side: diversity of the interactions, which control partially 
the good functioning of the ecosystems, a continuous evolution which gives it adaptation 
capacity and a feedback to the changing environmental conditions. There are several other 
services listed in the strategy for biodiversity affecting different fields of human life. “All 
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these possibilities to fulfil our needs and those which are not discovered yet directly depend 
on maintaining biodiversity and its evolution dynamics.”  

Action plans for different policy fields and separately for overseas territories were made 
according to this strategy reflecting these principles.  

5.3.6.5 Report of the second working group of the Grenelle on preserving biodiversity 
and the natural resources. 

The Grenelle used the concept of ecosystem services to support claims on the importance of 
saving biodiversity.  

“It is in this sense that biodiversity is our life insurance. Each species has 
an option value for the future... Under the accumulated pressure and bad 
treatment many times by ignorance, the species and ecosystems decrease 
and disappear, just as well as the services with which they provide us such 
as water quality, soil fertility, clean and renewing air, food and health.  The 
big issue which humanity faces is saving ecosystems and their services. The 
services provided by agriculture to biodiversity have to be recognised by the 
whole of society.”  

Measures proposed by the group were:  

• Stop the loss of biodiversity everywhere 
- Create a national green network; 
- Within the sustainable development of overseas territories conserve the 

exceptional heritage and natural resources; 
- Achieve a very good ecological state at water bodies by 2015; 
- Manage seas in a sustainable manner; 
- Protect forest biodiversity and activate the wood support chain; 
- Develop an agriculture which is in favour of biodiversity and the conservation 

of natural resources; 
- Protect the remarkable and endangered natural heritages and landscapes. 

• Organise action in favour of biodiversity 
- Propose the creation of a national and coherent organisation for biodiversity 

and reinforce the cooperation; 
- Economic measures favouring biodiversity; 
- Place biodiversity in the centre of policies by reinforcing the national strategy 

and by realising territorial strategies. 
• Know and teach about biodiversity 

- Research and scientific expertise: the creation of a biodiversity monitoring 
centre; 

- Reinforce scientific research on biodiversity and create an institution for 
biodiversity research;  

- Strongly develop formation, education and awareness raising. 
• Act to save world biodiversity outside the country 

- France should be in the heart of European actions for biodiversity and natural 
resources; 

- France should be internationally responsible and engaged. 
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5.3.6.6 Report of the 4th working group of the Grenelle on adopting sustainable forms 
of production and consumption: agriculture, agro foods, fisheries, forestry, the 
sustainable land use 

The fourth working group made the following proposals concerning biodiversity directly: 

• Restoring biodiversity and applying territorially-coherent actions, drawing up a 
national green plan, a review of French planning policy to protect agricultural land and 
biodiversity; 

• Promoting vegetable varieties which have a low dependence on inputs; 

• Different measures to promote older varieties and biodiversity. 

Details of the plans on the realisation of these goals are described in detail in the report of the 
Grenelle. Although the launch of the Grenelle is considered to be very progressive in 
involving different stakeholders and starting public consultations, the effective decisions 
taken after the Grenelle do not prove to be reassuring in the eyes of environmental NGOs. 
The Alliance for the planet, a coalition of 82 environmental organisations including WWF, 
Friends of the Earth and Greenpeace, has suspended its participation in the follow up of the 
Grenelle. They denounced “an opaque and unilateral process which diminishes the results of 
the Grenelle” and demand the relaunch of the “dialogue of the five” (NGOs, employers, 
unions, state local authorities) as can be read on the 8th December in the newspaper Le 
Monde.  

5.4 Biodiversity policy in Germany 

5.4.1 Methodology 

Results of this report are based on the information gained in 15 interviews with experts in 
biodiversity issues. The first experts were found via an internet search and contacted. We then 
used the so-called snowball method to find further interview partners: interviewees were 
asked to suggest people they believed to be holders of substantial knowledge on the issue. 

The semi-structured interviews for this qualitative research were all conducted between 
September 4 and 27, 2007, most of them face-to-face (six in the interviewee’s office, 4 in a 
more informal but mostly peaceful environment, e.g. café), but five interviews were 
conducted via telephone. The face-to-face interviews were recorded with a voice recorder 
lying visibly on the table (upon prior consent of the interviewees). During the phone 
interviews notes were taken. The interviews lasted between 25 and 135 minutes (with an 
average of 76 minutes). Nine interviewees were working in the nature conservation 
administration (five at the national level, four at the level of the federal states), three 
interviewees were researchers (two interviewees working in the administration could also be 
classified as researchers, some more people working in the administration used to do 
research), and three interviewees were working for national nature conservation NGOs. With 
one exception all interviewees had a background in natural sciences, mostly biology. Most 
interviewees have worked in the field of nature conservation for 20-30 years (one exception). 
Two of the interviewees were women. 

The recorded interviews were transcribed and roughly translated into English.  They were 
then summarised in a structured form according to the main interests of the research. To keep 
the anonymity of the experts as high as possible, their professional background is only 
mentioned in the report where this is important for understanding a quotation. 
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The second part of the research consists of collecting and analysing the most important policy 
documents related to nature conservation and biodiversity issues in Germany. 

5.4.2 Actors in German nature conservation 

In the following section, we describe the role and influence of important actors in German 
nature conservation policy as it is seen and explained by the different experts. The general 
judgements were shared by all interviewees who spoke on the issue unless something specific 
is mentioned.  

One interviewee explained that there is a “nature conservation community” 
(Naturschutzszene) in Germany; people working in the technical agencies for nature 
conservation, scientists and NGOs are very connected to each other. 

“There are many people in the nature conservation administration who are 
at the same time members of nature conservation NGOs and some also in 
the position of functionaries” 

5.4.2.1 Federal system of Germany 

In the federal system of Germany the 16 federal states (Länder) have complete competence 
for implementing nature conservation regulations. The federal framework legislation only 
provides a broad framework. All the states have their own nature conservation laws, policies 
and action programmes, which are decided on by the state government.  

The nature conservation authorities of the federal states are organised differently in every 
state. The situation in the different states is very diverse. In the interviews, there was a general 
complaint that the missing harmonization between the states creates problems.  

One interviewee said that there is a “federalism problem” in German nature conservation.  

In cases where one has to find European solutions (e.g. how to deal with big predators) “it 
does not make sense if every federal state again has its own ideas”. To incorporate the wishes 
of the federal states is not that easy” and the states are very sensitive to influences from the 
federal level. 

There is an abundant diversity of special action programmes in the states, including also very 
good programmes. The federal authorities do not have a good overview of all the 
programmes, and sometimes there are problems in getting data from the federal states. 
Moreover the data from the states is often not comparable as it was collected using different 
methods (e.g. for biotope mapping). 

One interviewee explained that it should actually be in the interest of the states to have more 
harmonisation: “I also think that the states (…) surely want nationwide consistent minimal 
standards.” The different standards were also mentioned as a problem for companies who 
have to deal with 16 different regulations. 

One older interviewee said that the conflict between the states and the federal administration 
was old, it has existed for the last decades: the states have always complained about the 
federal administration yet they have in fact been happy to be provided with some strategic and 
conceptual advice and guidelines from the federal authorities. 

Federal states (Länder) 

The 16 federal states (Länder), their ministries and their subordinate technical authorities, 
were mentioned as the most influential for the practise of nature conservation in Germany and 
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the actual executive authority in nature conservation by all interviewees. The essential 
decisions on the design of nature conservation policy, state nature conservation laws and 
financial resources, implementation (e.g. of the Habitats Directive, etc.) are taken by the 16 
states. 

 “I think the state ministries have the strongest influence on how nature 
conservation is actually done in the area.” 

The nature conservation authorities cannot compete with the administration in other policy 
fields, such as agriculture or construction and transport, which are much better equipped (6-10 
times as many positions and a higher budget). In most cases of conflict, e.g. for a construction 
project, the nature conservation authorities can only give advise on the expected impact of the 
measure on nature (they have the status of a Benehmensbehörde). This advice, however, does 
not have to be followed (as it would if the authorities had the status of an 
Einvernehmensbehörde). 

One interviewee complained about a “half-hearted nature conservation policy of the states 
and at the federal level – others dominate (i.e. other ministries)”. In the last years, there have 
been huge cuts in the financial budget of the nature conservation authorities of the states and 
constant reforms of their structure. Many interviewees stated that these cuts had been 
especially severe in the northern German states. One interviewee explained that in the 
southern states, which are not so much influenced by large-scale agricultural interests, the 
administration is better equipped and nature conservation has a higher priority than in the 
northern states (in Bavaria nature conservation is part of tradition), the situation in the eastern 
states is also relatively good.  

5.4.2.2 Federal nature conservation bodies (Bund) 

No interviewee mentioned the federal authorities as the most influential actors. The authority 
of the federal environmental authorities, i.e. the Federal Ministry for the Environment, Nature 
Conservation and Nuclear Safety (BMU) and its technical agencies the BfN (Federal Agency 
for Nature Conservation) and UBA (Federal Environment Agency, which is less important 
than the first for nature conservation), in nature conservation is limited. They are important 
actors in coordinating work at the national level and giving directions and advice to the states. 
The BfN is responsible for marine protection beyond the 20 miles zone from the coastline 
(ABZ). 

According to several interviewees they have the task of developing concepts for nature 
conservation, which they can do since they are not so much involved in day-to-day politics. 
The current federal minister for the environment (Gabriel, SPD) continues the politics of the 
former minister (Trittin, Grüne), but has a lot more power because he is a member of a 
stronger party (SPD). 

All interviewees said nature conservation was not strong enough. The BMU is one ministry 
among others; compared to other ministries it has a small budget. Several interviewees 
complained that the administration has in the last years focused too much on finding 
compromise:   

“I do regard it as a deficit that at the level of the ministry things are 
softened to find compromise – and the quality of nature conservation 
sometimes suffers from this.” 

The BfN provides services, such as preliminary professional work, for the BMU. One 
interviewee described its role as “political consulting with a scientific basis”. In cooperation 
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with, and in support of, the federal ministry, the BfN is the interface between the federal 
states and the EU.  

“Since the EU is only talking to one Germany, not to 16, we always have the 
extremely charming task to talk to Brussels with one voice, but first to 
organise a unity.” 

In its argumentation the BfN often uses coalition agreements as a point of reference. Being a 
subordinate technical agency of the federal ministry it has to be more in line with the official 
opinion of the ministry. Experts employed at the BfN named conceptual and theoretical work 
as a central task of the institution as was also acknowledged by other interviewees. One 
interviewee expressed the hope that, due to the cuts, the state administrations would now be 
more willing to accept advice from the federal authorities because they no longer have the 
capacity to work on strategies themselves. Two interviewees criticised the BfN as weak and 
said it no longer had any really new ideas and did not play the leading role it used to. 

The budget for the BfN is still relatively good compared to the technical nature conservation 
authorities of the states. Yet, since 1992, it has the obligation to reduce costs by 1.25% every 
year, which makes its work increasingly difficult, especially as the tasks have at the same 
time increased. 

The Bundestag (federal parliament) was mentioned by one interviewee since it is an important 
arena for lobbying by interest associations, including environmental NGOs. 

5.4.2.3 European Union 

The EU was characterised as an increasingly important actor. As the implementation of EU 
directives is mandatory and the main task of the administration today, the EU has become as 
influential as the federal states in the design of German nature conservation policy. 

“The EU definitely has a very strong steering influence, which many are not 
at all aware of” 

The EU is seen as a “fortress” for nature conservation and several interviewees praised it for 
its progressive environmental policy.  

“Without the Habitats Directive and the Water Framework Directive much 
would not be so advanced”  

One interviewee mentioned that in the opinion of the EU, the Habitats Directive was the 
European implementation of the CBD. One interviewee criticised the EU for having a 
biological point of view – the nature conservation directives do not have any connection with 
the landscape convention of 2000 (which has not been signed by Germany), so the links 
between biodiversity and human aspects are too weak. 

5.4.2.4 Environmental NGOs 

Environmental NGOs play a considerable role in German nature conservation politics. The 
interviewed experts had differing opinions concerning their independence and their influence 
– some said it was relatively high, some that it had decreased. One interviewee said that 
nature conservationists are well organised in associations, but in conflicts they often lose 
associations (of land users, etc.).  

Besides the four big organisations (NABU, BUND, WWF and Greenpeace), there are several 
small associations which specialise in a single topic that are important for work in their fields 
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(e.g. local races of domestic animals, laws concerning gene technology, transport and 
environment: VCD). 

The NABU and the BUND are grass root organisations, with a democratic structure from 
local district to the national level. At the European level, the NGOs belong to the European 
Environment Bureau (EEB), and at the national level to the DNR (Deutscher 
Naturschutzring), which is a common umbrella association of almost all environmental NGOs 
that are active at the national level. 

WWF and Greenpeace are organised differently, more like centrally organised international 
corporations and are not members of the DNR. They do not play such a big role in German 
federal nature conservation politics and are less influential at the local level. 

The NABU (Naturschutzbund Deutschland) originated from a bird protecting association and 
is a member of Birdlife International. It has a strong local basis with its members and used to 
work more via single regional and local projects (e.g. nesting boxes). In 1971 NABU started 
the campaign “bird of the year” to create awareness – there have been several successors - 
plant, mollusc, butterfly, tree of the year). The work of the NABU has made a substantial 
difference concerning bird protection areas. The NABU cooperates more with companies than 
the BUND, which has stricter guidelines on sponsoring. 

The BUND (Bund für Umwelt und Naturschutz Deutschland, Friends of the Earth Germany) 
has traditionally been more politically oriented; it also deals with other environmental policy 
fields (chemicals, nuclear plants, transport). The BUND is the federal organisation of the 
Bavarian Bund Naturschutz, 90% of its members are from Bavaria – one interviewee 
described it as “parastatal organisation” in Bavaria.  

Both NGOs cooperate well on the political level (e.g. concerning the environmental law 
book), yet there is of course some competition between all environmental NGOs (for 
members, donations, media attention). The profile of the two organisations has become more 
similar in the last years, today both try to influence politics and work via local projects. 
Where they own land the NGOs act independently, and parallel to the administration. 
Volunteers mostly undertake work supporting certain groups of species. The NGOs have 
acquired substantial financial resources via donations. 

The NGOs often assist the state nature conservation authorities by providing data and by 
writing expert papers that the authorities do not have the capacity to do themselves (due to the 
cuts). In some cases the authorities actually rely on the work undertaken by NGOs. One 
interviewee working in the administration said: 

 “The NGOs are very important, because one complements each other, 
without them our work would not be as assertive as it is, they can act 
differently, are not so dependent on coordination with the ministry. If the 
nature conservation NGOs are not positioned well, one cannot be so 
successful in the administrative work.” 

An interviewee from an NGO complained that this free help was not rewarded by the state at 
all, e.g. by providing logistical assistance, such as computer programmes for data collection 
or covering the travel expenses of volunteers. Some interviewees mentioned that there were 
also conflicts between the NGOs and the administration because the NGOs would only see 
their local projects and single species, instead of the broader context. 

The NGOs give political statements and have some influence with the BMU (and in 
Brussels), several interviewees complained that they were not really independent because they 
receive money from the state (for certain projects) and would actually depend on this money 
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for their further existence so they would not say everything. It was also said that the NGOs 
today looked too much for compromise and were no longer fighting for nature. 

There were several complaints that the NGOs were too dependent on financial support from 
the state (the BfN has means with which it can financially support projects of the NGOs), 
which minimises the critical distance one should expect from NGOs. According to some 
interviewees the NGOs probably have several posts financed by this state support,  

“and this naturally creates an inhibition to attack” – “in this way one buys 
the associations”.  

One interviewee, who had strongly criticised the NGOs for not being independent, also 
admitted that they were indeed criticising the federal government, but he described this as part 
of a game for the media.  

Contrary to this, some interviewees said the NGOs were the ones who can address the 
sensitive issues. They try to counter balance the influence of user group associations on 
politics and are influential in the ministry for the environment; the issues addressed by the 
NGOs are sooner or later on the political agenda. The NGOs are the only control mechanism 
at the political level because the nature conservation administration politely abstains once it 
has been outplayed by other administrations.  

“Criticism is coming strongly from the side of the NGOs.” 

The NGOs were also criticised by some interviewees as being relatively weak in theoretical 
and conceptual terms (their scientific committees also depend on voluntary work). Several 
interviewees said that the NGOs should concentrate more on their values (one interviewee 
said they were too political today and not ecologically oriented anymore) and on the essential 
problems and important issues, instead of dissipating their energies on small cases, such as 
single trees. In some states the NGOs have the possibility to go to court as advocates of 
nature, the financial and personal resources of the NGOs are, however, not adequate to 
respond to gigantic construction planning. They are not professional enough to compete well 
with other big interest organisations with better funding (e.g. agriculture, industry). 

5.4.2.5 Science and scientists 

Science and scientists were never mentioned as the most important actors. There were various 
opinions on their influence. Some said they hardly had any, some mentioned some individual 
professors who had really influenced a state strategy by writing it. One interviewee mentioned 
that a scientist had recommended that 10% of area should be under protection which is now 
realised in Natura 2000 (which was obviously not a scientific but a political statement). 
Summarising one could say that there was probably a considerable influence by scientists in 
the 1980s and 1990s but there is not much now, one reason mentioned was that there was 
more applied nature conservation research then. 

Scientists who want to be compatible internationally have to publish in recognised 
international journals which requires specialised work that is not particularly relevant for 
practical nature conservation in the country (one interviewee described the universities as an 
“ivory tower”). So today, there is a gap between science and nature conservation. The GfÖ 
(association of ecologists) used to be rather practise oriented, but now it is more renowned 
internationally but this has led to a gap with applied nature conservation.  This has recently 
been recognised as a problem; for their annual conference 2007 they therefore for the first 
time reintroduced a German language day dealing with more practical aspects of nature 
conservation. 
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Many formerly influential nature conservation scientists have retired and there were not many 
younger scientists who could follow because taxonomy, ecology and nature conservation is 
taught less at the universities (in the departments of biology). One interviewee attributed this 
partly to a decreased demand for the subjects by students, but also said that the cuts were also 
a political decision by the governments of the states, which are responsible for the 
universities. There is hardly any financing for applied nature conservation research, whilst 10-
20 years ago the federal states spent much more on these topics. The national research 
institutions, BMBF (Federal Ministry for Education and Research) and the DFG (German 
research association) hardly support applied topics today, the EU only supports huge projects 
and there is a similar tendency at the national level. Hardly anyone does taxonomy research 
and knows the local species, the experts die and natural history museums have huge problems 
to find qualified people as conservators, or the BfN to find well qualified experts who could 
undertake a good study on certain groups of species. The BfN allocates applied research 
projects, for which there are many co-operations with universities, however, only for 
individual projects. 

One interviewee complained that, in contrast to other countries (e.g. Australia), in Germany, 
there were hardly any sociologists and economists doing scientific work on nature 
conservation. 

One interviewee said that the scientific community does have some influence via its 
associations (BBV, SRU) and advising bodies in the ministries, who do expert opinion papers 
and research work for the ministries and the BfN and UBA. Drafts of laws and strategies are 
based on these. The influence of science varies, however, between different states. 

One interviewee mentioned botanical gardens because they cultivate endangered species from 
the Red Lists. 

5.4.2.6 Land users 

As nature conservation issues concern different policy fields other actors who do not belong 
to the “nature conservation community” are also very important in the development of nature 
conservation (e.g. from the fields of transport, industry, development, or agriculture).  

Farmers act on more than 50% of the territory, nature conservation on 100%. For this reason 
several interviewees emphasised that a good and open relationship with the user associations 
is very important for the success of the work of the nature conservation administration. 
Farmers, foresters, fishery and water managers “count themselves as actors” for nature 
conservation. Other ministries, e.g. agriculture, economy and transport, also have their own 
strategies that in part include nature conservation aims. All interviewees said that user groups 
have a very strong influence, mainly by impeding nature conservation, at the policy level and 
at the level of local implementation. 

The national interest associations exercise their influence especially via members of 
parliament. There is a very strong agricultural and industrial lobby and many well organised 
and well-funded interest associations in Germany, such as the German farmers´ association 
(Bauernverband), the working group of the German forest owner associations (AGDW), the 
German forestry council, industry associations (BDI, DIHT), and the German Automobile 
Association (ADAC). One interviewee mentioned that an “agro-industrial complex” controls 
the farmers´ associations; industry has a clear influence on national politics, as well as in 
Brussels. Moreover, sport and hunting associations, associations of land owners and 
municipal organisations have some influence on decision for nature conservation.  
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One interviewee explained that industry, farmer and forestry associations work more via the 
administration. In post war Germany all the disciplines that were growing secured their posts 
in the administration, however, the nature conservation administration was only built up 
afterwards. So other ministries are very influential in nature conservation issues, e.g. in the 
design of the national biodiversity strategy (see below). Since the resorts of nature 
conservation are only the “junior partner” in the legislative process many regulations affecting 
nature conservation come into being as “collateral damage”. 

5.4.2.7 Local politicians 

Since the highest pressures on nature occur at the local level, local decisions are important in 
nature conservation issues. Therefore, some interviewees named local politicians as the most 
influential actors in nature conservation. 

Local politicians have a huge influence on building projects in their community, since they 
want to be re-elected they do not want to become unpopular with the people using nature 
(farmers, fishers, anglers, hunters). Moreover, they often do not see the need for nature 
conservation as it is not visible during a Sunday walk. The personal opinion of a mayor or 
district administrator often plays a significant role in the decision and in convincing others. 

Tourism was mentioned twice in the interviews: It depends on an attractive landscape and 
relies on nature conservation efforts without searching for any closer cooperation. There 
should be a stronger alliance between nature conservation and the tourism business. Not all 
tourism projects, however, are good for the quality of the landscape. The development of 
tourism is hardly controlled. 

The role of the media was criticised by one interviewee because there is often no 
understanding for nature conservation, which is even being made ridiculous. 

5.4.3 Threats to biodiversity and challenges 

During the interviews several threats to biodiversity in Germany were discussed. Most 
interviewees named land consumption and intensive agriculture as the greatest threats for 
Germany. Another threat mentioned by many experts was eutrophication. Other problems, 
concerning abiotic resources, such as air pollution, also continue to have a negative impact on 
the environment.  

Climate change and the creation of awareness and environmental education were regarded as 
the greatest challenges for biodiversity protection and nature conservation in the future. 

“The absolutely most important challenge is climate change, and the 
challenge in people’s minds.” 

A huge problem that limits the success of nature conservation measures is the downsizing of 
nature conservation authorities in the last years (and missing professionalism) – almost all 
interviewees complained intensely about this development. 

5.4.3.1 Land use change 

A major reason for the decline of biodiversity in Germany, besides intensive agriculture, is 
land consumption through road building, etc. which seals and fragments the land. 

“This area consumption and the dissection of the landscape is still a very 
huge problem, besides the agricultural problems.” 
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One interviewee criticised that the loss of (more) natural territory was still continuing, even 
with a decreasing population. He named the public authorities, which finance most of the 
construction and development projects, as the major nature destroying actors. 

In the sustainability strategy of the federal government there is the target to reduce land 
consumption from about 120 ha/day today to 30 ha/day in 2020. One interviewee explained 
that a problem for reaching this target was that the targets are set at the federal level, yet in a 
specific case it is the mayors who decide whether e.g. a business park will be build or not. 

Germany is globally one of the most fragmented countries. One interviewee complained that 
even though Germany has one of the densest road networks in the world, there are still 
demands for new motorways or ring roads. 

The continuity of habitats was mentioned as particularly problematic for forests because there 
are only very old and rather young trees and hardly any middle aged ones of about 200-250 
years. Another pressure on forests is the increase in energy plant production and therefore 
dead wood collection. The current privatisation of forests is also a threat since only the 
economic services are privatised, and not the social services (recreation) and nature 
conservation ones.  

One interviewee summarised by saying the extremes are missing: sites for a dynamic natural 
development on the one hand and continuity of habitats on the other hand, or extremely 
oligotrophic sites and extremely dry or wet sites. 

5.4.3.2 Eutrophication 

The massive input of nitrogen in Central Europe, which is higher than elsewhere in the world, 
was mentioned as a major concern for nature conservation by many interviewees.  

“The landscape drowns in nitrogen.”  

They also complained that this issue was not discussed enough. Germany is the transit 
country of Europe and waste is even imported from other countries. A special hazard is the 
transport of harmful materials.  

The eutrophication of the landscape, which formerly stemmed mainly from industry and now 
from traffic and intensive animal production, is a huge problem, especially for all nutrient 
poor habitats. A drastic reduction in nitrogen input would be necessary to bring the N-
household back into balance. 

5.4.3.3 Climate change 

Several interviewees said that discussion about the links between climate change and nature 
conservation was just beginning and will be an important topic in the next years. Some 
emphasised that the connection of the two topics needed to be made clearer (e.g. concerning 
protection of rainforests, bio-energy cultivation, and shift of habitats). According to one 
interviewee the influence that climate change may have on nature conservation has not really 
been realised as a topic by conservation yet. In contrast, another interviewee said that since 
climate change is en vogue as a topic, nature conservationists hope to join this wave. Some 
experts would however, know that the problem of biodiversity loss exists also independently 
of climate change. Sometimes climate is seen as the only factor affecting the occurrence of 
species and local habitat factors are forgotten; these are, however, more important for species 
decline than climate change.  
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One interviewee stated that it was sometimes difficult to judge which observed changes are 
anthropogenic and which were still a result of post-ice-age movements. Yet all interviewees, 
who mentioned the issue, agreed that climate change was a huge challenge for nature 
conservation because many protected areas may no longer host the endangered species in a 
few years. These may live somewhere else, and whole habitats and ecosystems may move. So 
the current boundaries of protected areas may no longer fit in 50 years, and one will have to 
accept that certain species will disappear and others will arrive, which requires flexibility in 
setting priorities for nature conservation. Nature conservation has to think about its aims and 
develop concepts about how to deal with climate change, e.g. implement the concept of 
metapopulation. Several interviewees mentioned measures such as biotope connection as 
important issues. One expert added that some opponents of nature conservation use climate 
change as an argument that nature conservation is useless, as species would die anyway; but 
explained that biotope connection was always correct yet no magic bullet, since some habitats 
(e.g. a moor) cannot move.  

It was also mentioned that there is the danger that the reduction of CO2 is misused as an 
argument for developments that are problematic for nature conservation, like an increase in 
energy plant cultivation, wind power parks, or water power. 

5.4.3.4 Bio-energy production 

A major concern of many interviewees was the rapid increase of intensive cultivation for 
biomass production. One expert mentioned that ethanol production from renewable resources 
was not sustainable and added:  

“and for that they destroy our landscape”.  

Another said it was 

 “incredible what landscape damage is caused here in this area by 
cultivation for biofuel production.” 

5.4.3.5 Influence of agriculture on nature conservation  

Almost all interviewees mentioned that agriculture is still a pressing topic for nature 
conservation. The major problems are further industrialisation and intensification, especially 
for biomass cultivation, GMOs, the decreasing diversity of animal and plant races and the 
dependence of farmers on the seed industry. The intensity of use over a wide area is still too 
high for many species; “normal” agriculture in most cases does not serve the aims of nature 
conservation. The disappearance of small-scale farmers is a problem because it is difficult to 
keep the landscape open. The interviewed nature conservationists emphasised the need for 
more efficient agro-environmental schemes because agriculture cultivates larges areas. One 
interviewee said:  

“It cannot be that someone withdraws from the necessity to contribute (to 
nature conservation), like for example the agriculture lobby”.  

There has been some integration of nature conservation in agriculture, e.g. via organic 
farming there are subsidies for nature friendly cultivation. According to one interviewee a few 
things go in the right direction at the EU level, yet not by far enough. The so-called “good 
technical practise” (gute fachliche praxis) for conventional farmers is often not really defined 
and concrete, and does not serve nature conservation goals. One interviewee said that in some 
states the budget for contract nature protection has all been included into agro-environmental 
programmes and is now administered by the agricultural agencies. These makes the efficiency 
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of the programmes decrease as some rules are less strict now (for some biotopes, however, a 
rather strictly defined time frame is important, e.g. when and how often a meadow is mown). 
Another interviewee, however, also explained that it was good if certain nature conservation 
measures, like contract nature conservation, were administered by the agriculture or forestry 
administration since these traditionally have a better and more trusting relationship with 
farmers and forest owners, and can therefore convince them more easily. 

The EU subsidy policy causes a standardisation of the landscape and loss of diversity. One 
interviewee said that the realisation of the 2010 target depends on whether one can find new 
means of financing and stopping the harmful subsidies. It would be important to keep 
gradients in the intensity of use and trophic level, and to improve the subsidy policy in favour 
of nature conservation. Agricultural subsidies are a huge problem (40 M �/ year are invested 
in rural areas and do not in the end support conservation). This issue has to be dealt with at 
the EU level. It is also crucial that the WFD, the Habitats Directive, biotope network 
programmes and cultural landscape programmes are well balanced with each other. More 
money – one interviewee said, at least half of the CAP - should be attributed to the 2nd pillar 
of the EU agricultural payments of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) to make it much 
stronger. Yet it has actually again been reduced in many states. According to one interviewee 
it is stronger in the southern federal states, which traditionally have more small scale 
agriculture, than in the northern states, where large scale industrial agriculture is dominant. 
One interviewee mentioned that an increasing problem (partly due to climate change) which 
is particularly concerning Eastern Germany is water deficit (the young Pleistocene landscape 
in NE-Germany is dependent on ground water), water retention programmes, however, are 
half-hearted because the agricultural lobby is too strong. 

Several interviewees emphasised that it was necessary to obtain a sustainable cultivation –
sustainable in the sense of nature conservation, which is connected to traditional forms of 
cultivation; for nature conservation it is very important to get back to a lower intensive form 
of cultivation. 

“Sustainable is a cultivation with which the species and habitats are 
automatically preserved.”  

GMOs in agriculture were mentioned as a threat by several interviewees because they pose an 
incalculable risk (similar only to nuclear technology). One interviewee explained that the 
GMO issue is in fact also an invasive species issue.  

5.4.3.6 Invasive species 

On the whole discussion about invasive species some interviewees said that the topic was 
currently en vogue, it had come up with the CBD but was totally overrated in Germany and 
should be rather relaxed. When asked for their opinion on this issue, several interviewees said 
they were no experts on this topic. 

Most interviewees considered invasive species to be not such a big problem in Germany; they 
said they were a problem globally, especially on islands. The situation there cannot be 
compared with Germany, where there are no virgin forests, and the whole landscape is very 
much formed by man. In Central Europe new species have occurred all the time; the 
disappearance and appearance of species is part of the dynamic system of nature and is 
inevitable with climate change and global change. Most interviewees agreed that only a very 
few species are a problem in Germany and they occur mainly on disturbed sites. One 
interviewee contradicted this argument, saying that almost all sites were in some way 
disturbed so this was not a good criterion. Most interviewees admitted that there was a risk, 
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which according to one interviewee should not be trivialised. One interviewee, however, 
criticised the whole concept of invasive species as a human valuation. 

In contrast to the opinion of the majority of the interviewees, a few interviewees said they did 
regard invasive species as a big problem in Germany:  

“The dangers through invasive species are great. I regard it as a real 
problem” 

One interviewee explained that ecological generalist species are a particular threat resulting 
from current ecological globalisation. Someone said that it could be noticed that single rather 
inconspicuous species explode. Another interviewee mentioned that particularly neozoa can 
be a problem, e.g. racoons can be a threat for meadow breeding birds and can render 
protection programmes for these useless.  

Although there were some opposing opinions on the actual threat of invasive species for 
biodiversity, all interviewees agreed that it is very difficult to do something about them. In 
practise, there is no chance to stop invasive species, if one does not succeed to do so in a very 
early stage of their occurrence. Many interviewees mentioned the need for a reasonable 
strategy and clear national guidelines on how to deal with invasive species. There have been 
some well-meant, spontaneous yet not well considered actions at the local level with very 
doubtful success. Only in very specific cases, e.g. if very rare species in a protected area are 
threatened by extinction through the invasive species, should concerted actions be taken. One 
interviewee said that changes in flora and fauna could not be stopped where it concerns 
random invasions. In fields where people act actively (e.g. seeds), one could apply a 
precautionary principal to prevent the spreading of invasive species. 

5.4.3.7 Missing capacities of nature conservation administration  

Some interviewees regarded it as a problem that in contrast to other policy fields nature 
conservation has never really been professionalised, which diminishes its efficiency. One 
interviewee said nature conservation was a topic everyone thought he or she could say 
something on.  

“The effort to put it on a professionally ambitious basis, working out the 
real focal points (...) is very, very difficult because very many laypersons 
join in chatting.” 

Most interviewees complained that the financial share of the budget allocated to nature 
conservation in the federal states was much too low; the cuts of the last years have been 
disproportionate compared to other policy fields. There has been a systematic downsizing of 
nature conservation authorities in the federal states, via reductions in the number of posts and 
the financial budget. In addition, there has been restructuring and many reforms in their 
organisation, which can prevent the nature conservation authorities working effectively. 

One interviewee added that when deciding on cuts, politicians could easily justify this with 
the tight general budget and that they did not have to admit that they wanted to weaken the 
nature conservation administration. Some of the interviewed experts saw weakening nature 
conservation authorities as a tactic of the governments of most federal states. 

“The official aim of the restructuring was a more efficient administration 
but it was politically intended to frame nature conservation inefficiently –
one can sarcastically say this in that way.” 

The nature conservation authorities are overworked and have trouble in fulfilling their duties 
(implementation of Natura 2000; Red Lists, species surveys; comments on interventions 
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concerning expected impacts on nature). One interviewee mentioned that each person in the 
nature conservation authority has 60 new construction proposals to comment on per day. 
Moreover, the information basis for planning has been neglected; it is therefore not possible 
to act quickly. Species surveys are necessary to have data on which objects of protection exist 
in the landscape. 

Less people are employed, especially in the core technical areas, and this results in less 
consultation and coordination tasks being performed. There is “less know-how where it is 
needed”.  

In many states there has been a regionalisation and fragmentation of the nature conservation 
and environment administration, which was regarded as detrimental because much 
information has been lost. Moreover, the communalisation and privatisation of nature 
conservation tasks was seen as very problematic because at the local level economic interests 
usually dominate: there has been a trend in recent years “to delegate much competence for 
decisions to the lowest local level, where, however, in the end there is the highest pressure by 
local politicians.” 

There have been reductions in every federal state but the situation is very different in the 
single states; Lower Saxony was named as the state with the worst reductions by many 
interviewees. One interviewee also mentioned that in most states the responsible minister for 
nature conservation was no longer oriented towards nature protection since nature 
conservation is only one area in a ministry responsible for the land use sector. 

Several interviewees were afraid that owing to the reform of federalism, with which all the 
competence for nature conservation was attributed to the federal states, there would be a “race 
to the bottom”, concerning the standards of nature conservation. 

One interviewee also talked about general challenges of working in nature conservation: First, 
one needs to have a certain level of tolerance against frustration, since it is not a field where 
one can easily gain a success. Second, because of the multi-layered German federal system it 
is “very important that the people (working in the nature conservation administration) have 
knowledge of the activities on other levels.” Yet, thirdly, “on the other hand, especially in 
nature conservation, continuity is needed, there has to be a continuity of knowledge, because 
one has to do a lot with people with whom one has to build up trust (e.g. farmers)” 

5.4.3.8  Education and raising awareness 

Finally, environmental education and raising awareness were mentioned to be the crucial 
challenge for the future of all nature conservation efforts by most interviewees. For some this 
was the absolute highest priority. On nature conservation in general one interviewee said: 

“It is just a matter that is not easily accessible, which one needs to 
communicate. So I can only say: ‘preaching, preaching, preaching, 
communicating, communicating, communicating, teaching, teaching, 
teaching’. (...) - I do not see another chance; well, enforcing something 
somewhere from above, the people really have to want it.” 

Many interviewees said there was a need for a change of mentality – from just using towards 
respecting nature. Many were, however, rather pessimistic about current developments, 
saying that there was still a tendency to further rationalise and intensify (hunger for resources, 
way of life, transport, etc.). 

“The overall situation is based on permanent consumption of nature.” 
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Many interviewees mentioned that economic use and dominance is threatening biodiversity: 
the general believe in economic growth is a threat since in almost every field quantity is more 
important than quality, this, however, does not take into account life quality. Some said 
economy and ecology should eventually be balanced and human economic activities be 
brought back into harmony with the existing diversity.  

Therefore, an improved communication and investment into the creation of awareness was 
seen as very important. 

“There should be a change of values in people’s minds.” 

“We cannot conserve the biodiversity and at the same time not be willing to 
restrict ourselves in any way, this does not work.” 

One interviewee explained that in general surveys the population is in favour of nature 
conservation but this was very different at the local level, in front of people’s own doors. 
Many interviewees claimed there needed to be a change of awareness, especially with land 
users and the general population. To achieve this it was important to highlight the value of 
biodiversity for humans, and for the preservation of life quality (or e.g. for tourism).  

“By now everyone on the street knows that we have a climate catastrophe, 
nobody knows yet that we have a biodiversity catastrophe.” 

One expert stressed that since there would always be a certain amount of nature destruction 
(“I, as a human being, cannot live in the world without any destruction of nature”) one 
needed to find the personal limit, for this it was particularly important to teach a sense of 
responsibility, as it does not only work through instruction. 

The estrangement from nature was seen as an increasing threat in an urbanised society 
because in nature conservation one discusses things many people no longer know personally 
and therefore cannot comprehend. The issue of estrangement was also mentioned as a specific 
problem of species protection and protected areas, since one can no longer touch nature (or 
e.g. stand in the middle of a moor). Several interviewees said that nature and natural science 
education for children of all ages needed to be improved to raise comprehension and teach 
passion so that students value nature. There are many excellent approaches for nature 
education, which on the whole are, however, not enough. Teachers hardly take the students 
outside; one interviewee said that one reason for this, apart from the missing training, was that 
there is no insignificance passage in the protection laws, i.e. concerning the destruction of a 
single individual of a protected species.  

Concerning politics, one interviewee said the bridge between scientific knowledge and 
politics needed to be improved for the time gap is too long and the efficiency insufficient. 

5.4.4 Priorities and trends in nature conservation policy 

5.4.4.1 Biodiversity and nature conservation 

There was no common opinion on the relationship between biodiversity and nature 
conservation that was shared by most of the interviewed experts. Almost all interviewees had 
problems in clearly defining the link between biodiversity and nature conservation.  

One interviewee addressed this difficulty when he said that the problem in the political 
discussion is that everyone understands something different under the term, and scientifically 
no one can really define biodiversity well.  
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“Biodiversity, what is understood under the term, and how one as a 
conservationist wants to protect biodiversity – the discrepancy could not be 
bigger.”  

One interviewee also explained that there is another problem of working with the term 
“biodiversity” in cultural landscapes. Different definitions of biodiversity can be used (with a 
different species composition), which are, however, not all valuable from a nature 
conservation perspective. If one starts offsetting one biodiversity against another one the 
discussion becomes absurd and this, he stressed, was a difficulty with which not many people 
dealing with the issue at the political level were aware.  

Most interviewees referred to biodiversity in the sense of the CBD, many mentioned that it 
was important to be aware of the three levels of biodiversity: diversity at the level of genes 
(i.e. the gene pool of a species), at the level of species and at the level of the landscape and 
habitats.  

Generally, one can identify three major aspects in how biodiversity was discussed during the 
interviews: as a topic of political discussion, as an object for protection and as an argument 
for nature conservation. 

Biodiversity in the political discussion 

Some interviewees said biodiversity protection was verbally a top issue, at the moment it was 
maybe used so much because of the COP9 of the CBD, which will take place in Bonn in May 
2008. One interviewee explained that in the political discussion the key word “biodiversity” is 
a synonym for organismic nature protection. 

The environmental NGOs are trying to convince Merkel (German chancellor) and Gabriel 
(federal minister for the environment, nature protection and nuclear safety) to give the same 
priority to biodiversity protection as they give to climate protection.  

Many experts said that the concept of biodiversity, and the connection between biodiversity 
and human well-being, was hard to convey to the general public; many efforts for species 
protection are not communicable to a wide public (e.g. if in the discussion a single species 
stands against hundreds of jobs). One interviewee said species protection plays a big role – 
too big for communication, yet not too big from a scientific point of view. 

The nature conservation NGOs, according to one interviewee, are not really using the term 
biodiversity as they can better “sell” single species (e.g. panda bear) to raise money; for there 
is no emotional attraction in the abstract concept of biodiversity.  

Protection of biodiversity by nature conservation 

According to most interviewees, biodiversity and nature conservation have a very close 
relation to each other. Some interviewees regarded nature conservation as a substantial 
instrument for the conservation of biodiversity but only as a part of the CBD, they emphasised 
that biodiversity, according to the CBD, was more than nature conservation.  

At the national level there are many instruments that contribute towards the conservation of 
biodiversity that were not specifically developed for that purpose: all declarations of protected 
areas; field border programmes (Ackerrandstreifenprogramme); regulations for intervention 
(Eingriffsregelungen), and compensation measures. 

Some experts explained the level of genetic biodiversity was actually the decisive one. Yet 
since this is difficult for the public to comprehend and the protection of genetic biodiversity is 
methodologically difficult, according to some interviewees, biodiversity protection would in 
practise always be some form of functioning species or area protection. In contrast to this 
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statement, another interviewee, when talking about biodiversity was concerned about 
biodiversity in the side plantings of roads, where he said local varieties of the species should 
be used instead of the same types all over Germany (or even Europe) which stem from big 
nurseries and are genetically uniform.  

Some experts also emphasised that the protection of abiotic resources was important for 
biodiversity conservation. In particular, the protection of soil should have a higher priority. 

Biodiversity as an argument for nature conservation 

Many interviewees regarded biodiversity protection as the most important part of nature 
conservation; the protection of biodiversity is the top goal, other aspects like beauty of the 
landscape are secondary in the discussion. 

 “Biodiversity is very much the central argument of nature conservation” 

Concerning some aspects nature conservation was seen as more than biodiversity protection: 
beyond the CBD, also the preservation of cultural landscapes shaped by traditional cultivation 
is important. One interviewee explained that this aspect was a strong Central European 
characteristic of nature conservation.  

Most interviewees agreed that technically landscape conservation could not be separated from 
protecting biodiversity. One interviewee focused very much on the aspect of protection of the 
“historic cultural landscape”, he stressed that as much as 72% of the biotopes were 
endangered, with an upward trend to higher endangerment. 

“If there are no programmes to support elements of this landscape one does 
not have to do anything about biodiversity, if one (politicians) does not want 
to preserve this landscape one should be honest to say it, then the species 
diversity will decrease.” 

Nature conservation used to be focused on single biotopes and species, but today it is more 
concerned with the ecological function of biodiversity. The concept has been broadened in the 
sense that it is not only about conserving species but also about genetic diversity. One 
interviewee said that single species are often seen as representing a biotope. 

5.4.4.2 Historic development and trends of nature conservation 

The priorities of nature conservation have changed over time. The starting point of nature 
conservation was the protection of single species and areas as natural monuments, an idea 
influenced by romanticism, which then was an alternative to the grey industrialisation. The 
original approach was that of “Heimatschutz”: i.e. of protecting the home landscape. Bird 
protection programmes also began relatively early. Species protection was dominant for a 
long time and was then complemented and replaced by biotope protection.  Up until the 1970s 
the focus was on protected areas and was not concerned with what happened outside of these 
areas (segregative nature conservation).  

It became clear that the loss of species could not be stopped with this approach as protected 
areas are too small and fragmented. A more systematic approach for species protection, which 
included regulations for protection outside protected areas, then began; today there is 
protection on 100% of the area (integrative nature conservation). Protected areas are still 
important but the integration of nature conservation into other policy fields has become an 
important objective.  

According to some interviewees, the strategic priority for nature conservation in Germany has 
always been territory protection. One interviewee complained that landscape protection has 
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been forgotten in Germany, which has not signed, and does not intend to sign, the European 
landscape convention. 

Some interviewees recalled that until the 1970s/1980s the major aims were to create minimal 
standards for nature conservation and to declare protected areas. There are rules for 
interventions in nature according to the compensation principle (Eingriffsregelung) in the 
BNatSchG, which has existed since 1976. Some federal states had their own nature 
conservation laws before the federal law existed (Bavaria, NRW). 

One interviewee mentioned that the national park programme of the former GDR in 1990 was 
of strategic importance for nature conservation because it created the chance to protect really 
large areas (of several 1000 ha, the average size of protected areas in the old BRD was 3.5 
ha). He said that the protection of small areas was, however, still important as special 
management measures are feasible on these, yet some species need large areas.  

In the 1990s the aspect of cultural landscapes, and the fact that many systems are dependent 
on use or management was recognised. Since the 1990s, awareness has increased that one also 
needs to protect the resources soil, air and water as the basis for life on earth, especially in 
nature conservation NGOs. 

Over the last 10 years, the idea of protecting ecological processes has become relevant.  The 
appreciation of landscape change and dynamics has also been a learning process for nature 
conservationists. Currently important topics, according to some interviewees, are biotope 
connection (Biotopverbund) and the question of (national) responsibility for certain species 
(in Europe), which as a topic was brought into the discussion by Natura 2000.   

Recently, there has also been a shift towards the concept of whole ecosystems and their 
functioning, which, as one interviewee stressed, is not totally realised in practice yet; Natura 
2000 is too static. Financial support for management and restoration measures was also 
named as a relatively new strategy in nature conservation in Germany. 

Compromise strategy in nature conservation 

During the last 10 years the nature conservation authorities (especially the BMU and BfN) 
have been strongly involved in participatory processes and have pursued a compromise 
strategy. Several interviewees reported that there used to be a strong fundamental opposition 
between conservationists and land users; today it has become more important to find 
compromises.  

“One has sort of ended many of the old fundamental fights between nature 
conservation, and agriculture and forestry and fishery.”  

As a result, the acceptance of nature conservation has risen, and the likelihood of really 
implementing some measures is higher; nature conservation is no longer seen as preventing 
everything. The nature conservation authorities try to find a tactical line and convince the 
users that they too can profit from nature conservation measures. According to one 
interviewee contract nature conservation was a way to make peace with agriculture and 
forestry by paying them money. 

One interviewee raised the problem that for contract and cooperative nature conservation, 
which he generally regarded as a good way (especially with the many landowners affected by 
Natura 2000 one could not work with mandatory regulations), the authorities needed more 
and well-qualified people to do the contracts. Traditional nature conservation, which works 
with decrees, tends to need a lot less employees in the administration. 
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One interviewee was critical that too few experts of nature conservation were working in the 
administration: 

 “(Experts try) to look: ‘What do I have to do so that the population can 
survive?’ and in politics, it is about: ‘What do I have to do to have peace on 
the ground?’” 

Most interviewees, however, did agreed that a compromise strategy was generally a good way 
forward but they also said that, as politicians try to push back nature conservation, the 
fighting spirit was missing on the side of nature conservation. 

“I always have a slight feeling that nature conservationists have forgotten 
to fight as they have now been successful in cooperative projects for many 
years.”  

Many interviewees complained that a compromise strategy was not always beneficial from 
the point of view of nature conservation. They claimed the nature conservation authorities 
should go into the discussion with a stronger proposal, which was today often not the case, so 
the resulting compromise is often more in the interests of the users than of nature 
conservation.  

 “I think one could be more effective (as nature conservationist) in some 
issues if one would act stronger as nature conservationists.”  

On interviewee described the current political strategy of nature conservation in Germany as: 

 “Live and let live – let everyone continue doing what they do, and what is 
left we will still call ’nature conservation’.” 

The compromise strategy of nature conservation in the last few years is an issue that is also 
connected to trends in the administration and politics of nature conservation. 

5.4.4.3 General trends in nature conservation administration and politics 

The interviewed experts agreed that nature conservation in general has a low priority in 
German politics. The political weight of nature conservation should be higher. Some 
interviewees complained that real nature conservation does not have a high priority in the 
political parties. This is especially true if nature conservation aims are against economic 
interests where there is competition for space. 

“Nature conservation is the victim of symbolic regional economic policy.” 

According to several interviewees there was a good atmosphere for nature conservation in the 
1970s (nature conservation laws, focus on wetlands) and again in the late 1980s and early 
1990s (declaration of many national parks). 

With the decrease in apparent problems, such as air and water pollution, public opinion on the 
importance of nature conservation dropped dramatically (hardly any declaration of new 
protected areas), and it became clear that the political parties had not really taken it seriously. 
Today, according to one interviewee, it is even possible for politicians to be viewed positively 
with polemics against nature conservation. With the decline of political interest in nature 
conservation, the budget and many posts in the nature conservation administration were cut. 
A few interviewees noted that now a slight change towards a more positive perception of 
nature conservation could be noticed again. 

Many interviewees stressed that an effective implementation of the national biodiversity 
strategy is needed, since many factors affecting nature conservation are influenced by external 
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powers and not by the nature conservation programmes (subsidies that influence land use, 
etc.).  

One expert pointed out that, besides an improvement in the acceptance and image of nature 
conservation, he also thought that monitoring and a standardisation of the criteria for 
evaluation (like in water management) would be helpful for creating objective facts to 
convince politicians. He was critical that the will to agree on standards is missing with many 
colleagues, and explained that, it is of course difficult to define when a floodplain has been 
restored, but more problems are caused by missing binding standards since nature 
conservation can then be easily criticised.  

All interviewees agreed that the equipment of the nature conservation agencies has to be 
further improved, especially the data basis for information and planning (e.g. by supporting 
voluntary commitment). There should also be a considerable improvement in publication and 
access to information and data. 

Most interviewees said that decision-making power in nature conservation should be placed at 
higher levels because these are more independent, preferably at the federal level, which was, 
however, seen as rather illusionary now. Traditionally, nature conservation issues have been 
decided at the local level, where protected areas are declared. One expert said that in view of 
global threats and decisions at the international level, it does not make any sense to put all the 
administration at lower and lower levels. This recent trend has created an absolute gap with 
catastrophic consequences for nature protection.  

In the last few years, almost the only measures to be implemented are those where there has 
been a pressure from the EU. The general problem for the administration is that the EU-
directives raise the requirements, whereas at the same time less people are employed in the 
administration. 

Improved funding of the nature conservation authorities was regarded as absolutely necessary 
to enable them to fulfil their duties and to create the capacities for developing new strategies 
for nature conservation again. 

The interviewed experts demanded that nature conservation should eventually get a 
professional and assertive administration.  An important change a few interviewees mentioned 
was that nature conservation authorities should get the status of “Einvernehmensbehörde”, 
meaning that its statements to e.g. development projects have to be respected. At present they 
just have the status of advice (“Benehmensbehörde”) which can be disregarded if there are 
other arguments (economic, etc.). This improvement of the status and influence of nature 
conservation authorities, the interviewees agreed, was however, not wanted politically, and so 
not likely to change.  

An improvement in the regulations on compensation for interventions (Eingriffsregelung) was 
mentioned by one interviewee as reasonable; in the case where a good compensation in the 
vicinity is impossible there should be other possibilities for compensation that make more 
sense, possibly also further away from the site of intervention. 

Several interviewees agreed on a need for a new regionally differentiated nature conservation 
policy. One interviewee complained that in Eastern Germany and NRW there are districts 
with very few, and decreasing, inhabitants yet the policies were still the same as before.  
Instead there should be concepts of landscape for recreation or landscape management. Some 
parts should be kept how they used to look; one problem today is that the hotspots of 
biodiversity are no longer part of the normal use of the landscape. 
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General priorities 

General priorities mentioned by interviewees were:  

• to improve the efficiency of bridging scientific knowledge and policies;  

• to set more quantitative targets for nature conservation (only one currently exists - the 
2010 target, but there are many more for climate change or pesticide reduction);  

• the integration into other policy fields is becoming more and more important, the goal 
is to integrate nature across all policy areas and in the top areas with different 
intensity;  

• not only species and biotope protection, but also soil and water protection is important. 

One interviewee emphasised that it was important to set new priorities; one would not be able 
to keep some relict species from the ice age. He complained that local actions in nature 
conservation are sometimes very detached from global higher priorities; it does not make 
sense to spend a lot of money on programmes to keep a species in one region, if it is just 
locally very rare but not at all threatened in other countries. 

Climate change, an immense challenge for the future, has, according to several interviewees, 
resulted in the need to adapt the traditional concept of area protection into a functioning 
biotope network (Biotopverbund), and to leave larger areas to their own natural development 
(process protection, allowing wilderness). One interviewee stated there should be more 
“laissez-faire” in dealing with nature. 

Today large protected areas (Großschutzgebiete), i.e. national parks, biosphere reserves and 
nature parks, make up nearly one third of the German territory. With the exception of national 
parks, the other categories do not have a very high protection status. One interviewee added 
that, especially in large protected areas, it would be important to buy more areas (by the state 
or environmental NGOs) to secure the protection of the core zones. 

Almost all interviewees mentioned that it was important to have large connected natural areas 
– in Central Europe/ Germany these are primarily (beech) forests, flood lands, marshes and 
the sea – that are representative and can develop in a natural way without any human use, i.e. 
zero-use areas in a sufficient size and number. The development of a working biotope 
network, as described in the BNatSchG, with core zones that are large enough to be a 
permanent habitat is very urgent. Other important aspects, according to many interviewees, 
are to keep all types of management dependent cultural landscapes and to develop concepts 
for broad areas. 

Several experts said that “Wilderness” is a key word for a desirable strategy for future nature 
conservation. Wilderness was defined as taking every human influence out of nature, 
including nature conservation activities. 

One interviewee explained that allowing for the occurrence of large wild herbivores (horses, 
aurochs or elk) could help in keeping the landscape open at low management costs. At the end 
of the line of reintroducing wild animals there are the big predators (lynx, bear and wolf). 
Several interviewees mentioned that in areas with a low and decreasing population density 
large parts could be left for nature development (e.g. as a habitat for wolves). One expert was, 
however, very sceptical about the reintroduction of big predators, especially of bears and 
wolves, since people no longer know how to deal with these animals. When talking about the 
issue of wilderness one interviewee said one should also sometimes consider demolishing a 
road that is not needed any more instead of only always building new ones.  
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5.4.5 Effectiveness of nature conservation policy in Germany 

Some interviewees pointed out that in general the efficiency of nature conservation was hard 
to measure, depending on what one looks for one will get different results. Many people, 
especially land users, would probably say that nature conservation is very effective in 
preventing everything; in contrast nature conservationists would usually say that nature 
conservation is actually hardly effective at all. One interviewee pointed out that success is 
relative: if one looks at the object (endangered species, habitats), it is negative; if one looks at 
nature conservation as a political actor, there has been a positive change over the last years for 
nature conservation is taken more seriously – it used to be treated like a “court jester” 30 
years ago. In the evaluations of the big NGOs, the government usually does not get good 
grades – according to one interviewee, this is, however, just a political debate, not a scientific 
evaluation. On the efficiency of German nature conservation compared to other European 
countries, one interviewee said: 

“One can hardly compare the efficiency with other countries because the 
general conditions and rules are different, but after all, compared to other 
European countries I would classify it within the middle-ranking countries.” 

One interviewee said that if effectiveness in general is defined as the relationship between the 
input of resources to the results, the effectiveness of nature conservation is relatively high as it 
has never been well financed but has still reached some aims because people in nature 
conservation work a lot and there is a great voluntary contribution. 

Concerning the contribution by volunteers, one interviewee working for an NGO said that a 
little financial or logistic aid for the work of the NGOs would be very helpful for nature 
conservation because this could multiply the outcomes. He also said that it was a pity that in 
the amendment of the law for tax reductions for volunteers, nature conservation work was not 
included (only charity and sport work). The motivation of the volunteers, according to him, is 
very high but one cannot expect the volunteers to privately pay for all the travel costs and buy 
the computer programmes for data collection and then give the data for free to the authorities, 
or even planning bureaus.   

“In Germany people talk much about voluntary work, but here, the 
capacities are still used insufficiently by the state.” 

Most interviewees talked about efficiency in the sense of the success of nature conservation. 
They agreed that because of the continuing degradation of biodiversity, the efficiency of 
nature conservation was low, apart from a few positive examples. The general trend in the 
Red Lists is downwards. One interviewee mentioned that Germany has the highest number of 
endangered animal species in Europe. The development of many types of biotopes is negative 
(about 60% are endangered, Red Lists for biotopes).  

“The success of nature conservation policy is moderate.”  

“The loss in species diversity can in no way be stopped by 2010.” 

“(We are) far away from the 2010 goal, even in the wealthy Federal 
Republic of Germany.”  

”The 2010 target cannot be fulfilled; the target was put too high.” 

“Originally the 2010 target was to ‘stop the loss’ of biodiversity, now it is 
already only to decrease the rate of loss.” 



 Page 90

According to one interviewee the aim now should be to get the species in the Red Lists all 
into the next better category by 2020; it would be a success if the 2010 target would be 
fulfilled by 2020. 

A reason named by several interviewees for why they did not consider nature conservation 
policies to be very effective in Germany, was that nature conservation programmes were only 
implemented when there were no other interests, i.e. if there is a conflict between nature 
conservation and other projects regarded as economically valuable, nature conservation would 
not be respected.  

“I do not consider it to be effective because it is not enforced against 
lobbyists (...), it has no priority.” 

Many decisions, e.g. on a construction project, are not taken with the agreement 
(Einvernehmen) of nature conservation authorities but only with their hearing (Benehmen); 
many interviewees claimed that it would be necessary to strengthen the power of nature 
conservation in decision-making processes. Compared to other federal ministries the financial 
budget of the BMU is very small. Some interviewees also mentioned that existing laws for 
nature conservation should be more completed applied. 

Some interviewees said that there has been some success in species protection (e.g. bats, 
hamster): many species have been stabilised at a low level. There are several good action 
programmes in the federal states, there have been some success stories, where there have been 
concerted actions, especially for a number of bird species.  

 “I think quite a lot has been reached in the area of species protection.” 

On this, one interviewee added that some species gain from eutrophication (e.g. Sea Eagle), 
so not all the success stories of species protection can be attributed to state nature 
conservation measures. 

Most interviewees agreed that there has been little success of nature conservation in the areas 
of land consumption and fragmentation, and agriculture, which were mentioned as the major 
threats. 

One interviewee (with a professional background in landscape planning) mentioned two case 
studies, which showed that good landscape planning has a great influence on guidelines for 
constructions. Another interviewee (with a professional background in biology) contradicted 
this positive judgement of the influence of landscape planning; according to him landscape 
planning was greatly overestimated – “a theoretical construct that does not stand in practice”. 
He also complained that today Landscape Planning was taught more at universities than 
classic Taxonomy with the result that experts for local and native species (of Germany) are 
missing. 

Several interviewees agreed that landscape protection was not working well and that there is 
hardly any control. An example mentioned by one interviewee as a good integrative approach 
is the European Green Belt, which has a historic dimension in addition to nature conservation 
and regional development. 

According to several interviewees there has been considerable progress in resource protection 
(soil, water, air); water quality is very well controlled, and increasingly also air quality. An 
area where there has been a real success in nature conservation was the restoration of water 
courses for water quality, yet not the structure of the courses. Species and habitats have also 
profited from these measures. One interviewee explained that technical nature conservation 
has been effective because people were affected individually (e.g. by nitrate in drinking water, 
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air pollution, etc.), yet for biodiversity protection the only thing people can do individually is 
hanging up nesting boxes for birds.  

Most interviewees said that there is now a relatively good perspective for watercourse 
protection with the Water Framework Directive, which is also beneficial for habitats such as 
streams or floodplains. Soil and ground water issues were mentioned as still not well 
explored. 

Several interviewees complained that people expect nature conservationists to work for free 
because they are convinced of the importance of the issue; this does, however, lead to a loss 
in quality. Another general issue also relevant for nature conservation work, mentioned by 
one interviewee working in the administration, was that much time is lost with writing project 
proposals: 

“Half the time one is busy with project proposals, as not all are successful 
(...) – this is also a way to destroy capacities.” 

A general common resource issue of biodiversity protection mentioned especially in the 
context of construction projects and contracts with nature conservation was the problem of 
relevance. If one site of a species habitat is destroyed or if one owner does not respect the 
rules of a nature conservation contract it usually does not threaten the species. Yet at some 
point, the last site will be destroyed or it is a problem if several hundred contractors do not 
comply with the management regulations. 

Most interviewees said that establishing a monitoring and evaluation system would be 
extremely helpful and should have high priority. Some interviewees, however, also 
emphasised that having the data would not change that much.  

Lack of implementation  

“In Germany we still have a very high implementation deficit in nature 
conservation.” 

Almost all interviewees stressed that there was an urgent need for a more efficient 
implementation and control by technical conservation experts; they complained that at all 
levels there was less and less technical expertise. The implementation of CITES, for example, 
has to be controlled at the lowest (local) level where too few and not well enough trained 
people are employed. More people should be employed in the nature conservation authorities, 
yet currently no political party supports this. One interviewee stated that it would be good if 
the existing laws were fully implemented. Yet, there is no systematic monitoring and 
evaluation in nature conservation in Germany. 

5.4.5.1 Effectiveness of monitoring  

Implementation of a project is usually only controlled to ensure that any legal duty is fulfilled. 
There is hardly any qualitative and functional control, such as monitoring or evaluation of the 
results of nature conservation projects. There is also no long term monitoring of the effects or 
success of programmes, e.g. whether compensation measures really have the intended results. 

“The success of the measures is not controlled enough.” 

 “What you never have in nature conservation is to look at things also 10 
years later.”  

Concerning contract nature conservation, some interviewees complained that there are hardly 
any controls to check whether nature conservation management contracts are actually fulfilled 
by farmers, as there are not enough people working in the administration to visit the places. 
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Moreover, offences against nature conservation laws (e.g. by a farmer) are often not taken 
seriously by the police, but regarded as a petty offence, and hence the low fines do not have a 
deterrent effect. 

Species monitoring and biotope mapping would be good instruments for control but they are 
hardly ever employed. The Red Lists are the only instrument, which regularly (every 10 
years) gives a statement on the condition of species and biotopes. Several interviewees called 
for the introduction of the ecological area control samples (ökologische Flächenstichprobe), 
as these are the best available indicators for the state of nature (the area outside of protected 
areas is also monitored and they also include data on soil quality). Ecological environment 
observation is demanded in the BNatSchG, currently, however, the ecological area control 
samples only partly exist in one federal state (NRW). 

Many interviewees said that because of the missing evaluation and monitoring, in many cases, 
one does not really know what is happening; there is no overview on the current status of 
protected areas or species because no data are available. Monitoring has not been 
institutionalised in Germany; one interviewee mentioned that other European countries were 
more advanced in this respect. 

“The control of the success of measures should be very urgently more 
institutionalized”  

Several interviewees said that the European level could help with the obligation for reporting 
in the Habitats Directive. Natura 2000 monitoring was considered to be a good start in terms 
of monitoring, as it provides data on the species of the directives. Since many of these species 
are also important in other protected areas, one can see how measures succeeded in these 
other protected areas. 

According to many interviewees only the large protected areas have always been controlled 
rather well. One interviewee mentioned that for agro-environmental programmes some 
indicators have been developed by ZALF (Leibniz-Centre for Agricultural Landscape 
Research).  

Voluntary nature conservationists try to fill the monitoring gap, one interviewee, who is 
working for an environmental NGO, stressed that it would be very helpful if the state would 
logistically support this voluntary contribution by providing (computer programmes for data 
collection and covering the travel costs of the volunteers (see above).  

The experts agreed that the reasons for the missing monitoring and evaluation of nature 
conservation measures are a lack of funding and a lack of political will to install a permanent 
intensive monitoring system for nature conservation, for this would disclose the 
implementation deficit. 

5.4.5.2 Effectiveness of integrating conservation aims into other policy fields 

All interviewees emphasised that for biodiversity protection to be successful, integration into 
other policy fields was crucial because nature conservation has to deal with all policy fields 
that play a role in the area. 

“The integration into other policy areas is the central sticking point.” 

Yet, most interviewees complained that this was hardly realised but there were just 
declarations of intent or “lip service”. 

“They say they will do it, but they don’t do it.” 
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In most other policy areas there are some lines in law texts and policy documents that the 
projects and actions should be environmentally friendly, but it is never compulsory and not 
monitored. How much nature conservation issues are really integrated often depends on single 
actors in agriculture, forestry, water management, etc. and it can hardly be influenced from 
the outside. Several interviewees said that people working in other policy sectors (forestry, 
agriculture, fishery, hunting, construction, etc.) incorporate what they understand to be nature 
conservation but not what nature conservationists understand as nature conservation. 

Some interviewees explained that integration was so difficult because professional expertise 
and training would be needed, which one cannot get from e.g. a fisher. Nature conservation is 
contrary to short-term economic interests. In discussions nature conservation is always just 
the “junior partner”; only a very small percentage of the federal budget is spent on nature 
conservation and much on nature use. There are still huge problems for nature conservation in 
the sectors of agriculture, energy production and transport; the input of harmful substances 
should be minimised. 

Contrary to many interviewees who claimed that nature conservation aims are not at all 
integrated into other policy fields, several interviewees also said that they do see some 
integration into other policy fields. 

“I do believe that a lot has actually been integrated.”  

“The integration has certainly increased – at a low level.” 

“Concerning minimising interventions relatively much has been done, (…) 
what still is not functioning is the earnest assay of the zero-variant (e.g. in 
road construction, not building a new road at all).”  

Some interviewees mentioned that the demand for minimum standards for nature 
conservation which conservationists had 30-40 years ago has been fulfilled. Many ideas of 
nature conservation have appeared in brochures of authorities of the land using sectors, and 
have become mainstream today, even though conservation is not a priority for land users. 
They said that the fact that nature conservation concepts have to some degree entered the 
body of thoughts of land users should be considered as a success although this is often not 
perceived as one by conservationists. 

Several experts said that there has been an increased cooperation with agriculture and 
forestry. For many years, many of the federal states have had programmes, concepts and 
strategies for a more environmental-friendly agriculture and forestry (“unclear abundant 
bundle (of measures) – the blessing and curse of federalism”). Officially, agriculture and 
forestry “take care of the landscape”. 

In the case of agriculture most interviewees mentioned some approaches for the integration of 
nature conservation, yet said these were by far not enough. The communication between both 
groups – agriculture and nature conservation – is very difficult. One interviewee explained 
that at the EU level the partial integration of nature conservation into agriculture was a way to 
justify the subsidies in front of the WTO. The implementation of the 2nd CAP pillar is, 
however, very weak, especially in northern Germany (one interviewee said Bavaria has 10 
times more agro-environmental programmes than Lower Saxony). As discussed above 
(Chapter 4), the overall contribution of agriculture for nature conservation was not considered 
to be good, instead the interviewed experts named several threats for biodiversity and 
landscape protection by intensive agriculture. 

According to many interviewees the integration of nature conservation in forestry is better 
than in agriculture; the situation for nature conservation in forests has relaxed a lot in the last 
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years. One interviewee attributed this to a bad economic situation for forestry in the last few 
years, which made wood production not very profitable. Again, more deciduous forests have 
been planted (instead of only conifers). Several interviewees mentioned, however, that there 
were still too few forests that are left to themselves, and only very few areas (Bavarian Forest) 
with abundant dead wood. The question of how much dead wood is left in the forests is still 
an issue, and of increasing relevance with bio-energy production and the privatisation of 
forests. In the states the forestry authorities develop the management plans for Natura 2000. 
Some interviewees questioned whether they would really stick to the goals of nature 
conservation; one interviewee complained that biologists working in forestry are quickly 
assimilated. It was also emphasised by other interviewees that the localisation of nature 
conservation tasks especially of contract nature conservation within the forestry authorities is 
also positive for implementation as people working in forestry have a different trust 
relationship to rangers. 

Concerning the integration of nature conservation into water management, most interviewees 
were quite optimistic because of the Water Framework Directive, as it has forced water 
management people and authorities to learn: from water course construction to water course 
renaturation. 

As for land use regulation, one interviewee mentioned that parts of the landscape framework 
plans of nature conservation are integrated into the land use regulation and become obligatory 
this way.  

The transport sector was named as a positive example of the integration of nature 
conservation by many interviewees. 

“In the field of transport they do their best to do it as environmentally 
friendly as possible.” 

Building bridges for wild animals is now a standard for new highway constructions; there are 
efforts to develop common standards for street construction with the transport and 
construction ministry.  

The interviewees stated that in the case of transport, people do try to integrate nature 
conservation issues but there are other priorities; there are rules for the integration of nature 
conservation issues but damage is only compensated not prevented. 

One interviewee also mentioned that there has been an increased and fruitful cooperation with 
the ministry for defence for managing their realty (training sites).  

Some interviewees said that nature conservation should also be better integrated into tourism; 
not all projects are good for the landscape. A better cooperation is important; the tourism 
sector was described as being rather passive regarding nature conservation issues, even 
though it profits a lot from these.   

A further policy field for which one interviewee demanded an improved integration of nature 
conservation issues was industry and development politics. He explained that if one fights for 
some parts of the Danube in Germany to be more natural, one should not at the same time 
fund a dam in the Amazon.  

5.4.5.3 Effectiveness of public awareness raising 

All interviewed experts agreed that an important task for the administration is to 
communicate, moderate and explain the importance of nature conservation. One interviewee 
was critical that by being uncompromising many nature conservationists, also voluntary ones, 
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have contributed to the fact that nature conservation has too much been seen in the role of 
inhibiting everything.  

Large protected areas were named as a positive example for awareness raising by a few 
interviewees: 

 “Getting acceptance is successful in the large protected areas, (these have 
a) better financial and personal equipment; outside of these (it is) not so 
good.” 

Several interviewees recounted that there have been certain waves in the development of 
public awareness for the importance of nature conservation. One interviewee said that the 
perception in society for the value of nature conservation has changed compared to the 1950s, 
and 1960s, which can be seen as a success.  The political and media attention for nature 
conservation has already been higher than it is today (i.e. in the 1970s, and again in the late 
1980s/ early 1990s). 

The interviewees agreed that the political awareness for the meaning of nature conservation 
was largely missing. One interviewee said that nature conservation is in an identity crisis; the 
ministers for nature conservation are busier with other issues, such as renewable energy. 
There is a disorientation of policy makers concerning nature conservation, which does not 
have a clear and good position within the governments of the states (it is located in very 
different ministries in the different federal states). 

One interviewee said a good thing in nature conservation is that there is always a contact 
person, since the area belongs to someone, so if one succeeds in involving the owner one has 
also won another sympathiser for nature conservation. 

Some interviewees noted that the public discussion on nature conservation or the biodiversity 
strategy is more symbolic, i.e. focused on single species. 

5.4.5.4 Effectiveness of stakeholder involvement and participation 

Two major groups of actors were mentioned during the interviews with regard to stakeholder 
involvement and participation: (local) stakeholders affected by nature conservation measures 
and environmental NGOs. Concerning the general public, some interviewees questioned if it 
was really interested as interest emerges mainly at the local level. 

Most interviewees agreed that stakeholders and the public were involved a lot, and that this 
participation is important for the success of nature conservation: 

“One cannot do nature conservation against man, the majority of the 
people.” 

“I think there is very much participation, also all the contracts for nature 
conservation, it has changed enormously over the last 30 years. (...) It is 
really common practice to involve people, because one wants to win them 
(...) believing that if someone identifies with it (nature conservation) one 
will be more successful.” 

The overall participation processes for the public, concerning single measures, are relatively 
well-established (concerning intervention regulations and nature conservation measures); the 
rules and structures are different in every state. 

On practical difficulties of stakeholder involvement, one interviewee states that stakeholders 
are usually heard when there is a plan. It is complicated as one should not start talking to them 
before having some concrete plans, but once there has been an agreement in extremely 
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difficult coordination processes between the departments and the states one can only make 
cosmetic changes when involving the associations. 

Some interviewees, however, also expressed some criticism of stakeholder participation in 
nature conservation. Some said that there was so much participation of local users that many 
projects could not be implemented. Particularly concerning Natura 2000, there was a fear that 
strong local participation in formulating the management plans would weaken the 
implementation, so that in the end because of too many exemptions nothing would be left of 
the areas.  

One interviewee said it was legitimate that land owners get information but criticised the  
strong involvement of stakeholders who just believe to be affected by nature conservation 
measures (he said, if they really are is another question). Because they speak out loudly, 
interest associations of minimally affected stakeholders influence the reaction of politicians. 

Many interviewees called for an increased participation of nature conservation NGOs. They 
said that participation rights and rights to sue for nature conservation NGOs are not good in 
Germany compared to some other European countries; it would be good to strengthen the 
influence of nature conservation NGOs. Currently, however, no political party favours this.  

 “In contrast to many other countries – especially to the UK and the Nordic 
countries - participation rights are still very marginal (in Germany).” 

One interviewee working for an environmental NGO complained that the formulation of laws 
and decrees is increasingly happening without the participation of nature conservation NGOs 
or the technical authorities. NGOs used to be involved much earlier, now with the 
implementation of Natura 2000 they were hardly involved. Since the amendment of the 
construction law, nature conservation NGOs are no longer involved in infrastructure planning 
processes and do not even receive the information on these as they did before. Since it is very 
time consuming it would be good if the NGOs would at least be informed like before the 
amendment. 

The right for nature protection NGOs to go to court as advocates of nature (“Verbandsklage”), 
which is based on the BNatSchG, does not exist in all federal states, and has been restricted in 
others (e.g. NRW). On this issue one interviewee remarked that the coming/ due 
implementation of the EU-directive on the right to sue could change a lot as this could work 
as a threat against disrespecting nature conservation laws in decision-making processes at the 
local level. 

5.4.5.5 Effectiveness of Natura 2000 for biodiversity protection 

There were diverse opinions on the quality and effectiveness of Natura 2000; also different 
aspects were mentioned. Most interviewed experts, however, agreed in their positive 
judgement of Natura 2000, which many named as the most effective instrument for nature 
conservation in Germany because it is eventually a systematic approach and there is some 
force behind it. 

 “The Habitats Directive is the greatest programme – I do actually think 
also world wide – which also has some substance.” 

“(Natura 2000 is) to date globally the most convincing approach.” 

“I regard it (Natura 2000) as an incredibly good approach; I think in the 
European context it is also the only instrument to sustainably implement 
nature conservation in the broad area.” 
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The Habitats Directive has a good control function (reports every 7 years); thanks to the 
execution and sanction “it is (…) not only paper”, and is, therefore an ambitious, relatively 
strong and efficient instrument. 

According to several interviewees it is a very good technical approach to look at biodiversity 
conservation in the European context. Many interviewees said that one reason why Natura 
2000 was important was that it is relevant for a rather large territory, not only for small 
protected areas (especially bird protection areas are relatively large); all essential animal and 
plant species and their habitats are now to be protected Europe-wide. Many interviewed 
experts said that it was good that Natura 2000 has brought some more systematic approaches 
to nature conservation in Germany, i.e. focusing on protecting the species and habitats for 
which Germany (or single states) has a special responsibility. 

A further positive aspect of Natura 2000 was that for forestry it was an awakening from its 
big sleep. The obligation for monitoring by Natura 2000 will provide more data on nature 
conservation. 

Several interviewees noted that the designation and implementation process of Natura 2000 
was suboptimal; in Germany there was a year-long struggle because the states named too few 
sites. Some experts explained this by saying that Natura 2000 had not been taken seriously at 
the beginning.  

Most interviewees agreed that the final result of the designated areas, however, is very good, 
concerning the quality and quantity of the selected areas.  

“In view of that (i.e. the difficult implementation process) the result turned 
out quite well. (..) It is surely close to the maximum which could be reached 
under the current circumstances.” 

Critical aspects for the effectiveness of Natura 2000 for nature conservation 

A couple of interviewees stressed that Natura 2000 was an excellent instrument to protect 
areas, but yet criticised that it was too static in its philosophy as it focuses very much on 
keeping a certain status of the ecosystem. This can be a problem – especially in view of 
climate change and dislocation of species and habitats, or e.g. in former military training areas 
that are no longer used and develop into forests but were declared as grasslands.   

 “Natura 2000 is, I would say, an excellent instrument to secure area, but it 
has a few problems with dynamics.” 

Regarding the details (annexes) of Natura 2000, i.e. the selected biotopes and species, several 
interviewees agreed that one could ask many questions; the selection was very heterogeneous 
and not in every case based on scientific criteria. One interviewee described the way in which 
such annexes are composed as an “oriental bazaar in Brussels”.  

So according to several interviewees there are many open questions concerning Natura 2000. 
One expert explained that Natura 2000 had been “state of the art” in the late 1980s to early 
1990s but its implementation took too long. The criteria should today be formulated 
differently but no conservationist dares to tackle this issue since an amendment of Natura 
2000 might also result in a weakening of its force as an instrument. One interviewee also 
criticised Natura 2000 as too “biological”, for there is no connection to humans and landscape 
in the directives. 

Concerning this legal strength of Natura 2000, one older interviewee added that this also has 
to be seen sceptically, as it might in the long term have negative effects for nature 
conservation efforts in general, if people are no longer or even less willing to support nature 
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conservation. He mentioned that some old conservationists actually regarded Natura 2000 as 
the “death verdict” for nature conservation for it was the most one could get for nature 
conservation and actually too far.  

According to most interviewees the critical question of Natura 2000 now is how it will be 
implemented, because the planning of the site management has only just started so long term 
performance cannot be judged yet. One interviewee said that he regarded Natura 2000 as a 
good chance but there are deficits in implementation and facilitation possibilities. 

The federal level and the states, which are responsible for the implementation of Natura 2000, 
did not manage to agree on nation-wide standards for its implementation and assessment. An 
important instrument for Natura 2000 implementation is contract nature conservation; one 
interviewee explained that when dealing with so many different land owners of the Natura 
2000 sites one cannot just work with legal decrees, the aim is to manage the sites peacefully 
and find acceptance. Some interviewees were, however, worried that, due to the strong 
stakeholder involvement in their design, the management plans would become so soft that in 
the end not much would be left of the areas. One interviewee stressed that missing capacities 
in nature conservation made a good implementation unrealistic.  

“With a few volunteers and a weak administration one cannot manage 10% 
of the territory.” 

Many interviewees noted that the state nature conservation administrations struggle to do their 
duties (i.e. reactions to interventions, designating protected areas, management of Natura 
2000) and were now almost only busy with Natura 2000. The administration can no longer 
work strategically and does not have any resources for anything else apart from implementing 
the EU directives. Due to the possible sanctions there is political pressure to first implement 
Natura 2000, everything else is secondary. 

“I think it would be a pity if nothing apart from Natura 2000 would be 
implemented any more – there is this tendency at the moment, because there 
is a pressure through the European demands and the resources in nature 
conservation are limited, less and less people are employed, less and less 
money” 

One interviewee mentioned that the federal state of Baden-Württemberg has calculated that 
the whole data collection for Natura 2000 sites would cost 36 million Euros, which equals the 
total nature conservation budget of the state. The BfN has tried to develop an easy method for 
Natura 2000 species and habitat monitoring with three indicators (status the same/ improved/ 
deteriorated, and only in cases where it is deteriorated does one have to look for the causes in 
more detail). One interviewee complained that in the discussions concerning the monitoring 
mainly the costs are considered (what can we afford?), but not what would technically be 
necessary.   

There has been some integration of existing programmes with Natura 2000; some 
interviewees complained that this was not always beneficial for the original action plans. 
According to one interviewee, Natura 2000 is an indispensable instrument but can only be a 
part of nature conservation efforts. Natura 2000 mainly focuses on habitats shaped by 
utilisation, one should also keep the other programmes. Of these some are very specific for 
small sites, but also ideas concerning the other extreme of nature conservation, i.e. wilderness 
areas, protection of dynamics and processes of nature and evolution of ecosystems and 
species which go beyond Natura 2000. The interviewee stated that there is a high danger that 
other nature conservation programmes will be lost because of limited resources. 
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5.4.6 Concepts used by the interviewees 

5.4.6.1 Concept of ecosystem services or related concepts 

Only one interviewee mentioned explicitly the concept of ecosystem services of the 
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment. He emphasised that biodiversity loss means a permanent 
loss of genetic potential (and therefore options for the future), loss of quality of life (and 
home landscape), as well as economic loss (fish, for example, is the main protein source for 
large parts of the world population).  

All other interviewees, with the exception of two, mentioned some aspects which are 
associated with the concept of ecosystem services. Many interviewees mentioned the concept 
of a “diverse cultural landscape” with aesthetic beauty, where people feel at home, and which 
provides life quality, as well as multi-functionality – functioning ecosystems do not only 
sustain a healthy water household and clean air, but a diverse landscape also provides many 
opportunities for recreation and making a living (e.g. for tourism).  

“Landscape is more than the sum of its single parts; on the one hand it is a 
functioning structure, on the other hand a Gesamtkunstwerk (joint piece of 
art).” 

In this context, one interviewee also mentioned § 1 of the BNatSchG, which deals with the 
capacity of the ecosystem and availability of natural resources. 

Two interviewees said that natural resources should be attributed an economic value, for 
people were not willing to pay adequately for ecosystem services and necessary management 
of the landscape. Some interviewees stressed that the service aspect of nature was very 
important for convincing people of the necessity of nature conservation, yet it was not the 
crucial point for them personally to justify nature conservation. One interviewee stated that he 
did not like the language of the term “resources”. 

The importance of protecting and developing nature was often mentioned in view of future 
generations. Access and Benefit Sharing (ABS) was mentioned by many interviewees, when 
talking about the CBD. They said it was not such an important issue in Germany, but 
important in developing countries to give privileges to the local population for using 
biological resources if they shall protect them.   

5.4.6.2 Dynamic nature of ecosystems 

All interviewees, except four, mentioned the dynamic nature of ecosystems, or at least some 
aspects of it. About half the experts explicitly mentioned dynamics in ecosystems and 
processes, for some it was a core concept. Others simply talked about a changing landscape 
but did not emphasise the dynamic nature of ecosystems, which they did, however, imply in 
the discussion of changes. 

Many interviewees agreed that an important task for nature conservation in the next few years 
was to deal with the dynamic nature of landscapes and ecosystems, and how to manage it, 
particularly in the light of climate change (someone also mentioned invasive species in this 
context).  

According to one interviewee, many nature conservationist still need to get used to the idea 
that changes in landscapes and species composition are acceptable; climate change would 
inevitably lead to changes in ecosystems and environmental conditions. Concerning the 
functioning of landscapes, some interviewees said it was most important to see how 
landscapes could develop in the future and still provide important services, even if they may 
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look very different then – a cultural landscape museum should remain an exception. Another 
interviewee stressed the need for modelling future scenarios to be able to better decide which 
conservation measures might make sense over the long term and which do not; he said that 
this work is only just starting now in the BMU.  

One expert strongly criticised the traditional concepts of pure species and area conservation as 
out-dated, too limited in terms of area, not dynamic and not convincing for a majority of 
people and policy makers. He also mentioned that Natura 2000 was too static in its 
philosophy, the issue of dynamic development (or development of wilderness) and Natura 
2000 has not really been discussed yet; one should allow for more dynamic processes to 
occur, i.e. dynamic in space and time, which is what man has successfully fought against over 
the last 200 years. 

All of the interviewed experts, who talked about changes in ecosystems, regarded it as a 
crucial issue today and one said that conservation should allow for the protection of natural 
processes, wilderness and species migration. One interviewee explained that it was necessary 
to include the possibility for species to develop (concept of meta-populations, evolution, 
species are not static); this requires areas that are large enough for nature to develop according 
to its own dynamics, which could also be observed to provide information on which direction 
these dynamics develop naturally.  

The development of wilderness and the increased protection of natural processes was 
mentioned as a promising concept for nature conservation, especially in areas with a low and 
decreasing population (i.e. especially Eastern Germany and some parts of NW Germany). 

5.4.6.3 Personal reasoning for nature conservation 

The interviewees were asked to give a short definition of nature conservation and to share 
their personal opinion on why it was important. 

Some experts said they supported a more moral and ethic reasoning based on an intrinsic 
value of nature, others in contrast favoured a more anthropocentric reasoning (about the same 
number of interviewees stated each opinion); many said they supported both ideas and did not 
want to trade both reasons off against each other. 

“Ultimately, a combination between the sustainability aspect and species 
protection – to me these are the two main pillars.” 

“Well, in the end it is about preserving the biodiversity, on the one hand 
because of a moral obligation, on the other hand, how it is always said so 
nicely, in order to preserve the life basis for man – who always sets himself 
a bit apart but actually is part of it (...). In the end it is in a way also about 
justice between the generations.” 

The interviewees who stated that their prior motivation for nature conservation was a moral 
one explained there was a fundamental ethical right of existence for every organism. Nature 
conservation should be undertaken to give naturally occurring wild species and communities 
an appropriate space, which is large enough for evolutionary processes, because humans are 
part of biodiversity and nature and should not dominate it. 

“Other species have the same right of existence as we do on the planet.”  

“We should leave the planet in the way in which we would have wished to 
find it.” 
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Some interviewees were motivated by emotional reasons and said they wanted to protect 
nature simply because they like it. They had the aim that their own children and grandchildren 
will still be able to touch a frog, etc. The necessity of keeping the options for future 
generations was mentioned by all interviewed experts.  

Many interviewees, who personally supported reasoning based on ethical grounds, 
emphasised that for political purposes it was important to use the term resources as this 
provides a good argument to explain to people that apart from moral ethical issues there are 
good reasons to protect nature, as an option for the future. 

The preservation of resources for our life was mentioned by most interviewees. Some 
interviewees stressed that this rational anthropocentric reasoning to protect the functioning of 
natural ecosystems did not justify protection of every single species. Most experts said that 
the protection of single species was important too but not in every case the highest priority 
(e.g. if one could not expect protection efforts to be successful over the long term, such as in 
the case of ice-age relicts now in the course of climate change). 

One interviewee said he personally much favoured § 1 of the BNatSchG (which deals with 
the capacity of the natural household, protection of naturally occurring plant and animal 
species, and the availability of natural resources), as a basis for nature conservation. Several 
interviewees referred to the CBD as the frame for nature conservation: its three pillars 
(conservation, sustainable use, access and benefit sharing) are to be used everywhere, the last 
one is less relevant at the national level but the first two are central and should not be played 
off against each other. 

Beyond that, many interviewees also mentioned the preservation and redevelopment of a 
diversified cultural landscape where people feel at home (the term home landscape (Heimat) 
is an essential motivation for nature conservation). One interviewee explained that nature 
conservation should, for anthropocentric reasons, protect the biological environment and the 
“human habitat”: according to human ecology because of phylogenetically acquired 
knowledge, half-open landscapes have a high attractiveness for humans, also from an 
aesthetic point of view (this can be seen in art). 

5.4.7 Documents considered relevant for German nature conservation and 
biodiversity protection policy  

5.4.7.1 Strategic documents 

On 7 November 2007, the federal government agreed on a national biodiversity strategy 
(Nationale Strategie zur biologischen Vielfalt), for the implementation of the CBD. The 
strategy comprises 330 targets and 430 measures for biodiversity issues.7  

According to several interviewees, the national biodiversity strategy will be decisive in the 
next few years and probably have a considerable influence. In September 2007 the 
interviewed experts agreed in their expectation that there would eventually be a strategy in 
spring 2008 before the COP9 conference of the CBD in Bonn in May 2008 – as it would be 
embarrassing if the host country would not have one by then. Since this strategy is a 
government document all federal ministries were involved in its design, and there have been 
many objections by the land user ministries (over 100 by the ministry for agriculture). 
Elaboration of the strategy has included an extensive process of involvement of associations 
and scientists. Several interviewees expressed the fear that, because it was a government 
                                                      
7 http://www.bmu.de/naturschutz_biologische_vielfalt/downloads/doc/40332.php 
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document and all ministries were involved, the final strategy would be quite soft. The 
influence and opposition of other ministries was also seen as the reason why there had not 
been a strategy for many years (there was only a draft version from 1995). 

“But I suppose, also in view of the conference next year, that there will be a 
strategy; I just hope that it won’t be softened beyond recognition by the 
many points for discussion, just in order to accomplish it.” 

The agricultural ministry is working on its own biodiversity strategy, dealing with questions 
related to the deployment of wild seeds, which is very important for agricultural biodiversity 
but currently there are some prohibitions. This sector strategy for agrobiodiversity is to be 
harmonised with the national biodiversity strategy. 

The European biodiversity strategy, which was agreed upon in 1998, was mentioned twice. 
It was said to be a good basis for the integration of nature conservation into other policy fields 
(agriculture, forestry, fisheries, transport planning and structural funds). The follow-up 
strategy of 2006 contains new, also quantitative, targets and a good distribution of work 
(member countries are responsible). It has, however, not really been implemented in the 
member states.  

The national sustainability strategy was only mentioned by two interviewees. One said it 
played a minor role, the other said it was important for the protection of abiotic factors. 

Coalition agreements of the federal government are used by the BfN in its argumentation. 

5.4.7.2 Laws, directives and conventions 

When asked for important documents many interviewees referred to the BNatSchG 
(Bundesnaturschutzgesetz, federal nature conservation law) as the federal framework 
legislation for nature conservation, which sets the general principles for nature conservation 
and comprises some regulations that are binding for all federal states, such as the categories 
for protected areas and rules on species protection. One interviewee called the BNatSchG 
“our bible” for nature conservation. In the amendment of 2002 there has been a distinct 
paradigm shift. It now includes rules for agriculture and forestry. To protect nature for its own 
right is a new concept at the federal level. Concerning area protection, there has been a shift 
from a supply orientation (protecting areas no one wants to use anyway, areas that are already 
valuable) towards a demand orientation (biotope network, protection of natural processes, 
areas that are needed for restoration). Area-wide landscape planning has also been integrated 
using landscape mapping so in case of an intervention one knows where there are sensitive 
areas (precautionary principle). 

Since the reform of the federal system of Germany, which came into effect on 1 September 
2006, the legal setting for nature conservation in Germany has substantially changed. The 
BNatSchG is no longer a framework legislation with which the states have to comply, but it is 
only in force as long as the single states do not decide on their own deviating regulations. The 
major objective of the federalism reform was to create clear responsibilities between the 
federal country (Bund) and the single states (Länder); e.g. the states now have to pay EU fines 
for a delayed implementation, for which they are responsible, themselves. 

Concerning the field of environmental law, the federalism reform has also resulted in plans 
for a new comprehensive environmental law code (Umweltgesetzbuch). This is currently 
being formulated and shall compile all laws concerning the environment, i.e. laws on nature 
conservation (BNatSchG), waste management, air pollution, water management, noise, etc. 
To design such a comprehensive environmental law code has only been made possible 
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through the reform of federalism: since the states now have the right to deviate from the 
federal legislation, the Bundestag no longer needs the agreement of the Bundesrat to decide 
on this law code. As local authorities and citizens often do not know where to get the 
information, experts have had ideas for this law book for 20 years. The proposal now is an 
outcome of the federalism reform (undertaken to reduce the many friction losses between the 
federal and state authorities); there is a high chance that it will be agreed upon (it is included 
in the coalition agreement). Several interviewees were afraid that the current point in time is 
not ideal for nature conservation as there is a general attitude against nature conservation, 
which is seen as expensive. Therefore, there is some danger that the standards will be lowered 
(to the minimal consensus). In their lobbying efforts, the NGOs are currently trying at least to 
keep the existing standards. The environmental law code has not been discussed in public. 

Nature conservation laws and implementation ordinances of the single federal states: 
each state (Land) has its own nature conservation law and rules. There is a huge diversity, 
particularly concerning the regulations for implementation and monitoring, in the concrete 
programmes, and regulations for intervention (Eingriffsregelungen). Since the federalism 
reform the state laws on nature conservation can deviate from the national regulations, 
however, they have to comply with EU law. 

At the level of the federal states there are many species action plans (SAPs), which are, 
however, different in the single states, so no interviewee could give a complete account of 
what exists. Some experts acknowledged that the SAPs also included very good programmes. 
SAPs are implemented mostly on a voluntary basis. 

The EU directives and decrees are seen as very influential by all interviewees. On Natura 
2000 and the WFD, one interviewee said:  

“These are surely the most decisive ones, I would say – then there is nothing 
for some time.” 

The relative importance of EU directives, compared to the BNatSchG, has very much 
increased since the federalism reform of 2006. For EU directives, as well as international 
conventions, are now the only regulations the states are obliged to implement. Natura 2000 
(the Birds and Habitats Directive) was mentioned by all interviewees. The Water Framework 
Directive (WFD) does not have “nature conservation” in its name but it has similar aims. It 
has a similar legal status as the Habitats and Species Directive and will be influential for 
nature conservation in watercourses. It cannot yet fully be judged. 

The Environmental Information Directive of 1992 was implemented in Germany in 1994. 
According to one interviewee, there is still some hope that the Environmental Liability 
Directive will pass. The EU directive resulting from the Aarhus Convention, which supports 
the participation of NGOs, is currently being implemented into national German law 
(Umweltinformationsgesetz, Umweltbehelfsgesetz).  

International conventions become more important when national legal standards are 
lowered. The CBD was mentioned by almost all interviewees. It was judged rather differently. 
Many of the interviewed experts referred to its three pillars (conservation, sustainable use, 
access and benefit sharing), when talking about their personal priorities for nature 
conservation. One interviewee said they were “so comprehensive that they are to be used 
everywhere”. Many interviewees also emphasised that there were three levels of biodiversity, 
of which genetic diversity was crucial (also concerning domesticated animals and cultivated 
plants). The national implementation strategy, which all contracting states of the CBD are 
obliged to develop, was only agreed in Germany in November 2007.  
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Some interviewees judged the CBD, the central nature conservation convention, quite 
positively since it is binding according to international law. According to one interviewee, it 
is a difficult and theoretical but clever text; yet he also said, he could not really judge how 
influential it is, but expected that there could be some stimulation via the COP9 in Bonn in 
2008. Others regarded the CBD as very influential at the moment at the political level, but 
rather weak in its formulations, which sometimes have to be seen as critical from a nature 
conservation point of view. There are efforts to bring everything in line with the CBD, which 
was not judged as positive for nature conservation aims. 

“A danger that I see a bit is that at the moment everything is very much 
concentrated on the CBD, particularly in political discussions, not least 
because of the next CBD-COP here in Bonn, this overshadows everything 
(else).” 

“The CBD has been criticised half-heartedly by the nature conservation 
NGOs.” 

The COP9 of the CBD, which will be held in Bonn in May 2008, was criticised as probably 
being just a show event in Bonn, because in the end there would, as always, only be an 
agreement on the smallest common denominator. 

“The CBD is in no way appropriate for the protection of biodiversity – a 
pure statement of will” 

CITES was not mentioned by all interviewees, but if it was mentioned it was regarded as 
important and more influential than the CBD because it comprises very concrete agreements, 
and is implemented in EU-law; there are also fines in case of non-compliance. Other 
conventions mentioned were the Convention on Migratory Species (CMS or Bonn 
Convention), RAMSAR, the Aarhus Convention and the Bern Convention with its concept 
of species action programmes (SAPs).  

5.4.7.3 Reports and information systems 

The Red Lists, which do not have any legal validity but are simply the status of an expert 
opinion paper, are one of the strongest policy instruments because they are the basis for 
declaring nature protection areas and serve to convince politicians. There are Red Lists for 
different groups of species (plants, animals, fungi) and for biotopes at the federal (Bund) and 
state level (Länder). The Red Lists are the only functioning instrument which provides some 
regular statement on the status of endangered species and biotopes; they were also mentioned 
as criteria for judging the efficiency of nature conservation. They are updated every 10 years, 
which is a very extensive, resource-binding task for the administration and involved experts.  

There has been an SRU report on the cuts in the administration8 (SRU: Sachverständigen Rat 
für Umweltfragen, German Council of Environmental Advisors), to which several 
interviewees referred. The SRU expert papers informally influence the discussion; in 
particular, the editions on a special topic are read by the administration and are important for 
the development of local strategies.  

                                                      
8 SRU (2007): “Umweltverwaltungen unter Reformdruck –Herausforderungen, Strategien, Perspektiven”, 
Sondergutachten Februar 2007, SRU (Sachverständigenrat für Umweltfragen), Erich Schmidt Verlag, Berlin. 
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The publication series of the BfN (NaBiV9) is important for nature conservation practitioners 
in the German-speaking countries. Many of these publications are the results of projects 
commissioned by the BfN, and the quality is not always high. 

All the states have their series of publications of the technical authorities; these publications 
are in part redundant but if a topic is repeated this can also have a strengthening effect and 
create attention. 

The information systems of the BfN where mentioned by one interviewee: Floraweb 
(http://www.floraweb.de/), wisia (www.wisia.de), ZEET (http://www.bfn.de/0501_zeet.html), 
and others10. 

5.5 Biodiversity policy in Hungary 

5.5.1 Methods  

The assessment of priorities in Hungary’s conservation policy is based on two data collection 
methods: (i) interviews conducted with the most important national stakeholders working in 
environmental and biodiversity protection; and (ii) analysis of documents relevant to this 
topic. 

Semi-structured face-to-face interviews followed a previously defined layout. All interviews 
were digitally recorded and subsequently typed up. In addition, the sound recording of “Who 
will protect nature? – National civil forum on nature conservation” held in Budapest on 12 
December 2006 was used to prepare this material. This public forum focused on national 
priorities for conservation, as well as the role of NGOs. Interviewees were chosen from three 
stakeholder groups:  

• People employed in the public administration, conservation and those working on the 
national implementation of the CBD,  

• Representatives of important national NGOs working in the field of conservation and 
biodiversity, 

• Ecologists.  

5.5.2 Assessment of the condition of Hungarian nature  

Almost all interviewees had a positive opinion of the current condition of nature in Hungary. 
Several of them emphasised the value of habitats located in the Pannonian bio-geographical 
region (Figure 2). Many of the habitat types11 preserved by EU legislation are found here; for 
this reason, Hungary has an increased international responsibility to protect them, since their 
survival within the Union depends primarily on Hungary. Thus, according to a questioned 
scientist, “Hungary has got to give an above-average performance in nature preservation“. 
                                                      
9 NaBiV (Naturschutz und Biologische Vielfalt) see http://www.buchweltshop.de/bfn/  
10 See http://www.bfn.de/0501_db.html  
11 Such habitats typical of the Pannonian  region are the Pannonian  slope steppes and rock steppes, Pannonian 
loess grasslands and sand grasslands, among wooded habitats Pannonian  holm oak forests and Pannonian 
juniper-aspen groves on sandy ground. Indigenous species of highest importance are e.g. Pulsatilla hungarica, 
Linum dolomiticum, Ferula sadleriana, Bythiospeum hungaricum, and Vipera ursinii rakosiensis. There are 46 
habitat types that are important for the Community as well as 36 plant species, 91 bird species, and 105 other 
animal species. (www.kvvm.hu). 
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During the assessment of our present natural condition, another aspect emerged “our habitat 
which is extraordinarily mosaic-like, very rich and sensitive” is a result of various impacts. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2:  Biogeographic regions in Europe. Source: European Environment Agency. 

 

The preciousness and uniqueness of Hungarian natural habitats are emphasised by the 
documents of our analysis as well. “The animal and plant species of Hungary represent an 
unmatched value in Europe. […] The Carpathian Basin is a special territory from the aspect 
of biosphere. [… ] Among the bio-geographical regions established within EU borders, the 
Pannonian bio-geographical region is located almost completely in the area of Hungary, 
featuring numerous habitat types and species, the so-called ’pannonicums’, that are to be 
found exclusively in the area of Hungary.” (Natura 2000). 
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The bio-geographical history and image of the Pannonian region is defined by the all-
surrounding mountains that limited and filtered the inward expansion of fauna and flora. 
Hence, their isolating effect not only enabled the established biosphere to preserve its 
diversity of bio-geographical relations and connections, but also allowed it to develop its own 
individual evolutionary ways. 

The speciality of the Pannonian region lies in its complex climatic and geographic diversity. 
The area of Hungary is situated on the border of the Central European deciduous forest zone 
and the continental wooded steppe-belt. It combines continental, sub-Mediterranean, Atlantic 
and alpine climatic effects, which, due to the basin’s situation, result in a diversity of flora 
and fauna as well as the accumulation of plant and animal species of various geographical 
origins. 

One of our interviewees who works in the public administration evaluated the state of species-
level biodiversity as follows: “Biodiversity is not declining in Hungary; species are not 
becoming extinct and we have not come that far yet…. It is a global tendency that the quantity 
of very common species decreases, they do not disappear, only the number of stands drops, 
e.g. considering sparrows.” 

On the contrary, the viewpoint of an NGO expert is “it is apparent that biodiversity is 
disastrously declining and it is going to drop in Hungary to a great extent between 2007 and 
2013. Landscape diversity will decrease significantly, local links in culture have already been 
dropping at a drastic pace …I think since the change of regime and from various aspects.” 

According to the essence of the analysed documents this region is one of the biological 
“hotspots”12, a European biodiversity hotspot (e.g. Baquero and Tellería 2001; Varga 1995). 

The karst of Aggtelek, the Zemplén Mountains and the Bükk Mountains are characterised by 
the greatest number of habitats and species. High diversity indicators are found mostly in the 
mountains and mountainous areas with a higher ratio of natural forests13. 

“According to experts a great number of habitats and species that are 
considered endangered in the EU’s view can be regarded as relatively 
‘common’ in Hungary.”  

These habitats have significant stands occasionally; however, their condition, naturalness – in 
fact, their degradedness and poverty of species – often give cause for alarm (National Institute 
of Chemical Safety). 

Bartha (2000) reports on the growth of endangerment when comparing the condition of more 
than 50% of Hungarian endangered tree and bush species with the situation a decade earlier 
(Bartha 1991). According to the assessment of Borhidi and Sánta (1999), 82% of natural 
forest communities are in need of protection, 20% are threatened by direct extinction and four 
forest communities can be regarded as depopulated. 

Knowledge on the degree of genetic diversity related to certain animal and plant species in 
Hungary was considered to be rather insufficient. Few research programmes deal with the 

                                                      
12 Horváth, F., Kovács-Láng, E., Báldi, A., Gergely, E., Demeter, A. (ed.) (2003): The Analysis and Evaluation 
of Our Natural Areas of European Significance, Ecological and Botanic Research Institute of the Hungarian 
Academy of Sciences (HAS), Vácrátót, 160 pp. (ISBN: 963 8392 30 8). 
13 One of the reasons for this is the greater diversity in habitats and species generally characteristic of 
mountainous regions, another reason is the less fragmented and less used landscape, and the third reason, in the 
case of certain mountains and geographical units, may be the blurring effect of maps that are more generalised 
due to the low amount of specific data. 
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analysis of this topic. One questioned NGO expert said: “We are doing research on 
agriculture, genetic modification and biotechnology, that is, economic-oriented 
biotechnology, but research on natural diversity…neither Gödöll� nor Szeged is engaged in 
the genetic diversity of the grey cattle herd.” No national strategy or concept concerning 
priorities for providing protection of genetic diversity has been prepared. This is particularly 
evident in the case of in situ conservation of field plants and horticultural species, while the 
genetic conservation of tree species important in forestry already has a decade-long history. 
According to our interviewee who works in the public administration, “we are not doing that 
badly in genetic biodiversity regarding (the gene conservation of) animals, we have been 
doing this and that since the second half of the 1960s. However, we must admit that many 
things could be done better. We have sufficient human capacity, the country is provided with 
experts and tools.” He also highlighted that the conservation of certain animal species (e.g. 
‘mangalica’ pig; grey cattle) was promoted by the popularity of organic food. 

One of the NGO specialists made the following comment in regard to landscape biodiversity: 
“...landscape diversity is basically not being dealt with … It is interesting that biodiversity is 
pushed into the background in Hungary, since everybody hearing this word thinks 
immediately of the tropics.” 

“Our tough national environmental protection policy” played a pivotal role in the 
conservation of the good condition of our natural environment. The majority of interviewees 
made a positive comment on the performance of institutional environmental protection; those 
working in the public administration used attributes like “the best in Europe” and “absolutely 
well-functioning.” In retrospect of the past 50 years, the establishment of an efficient regional 
protection system was promoted by the possibility of “sitting at a white-clothed table and 
deciding what is protected and what is not, it was not necessary to buy anything.” At the same 
time, they emphasised that “clearly, more people could be engaged in environmental 
protection, we could indulge in more dreams and we should conserve our areas more 
carefully.” 

5.5.3 Actors in conservation 

Many civil and scientific experts take part in biodiversity conservation. NGOs play an 
important role in the implementation of local protective measures, the monitoring of 
biodiversity as well as education. The most significant NGOs are: 

• Central and East European Working Group for the Enhancement of Biodiversity 
(CEEWEB)  

• Hungarian Ornithological and Nature Conservation Association, Hungarian Partner of  
BirdLife International  

• WWF Hungary Foundation  

• National Society of Conservationists, Friends of the Earth Hungary 

• "Nimfea" Environment and Nature Conservation Association, Biodiversity 
Conservation Working Group    

• Protecting the Future: Sustainable Agriculture Working Group.  

5.5.4 Future prospects and threatening factors 

Sceptical opinions were voiced about halting the loss of biodiversity in the future. Without 
exception, every person questioned considered future prospects to be negative in case current 
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trends remain uninterrupted. One representative of an NGO involved in environmental 
protection thought:  

“During the process of our accession to the European Union we 
emphasised our rich natural values and biodiversity; yet, we cannot be 
proud too long if current trends keep going on.”  

Another NGO expert outlined a similarly desperate future prospect:  

“We have arrived at a watershed indeed, (biodiversity) has been 
diminishing for quite long now, and this (decline) ought to be halted by 
2010 according to the EU; in spite of this, it will drastically decrease, I 
think.”  

An interviewee from the public administration came to a similar conclusion:  

“Due to extensive land use, wastefulness as well as air and water pollution, 
biodiversity decline is now a common tendency.” 

One of the main risk factors for natural condition and biodiversity in the future that was 
named by several interviewees is the importance of EU development funds, unless we can 
make sure that spending does not cause the slightest damage to the biosphere. One 
interviewee from public administration stated: 

“A significant amount of EU funds will be spent on further destruction of 
nature, thus it does matter how much we spend on mitigation or direct 
environmental protection”  

As a further risk factor, the low social prestige of environmental protection was mentioned. 
Even the fact that people who are less interested will keep deciding over the funds will not 
favourably affect the protection process.  

“We may still condemn decision-makers but if society does not demand 
more and something better, things will keep going into the wrong 
direction.” 

An additional risk factor is the failure to spread the approach of biodiversity protection, since 
“only a handful of people – NGOs, researchers, full-time conservationists – whose task (now) 
is to protect natural values, this bunch of people cannot do this alone”, said an interviewee 
who works in the administration sector for natural conservation. Another public 
administration interviewee added that it is a problem that “the apparatus for conservation is 
continuously shrinking; this contradiction can be resolved by accomplishing the tasks related 
to protected areas and species.” 

One NGO specialist thought that the solution lies in making people understand that 
biodiversity protection is of fundamental importance for economic and health reasons.  
Society should come to an agreement concerning the importance of protection. Another NGO 
expert suggests that:  

“We need a strategy which is accepted in the widest circles of society, we 
need established fundamental values that are acknowledged by all.”  

Different social groups ought to have a discourse on new values and a paradigm shift in order 
to make their attitude towards environmental protection, as well as the intentions of decision-
makers, positive. For this, a sustainability strategy would be needed, since the process of 
preparing such a strategy could be a forum for common talk on environmental protection. As 
opposed to this, one representative of science said that we have strategic ideas about 
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environmental protection, there are priorities, “but we cannot enforce them in decision-
making.” Another NGO specialist agreed:  

“There is a lot on paper, but what could we do…We must differentiate 
between things that we have to do in the long term and (what we have to do) 
now.  ... It is important to shape the approach, yet we will lose a lot until we 
come to the result.” 

In addition, the practice of loose adherence to rules emerges as a potential risk in the 
interviews. One NGO expert claimed that:  

“There is an act on conservation, yet its passages are not observed. More 
could have been achieved by current legal means… The role of NGOs 
(would be thus important.) (However, NGOs) cannot intervene really 
efficiently in national conservation issues.”  

A scientist believed that conservation has a set of tools established in legislation – the 
problem is that “it does not reach decision-makers.” 

A further threat mentioned by an interviewee who works in the administration sector for 
conservation was: 

 “(Hungary) is full of invasive species. We have no idea what we should do 
about them. Nobody wants to hear that this problem is on our doorstep. If 
you go down to Transdanubia, you can see how it gleams yellow thanks to 
goldenrod, if you go down to the sandy areas, it is wild tobacco, going to a 
clearing in the forest, there are the little impatiens. Looking at waters you 
will see small catfish (Ictalurus melas), common sunfish (Eupomitis 
gibbosus) etc. Just think it over where this is going. No one wants to 
recognize this”.  

Finally, an NGO specialist stated that: 

“The biomass use frenzy will result in a serious conservation problem in the 
near future and is a significant danger to biodiversity conservation. The 
most decisive part of conservation depends on farming methods that comply 
with conservation and their financial support.” 

5.5.5 The impact and significance of EU accession 

Opinion amongst the questioned experts on the impact of Hungary’s EU accession on the 
state of nature and biodiversity is quite diverse. They consider the boom in agro-
environmental protection programmes to be a positive result; it is a great success that 43 
billion HUF of agro-environmental protection funds have been allocated. Another very 
important consequence is that the Natura 2000 network has been established by the European 
Union. Hungary has just begun operating the system but the areas have already been 
designated. 

The fact that the European Union signed the Convention on Biological Diversity became a 
significant driving force for Hungary to implement the Convention at the national level. 
“Since each EU task counts as a priority in Hungary, decisions made in the EU have a 
greater emphasis at home as well” – summed up a public administration specialist. He also 
added that “the EU also helps a lot with sectoral integration.” Ministry of Environment and 
Water ministers and delegated negotiators of other ministries encounter the requirements 
defined in the Convention on Biological Diversity since biodiversity protection is included in 
several important EU political documents and is on the agenda of the Commission’s meetings. 
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The Hungarian position, as elaborated for EU-level treaty negotiations, is also discussed by a 
national interdepartmental committee (Interdepartmental Coordination Committee on 
European Affairs) which further contributes to the implementation of sectoral integration of 
biodiversity protection. 

Evaluation of the European Union’s environmental protection also varies. According to the 
questioned public administration specialist: 

 “Hungarian conservation has more rigorous and sophisticated regulations, 
while EU directives are universal and very weak. In Hungary 20% of 
Natura 2000 areas have been designated. There are EU countries where 
this is only 6-7% and I do not know whether there is a member state with a 
higher percentage than Hungary. I can imagine that this is the highest 
number.” 

An NGO specialist supported this view that the European Union’s conservation policy is 
poor.  

“When the revision of the Lisbon Strategy started, the issues of 
competitiveness and employment became top priorities while environmental 
protection was limited to environmental industry. The situation of 
conservation kept deteriorating, and the previously well-established 
institutional system of environmental policy started to weaken and rules 
were diluted. Since our accession the national system of environmental 
institutions has weakened, funds have been reduced and people face 
downsizing. We had to realise that environmental policy had been narrowed 
down to development issues. For a complete drawdown of funds projects 
needed to be elaborated. And this may involve a number of threats.” 

Sceptical opinions have been formed regarding the achievement of the goal to stop 
biodiversity decline by 2010. One representative of science says that:  

“A very ambitious goal was set; I can hardly imagine that this goal can be 
achieved. Unfortunately, it does not work like this. General conservation of 
nature must rely on an evolutionary principle, namely the diversity of 
natural systems involves their changeability, since only change and 
changeability may bring about long-term survival, both generally and 
individually.” 

One NGO expert was of similar opinion:  

“Unfortunately, what we see is that the European Environment Agency 
confirms that biodiversity decline has not come to a halt.”  

The significance of the goal setting for 2010 for Hungary may be that:  

“This also provides a reference … The general EU biodiversity goal can be 
attached to this reference but practically this will not result in any further 
steps…. Yet, the truth is that this is not really relevant to Hungary. We do 
not have such a great wave of extinction and terrible destruction of nature, 
such as e.g. Brazil, there is no sea pollution here…in fact we are not a 
mega-diverse country. We count as diverse in Europe but our biosphere is 
not as diverse as that of Brazil or India. These far-reaching goals are not 
difficult for us, since conditions have become relatively steady here. Thus 
the EU decided not only to decrease the extent of decline but also to stop it, 
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because the European level of decline is so low that we should feel obliged 
to stop it. The EU is very far from accomplishing this goal.” 

5.5.6 Priorities of nature conservation in Hungary 

Institutional conservation in Hungary began with the regulation of hunting and ornithology, 
which started in the 18th century. The protection of nature at the national level started in the 
first half of the 20th century when the first act on conservation was passed and more than 200 
protected areas were declared. 

In the interviews, many conservation priorities were revealed: 

“Conservation means a lot of things, the most important is landscape; 
conservation not only means the protection of species and biosphere but 
also the sustainable use of the landscape and the area.”  

 “In relation to research it is a comprehensive human behaviour that 
respects the complex landscape as a whole as well as biospheres and 
species, and it does research on them, protects or re-regulates them or tries 
to organise a community.”  

It is the task of nature conservation to specify which values need protection. It must define 
and permanently review priorities and hierarchies regarding protection. In addition, it must 
formulate what goals need to be accomplished and what we want to achieve, for example in 
the case of a species. Implementation of goals should not only be the task of nature 
conservation, it is a joint responsibility. Unfortunately, it does not work like that, although it 
should. A representative of science presented a different viewpoint during the interview:  

“Conservation is not a goal but a tool by which we can preserve a more 
general environmental stability for the sake of the biosphere, including 
humans as well as their descendants.” 

“There is a great overlap between biodiversity protection and conservation. 
Biodiversity protection does not really investigate inorganic things such as 
caves. However, biodiversity protection involves not only the protection of 
species, habitats and landscapes but the question of genetic diversity too. It 
reaches beyond the traditional approach of conservation, since it involves 
the division of incomes and technologies originating from the use of 
biodiversity as natural resources in a given region. Therefore, I think that 
investigating biodiversity is more comprehensive.” 

After reviewing the most important national documents on biodiversity and conservation, we 
defined the following 10 key areas of national institutional conservation.  

• Tasks related to protected areas: 
- Protection, preservation; 
- Designation of new areas; 
- Clarification of property rights, transfer of managing rights. 

• Estimation of landscape values and declaration of protection: 
- Cave records; 
- Conservational forest database; 
- Areas under “ex lege” protection: nationwide assessment of marshes and 

natron lakes 
• Biodiversity monitoring  
• Protection of species and habitats, landscape rehabilitation: 
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- Species protection plans; 
- Ex situ protection: zoological and botanic gardens; 
- Animal shelters. 

• Authority work (approval of forest plans, licensing etc.) 
• Meeting the requirements of periodic reports / elaborating concepts and strategies, 

report on laws: 
- Fulfil reporting duties coming from international agreements; 
- Fulfil duties resulting from national legislation;  
- Elaborate a defensive strategy against invasive species;  
- Forestry concept of conservation; 
- Hunting concept of conservation; 
- Ecotourism concept of conservation 

• Development of an information system for conservation. 
• Shaping attitudes: 

- Issuing publications; 
- Creating and operating visitor centres; 
- Ecotourism; 
- Conservation PR activity. 

• Elaboration of the Natura 2000 system. 
• Conservation tasks related to genetically modified organisms (GMO).  

  

In Hungary protected areas amounted to 9.3% of the country in 2005. This was divided into 
the various protection levels as follows: 

Table 8: Protected areas in Hungary. Source: Presentation by László Haraszthy at the 
Hungarian Academy of Sciences on June 2, 2005. 

National park (10 ) 484116.3 ha 

District of landscape conservation (36) 316676.6 ha 

Nature reserve (145) 27688.4 ha 

Protected nature reserve of local significance (1.292) 39414 ha 

Total 9.3 % 867905 ha 

 

A large proportion of areas with high diversity are under conservational protection of some 
level, yet important “central areas” are still without any protection (National Institute of 
Chemical Safety). 

About 13% of protected areas are privately owned, 10% belong to companies and 
cooperatives, and 75% are state property. Only a small proportion of state property is 
managed by conservationists, the majority belongs to state-owned companies, mainly 
forestry, agricultural joint stock companies, institutions and central budget organisations. 
Institutional conservation uses a significant amount of its capacity to clarify property rights 
and manage liabilities. 

Recently it has been a top priority to designate Natura 2000 areas. A suitable proportion of 46 
designated habitat types, 36 plant species, 91 birds and 105 other animal species of EU 
significance have to be determined during the area designation process. Among the areas of 
the Natura 2000 network is 380 000 ha of arable land and 760 000 ha of grassland. 
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Additionally, about 380 000 ha of forests and 400 000 ha of other watery areas belong to the 
programme. Providing a legal background for the system’s functioning, elaborating an 
assistance system as well as informing local governments, farmers and the population are still 
future responsibilities. 

 

Figure 3: Natura 2000 areas in Hungary 

 

The national biodiversity strategy was prepared years ago and was accepted by the Ministry 
of Environment and Water; however, it has not been discussed with other ministries and 
consequently has not yet been announced. It will become truly valid and be a relevant 
document for other ministries only if it were issued as a parliamentary resolution or accepted 
by the prime minister’s office. 

5.5.7 Effectiveness of biodiversity conservation and the significance of the Convention 
on Biological Diversity in biodiversity protection 

Hungary ratified the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) in February 1994 and it 
appeared as national law in 1995. We asked the interviewees what they thought about the 
impact that the signing of the CBD by Hungary and the EU had on Hungarian conservation 
policy. 

The questioned persons regard the principles and goals of the CBD as very positive: 

 “… The Convention on Biological Diversity itself is excellent; it is a 
comprehensive and holistic approach to the entire question. The CBD 
approaches the issue of sustainability adequately, since sustainable 
utilisation and preservation … involve all areas of life … Thus, we must 
preserve flies as well as the swarms of insects because they pollinate plants 
and nurture birds. In contrast with sustainable development, the Convention 
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on Biological Diversity’s terms ‘sustainable economy’, ‘sustainable use’, 
‘sustainable utilization’ are indeed factual, realisable concepts.” 

A large number of positive results from the CBD were mentioned during discussions with 
interviewees: 

It promotes the realisation of sectoral integration. It promotes cooperation between 
different administrative sectors, and encourages conservationist aspects to become an integral 
part of sectoral decisions. “Even at a global level, the most important goal of the Convention 
on Biological Diversity is sectoral integration, all sectors should do their activities without 
doing any harm to the biosphere,” claimed one of our public administration interviewees.  

The CBD extends the interpretation of conservation: “The Convention on Biological 
Diversity provides more than any other convention because the others regulate only a 
narrower slice of biosphere protection.” 

Attention to biodiversity protection: “What is really great is that it attracts attention to 
these questions.” However, the same NGO specialist added that “there were some 
publications issued I think, and some things have certainly happened, but it is almost nothing 
in my opinion.” 

Legal consequences:  “The CBD functions similarly, there are certain protocols in it that 
already have legal consequences … giving the CBD a legal framework, we can achieve 
something ….a classis example is the Cartagena protocol … we can achieve something by 
that.”  

Referential basis: According to an NGO interviewee, “it has an indirect role …in a way that 
certain things can be done by referring to the Convention on Biological Diversity. Therefore, 
if we consider ministries, a ministry may argue that this is an international obligation, and 
the parliament ratified it, so we must accomplish this. And in this way we can achieve 
something.” One public administration interviewee said, “It depends on the conservation 
concept of distinct countries how many principles of the CBD will be realised. A country’s 
conservation policy will not be better because of the CBD, but eventually good conservation 
may well use the CBD to support some of its decisions. … the Convention on Biological 
Diversity is a crucial referential basis in developing countries. Where conservation is still in 
its infancy or is less efficient than here, it is very important that they joined this convention.” 

Establishing a strategy:  A public administration employee suggested that the significance of 
the CBD’s acceptance in Hungary lies in the creation of the strategy established for 
biodiversity protection. “Beyond this…it has not brought anything new in practice.” However, 
the strategy has not yet been accepted. 

Suggestion of new topics: The CBD suggests various topics that have not been priorities in 
Hungarian conservation policy before the CBD’s existence, but the CBD urges decision-
makers to take steps. Such current issues are the preservation of genetic resources and the fair 
distribution of profits coming from them.  “The practical implementation of the CBD, 
however, is incredibly difficult, since the described objectives are in contrast with present 
development” stated a questioned NGO expert.  

Interviewees also stated that there are no truly spectacular results emerging from the CBD 
because of: 

Consensus decision-making: “Regarding the Convention on Biological Diversity the most 
difficult thing is consensus decision-making, because of this there are quite general 
formulations. The European Union represents a joint position at the conferences of the 
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involved parties, thus EU member states must also agree on a position…then it is even harder 
to get the CBD’s 180 member states to accept an important decision.”  

Numerous unclear details: At the negotiation of the CBD “we discuss tiny details like 
formulations, words; those without a daily routine will find it ‘Chinese’ why we stick to a 
certain word in a text.” This public administration worker also emphasised that this also 
makes the involvement of other national public administration ministries difficult. 

The over-comprehensiveness of the CBD: “In my opinion this Convention has been 
spinning around itself for 14 years now, it cannot progress in spite of the fact that it is an 
international agreement with the most positive principles. … This convention grabs a lot, yet 
it cannot take a step ahead in practice.” 

Paper agreement:  “The biggest failure of the Convention on Biological Diversity is that it is 
a paper agreement. We produce various reports and debate on formulations in the 
committees. But when we need to implement something concrete, the whole thing fails.”  

Low requirements of the CBD: A public administration employee said, “We do a lot more 
for biodiversity protection within classical conservation than is required by the convention 
itself. The work of national conservation is much more detailed and extensive than one would 
expect on the basis of the CBD, but this is not because of the CBD.” 

Representation is not strong enough: Those responsible for implementation “ought to be in 
a better negotiating position and bang the table … yes, this Treaty is here, we accepted it and 
let’s do it when we are preparing the National Development Plan or the National 
Environment Programme. If it becomes part of these programmes, the Convention on 
Biological Diversity may help… The text of the contract (in itself) does not help at all.” 

No comprehensive analysis has been made on the effectiveness of Hungarian biodiversity 
conservation so far. Monitoring of the CBD’s national implementation is confined to the 
establishment of the National Biodiversity Monitoring System and it does not involve 
examination of the implementation of the goal-system rooted in the Convention. 

The political force behind conservation plays a definite role in the effectiveness of the 
biodiversity protection regime and to what extent it will be able to achieve its fundamental 
goals. The chief of the regime, the Ministry of Environmental Protection, seems to have 
insufficient political power to make sure the National Strategy and Action Plan on the 
Conservation of Biodiversity is adopted and becomes a higher-level political document. Thus, 
the enforcement of the protection approach is not adequately realised in the various economic 
and social sectors. 

Various laws have been modified in order to adapt the regime to national legislation. This 
legal development complies with international tendencies; Hungarian legal and political 
documents set the objective of the indiscriminate conservation of nature as a whole, beside 
biodiversity protection. A few requirements of the Convention had been fulfilled to some 
extent before the Convention’s ratification. Such an example is the establishment and 
operation of the regional protection system. Hungary follows the procedural rules defined by 
the Convention and complies with its reporting duty. The complex assessment of the 
country’s natural condition as well as launching the national biodiversity monitoring system 
were milestones in the regime’s implementation. The establishment of Natura 2000, one of 
the most important elements of the European protection regime, is currently being undertaken, 
yet the system’s effectiveness has still not yet been evaluated. 
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6 Effectiveness of nature conservation policy in Europe 

6.1 Interpretations of effectiveness 

Effectiveness is generally defined as the extent to which actual performance matches desired 
performance. The analysis of effectiveness is often associated with mechanical models of 
public service systems that distinguish objectives, inputs, outputs, and outcomes (see Figure 
4). Goals define the desired outputs and outcomes and inputs are selected to achieve the 
desired outputs and outcomes. In this sense, nature conservation policy translates goals and 
inputs into actual outputs and outcomes. Effectiveness is then defined as the degree to which 
desired and actual outputs or outcomes match each other (Bevir, 2006). 

O b je c tiv e s
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Figure 4: The REM framework for evaluating effectiveness, source: European 
Environmental Agency. 
 
 
There is a clear difference between the outputs and the outcomes of nature conservation 
policy. Outputs are the immediate, tangible “products” of what a policy or a program does. 
Outcomes are wider, intangible social consequences related to the policy activities. 
Government agencies can be held accountable for failing to produce an output, but failure to 
produce an outcome is not as easy to attribute to a single source. A bad outcome may not be 
the result of a bad programme. What output is actually taken into account and what is not can 
matter to the perception of effectiveness (Bevir, 2006). 

Effectiveness does not have to be about output or outcome quality. The more traditional 
alternative to output-focused effectiveness is a focus on internal processes. In the 
understanding of public organisations or bureaucratic systems reflected in analyses by Max 
Weber and others, features of the system or organisation itself are the focus of assessments. 
Here, the standard for effectiveness is the degree to which desired and actual features of the 
organisation match each other. 

According to the Alter-net project (WP4), two main types of effectiveness can be 
differentiated: 

• Environmental effectiveness concerns the actual impact a conservation policy or 
programme exerts on the state of biodiversity and changes in its status. This measure 
provides information on the direction and degree of change and can therefore be used 
to direct new corrective measures. This approach is most commonly applied in reports 
on the “state of biodiversity,” as well as through biodiversity state indicators. The 
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majority of evaluation studies apply environmental effectiveness, see among others 
Yahnke et al. (1998); Kleijn and Sutherland (2003); Dimitrakopoulos et al. (2004); 
Gaston et al. (2006); Hess et al. (2006) and Knop et al. (2006).  

• Institutional effectiveness concerns the institutional environment of conservation 
policy and programmes. If the implementation of a policy (or intervention response) is 
evaluated as a process, attention would need to be paid to the activities and 
characteristics of the implementation process at different policy levels, in addition to 
the status of the environment. Young (1999) describes five different and important 
aspects of the institutional regimes that influence the effectiveness of policy: 

- the regime is able to attain the stated (or unstated) goals (goal attainment); 
- the regime causes changes in behaviour (behavioural effectiveness); 
- the provisions of an international policy are implemented in the domestic, legal 

and political systems of the participating states (process effectiveness); 
- the regime has given rise to a social practice involving commitment of time, 

energy and resources (constitutive effectiveness); 
- the regime is operating in a cost-effective way, in the sense that comparable 

results could not be achieved at lower costs or by other ways or means 
(evaluative effectiveness). 

Very few studies apply the complex concept of institutional effectiveness in evaluating nature 
conservation policies or programmes. Among the few, Lake (1998) evaluates the 
effectiveness of GEF as a financial mechanism to the CBD, Murray (2005) argues for 
multifaceted measures of success for marine protected areas in Mexico, and Papageorgiou and 
Vogiatzakis (2006) undertake a broad appraisal of institutional, historical factors shaping 
conservation policy effectiveness in Greece. 

The Governance Indicators project of the Word Bank looks at (among other issues) 
government effectiveness defined as the quality of public-service provision, quality of 
bureaucracy, competence, and independence of civil service and government’s commitment 
to policies, and at regulatory quality, which is defined as the lack of excessive regulation and 
the low incidence of market-unfriendly policies. Government effectiveness depends on the 
performance of many proxy agencies, as well as on government performance (Bevir, 2006). 

Legitimacy can be viewed as a substitute for the effectiveness of a political system. In such 
circumstances, legitimacy creates a reservoir of goodwill (diffuse support) and increases the 
willingness of people to tolerate shortcomings of effectiveness (which reduces specific 
support) (Bevir, 2006). 

‘Effectiveness’ has been traditionally a ‘secondary’ concern of environmental economics that, 
from its very beginning, favoured ‘efficiency’ (i.e. cost-effectiveness) as the main criterion of 
ex-ante policy design and ex-post evaluation. Most textbooks define efficiency as limiting the 
input required to achieve a specified output. A system that uses few resources to achieve its 
goals is efficient, in contrast to one that wastes much of its input. In economic contexts, 
measuring efficiency means asking whether the monetary evaluation of the inputs used to 
produce some goals are the minimal possible costs associated with achieving that goal. If 
something is inefficient, it means that the goal could have been reached with less cost or that 
the goal could have been better achieved (in some monetarily measurable fashion) with the 
same costs (Bevir, 2006). 

A system is called Pareto optimal if no exchange can be made that will make one person 
better off without making someone else worse off. A system is called Kaldor-Hicks efficient 
if resources are put in the hands of those that value them the most, measured by whether one 
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person could theoretically compensate another for the same resources at a cost that would be 
worth it to them but worth more than the traded resources to the seller. This criterion is one 
way to think about efficiency, or maximising the aggregate value of a resource allocation.  

A policy develops over time, rather than being a single, complete event. The policy process is 
often an open one, which receives impulses and corrections by stakeholders and policy 
makers themselves, and can be both formal and informal. 

6.2 Measuring effectiveness  

Concepts of ‘cost benefit’ analysis of nature conservation measures and programmes and of 
‘socially optimal pollution’ as well as ‘cost-efficient instruments’ have dominated the 
environmental economics theory of policy effectiveness. Programme evaluation is widely 
employed as a means of identifying the costs and benefits of policies and programmes. The 
following techniques have been applied to assess programmes and value resource allocation 
in projects and programmes (Bevir, 2006):  

Cost-benefits analysis (CBA). An example which applies CBA and multi-criteria analysis 
(MCA) to evaluate nature conservation is given in Strijker et al. (2000). 

Cost-effectiveness analysis compares the costs of alternative ways of producing the same or 
similar outputs. The programme with least costs is considered the most cost effective. Cost-
effectiveness requires only costs to be monetized. Ratios are developed using the outcomes of 
programmes or projects (Bevir, 2006). For a review of the cost-effectiveness of European 
biodiversity conservation policy, see Wätzold and Schwerdtner (2005). Uchida et al. (2005) 
also provide a review of China’s conservation set-aside program and Strange et al. (2006) 
evaluate the cost-efficiency of reserve selection in Denmark. 

Econometric models: An econometric model may be able to identify which policy variables 
and socio-economic variables influence the achievement of the environmental target 
(Bressers, 1988; Boyd, 2003). For an econometric analysis of nature conservation policy, 
namely the US endangered species act, see Ferraro et al. (2008). 

Economists, by using these techniques, assume that costs and benefits will be measured in 
monetary terms. Environmental economists attempt to ‘internalize’ externalities into the price 
system, and to build a more realistic ‘cost-effectiveness’ approach. Giving physical measures 
is difficult because of the uncertainties and complexities of impacts of programmes and 
policies. Economic values depend on the intergenerational and intragenerational inequalities 
in the distribution of the burdens of pollution and in the access to natural resources, thus a 
pioneer ecological economist, K. William Kapp saw externalities as ‘cost-shifting’. 
Externalities may be understood as ‘ecological distribution conflicts’ (Cleveland et al., 2007). 

There has been a significant increase in attempts to measure and quantify other aspects of 
effectiveness. It is important to make effectiveness visible and actionable since it is a pillar of, 
or tool for, improving public policy (Bevir, 2006). According to Holmes (2006) evaluation of 
effectiveness may therefore measure:  

• the extent to which the desired outcome has been achieved; 

• leading indicators, for example changes in societal activity considered to be causally 
related to the desired outcome or changes in the environment which are precursors to 
the desired outcome; 

• outputs intended to instigate the required changes in societal activity; 
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• activities and processes that should enable the effective delivery of desired policy 
outcomes. 

Program evaluation is an essential part of the policy-making process, but its expectations of 
objective and scientific analysis are difficult to satisfy. The following tools are usually applied 
in program evaluation: 

Indicators system:14 An often-emerging issue is how to capture policy action or ‘response’ in 
single or multiple measurable indicators/barometers/scorecards. When effectiveness is 
assessed, the analyst chooses a set of indicators of conservation policy quality (AlterNet). The 
choice of one set of standards for effectiveness leaves other standards out of specific 
assessments. Policy effectiveness analysis needs a good definition of the causal links between 
indicators in order to detect the specific effects of the policy itself. Public awareness 
indicators are probably more suitable for convincing policy-makers of the importance of 
biodiversity monitoring, than other indicators: To what extent is the public conscious of the 
importance of biodiversity? To what extent are they prepared to cooperate in solutions and 
how do these data change because of governmental policies? 

Multi-criteria decision analysis (MCDA): This can be another tool which is useful for 
addressing the results of a policy, comparing different policy instruments, and ordering them 
in terms of policy-maker objectives. It can be used in both ex-ante and ex-post analysis and it 
is flexible enough to be integrated with methodologies able to measure the results of policy 
(see Strijker et al., 2000). 

Assessment reports/ in-depth case-studies/ qualitative review: These can provide a deeper, 
and possibly new, understanding of causal links as well as contextual factors influencing the 
outcome of a policy (see Murray, 2005). 

The AlterNet research concluded that when describing policy implementation as a process 
that takes place at different policy levels, process state oriented as well as process oriented 
indicators and parameters are important for monitoring and evaluating effectiveness. This 
study emphasises that much of the research undertaken to review the effectiveness of 
international policies has always looked at process effectiveness. Measuring institutional 
effectiveness in these ways, however, does not take into account whether, how and to what 
extent an international policy or convention is able to solve the environmental (biodiversity) 
problem.  

Effectiveness can be assessed at varying levels of aggregation: individual, national, regional. 
Effectiveness measurement can be directed towards either individual or the collective level or 
a combination of both (Bevir, 2006).  

6.3 Assessment initiatives of effectiveness 

Different initiatives for assessing effectiveness exist in Europe (Table 9). In this section, we 
provide a short overview of these assessments. 

 

                                                      
14 Indices/indicators: e.g. RL indices, SEBI 2010; Barometer: e.g. EU Natura 2000, WWF Forest Barometer; 
Scorecards: e.g. WWF. 
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Table 9: Assessment initiatives of effectiveness. 

ASPECTS COMPREHENSIVE 
ASSESSMENT 

LEVEL 

Effectiveness of implementation of 
the Habitats and Birds Directives 
(Natura 2000) 

National reporting under the Birds 
and Habitats Directives 

Country and EC 

Effectiveness of funding to address 
biodiversity issues 

Countdown 2010 Assessment Tool Country 

Effectiveness of coordinated actions 
of invasion policy at EU-level and at 
country level 

A study of lessons learnt from 
projects from the Nature 
component of the LIFE programme 
involving actions on invasive alien 
species was published in 2004 

Country 

Effective consideration / treatment of 
biodiversity in EIA 

 UK (Byron, 2001) 

Effectiveness of the implementation 
of international and supra-national 
policies (Multilateral Environmental 
Agreements) at the national level / 
the implementation of national 
biodiversity strategy 

National assessments of 
implementation of the Convention 
on Biological Diversity (CBD), 

Czech Republic, UK, 
Austria 

UK (Millennium 
Biodiversity Report 
in 1999 and report in 
2002 and 2005), 
Finland. 

Effectiveness of communication / 
public awareness / public 
engagement with the biodiversity 
issue 

Countdown 2010 Assessment Tool 

 

Country 

Effectiveness of on-going activities 
and methods of biodiversity 
assessment and monitoring in Europe 

National reporting under the Birds 
and Habitats Directives? 

Country and EC 

Effectiveness of progress (EC, MS 
level) towards 2010 targets  

Countdown 2010 Assessment Tool 

Mid-term evaluation (2008) and 
full review (2010, 2013) of 
implementation and effectiveness 
of the Action Plan  

Country and EC 

Effectiveness of integration of 
biodiversity considerations into all 
policy at national, regional and local 
levels. 

Countdown 2010 Assessment 
Tool, 

Environmental policy integration 
(EPI) analysis,  

Country 

 

6.3.1 Countdown 2010 Assessment Tool 

The Countdown 2010 Assessment Tool promises to provide a quick and inexpensive means to 
demonstrate clearly what progress countries have made towards implementing the existing 
binding international commitments in relation to the 2010 biodiversity target. Development of 
the tool is done at two levels: a rapid Readiness Assessment and a more detailed 
Comprehensive Assessment. The Comprehensive Assessment is a much more detailed 
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evaluation of a government’s (planned and ongoing) activities at a sectoral level. The C2010 
Assessment Tool will measure the level of policy implementation necessary to meet the 2010 
target. In this sense, the tool will measure whether sufficient policies are in place to meet the 
target and will then go on to measure the level and quality of implementation. The C2010 
Assessment Tool aims to measure the effectiveness of policy responses and link them to state 
and trends data. 

The Assessment Tool is not limited to reporting on ‘the state of biodiversity’ but it aims to 
identify areas where policy changes are needed to facilitate actions for 2010, and also to 
identify current policy good practice and lessons. With regard to existing policy, it tends to 
assess the existence and adequacy of policy relating to biodiversity protection and restoration 
and the existence and adequacy of sectoral policies in terms of their support for, or conflict 
with, biodiversity considerations. In addition to considering existing policy, this study tries to 
identify any institutional or cultural barriers to the integration of biodiversity considerations 
within other policies and sectors. The main research questions are:  

• state/trends in biodiversity; 

• existence and sufficiency of biodiversity policy; 

• sectoral integration of biodiversity considerations; 

• political commitment (as stated in strategies, etc) including resourcing (financial and 
human); 

• opportunities for stakeholder involvement in decision making; and 

• institutional arrangements (e.g. combined/separate agencies). 

6.3.2 Environmental policy integration analysis 

Environmental policy integration (EPI)15 means including environmental considerations into 
other policies, with a view to achieving sustainable development. Building on previous work 
by the European Environment Agency (EEA) and the OECD, a framework methodology was 
proposed for evaluating progress with EPI. It reviews progress in implementing policy 
integration at the country and EU level, in terms of political commitments, governance 
systems, policy instruments and monitoring, and evaluation of progress. It includes limited 
assessment of biodiversity status or trends and it recommends more additional work to 
examine the effectiveness of EU/national and national/regional coordination mechanisms, 
such as those used to support the EC biodiversity strategy and the six EAP thematic strategies.  

6.3.3 Applicability of the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment results  

The Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MA) was an international work program designed to 
provide scientific information concerning the consequences of ecosystem change for human 
well-being and options for responding to those changes. The MA approach consists of 
identifying the major direct and indirect drivers of ecosystem change, assessing the impacts of 
those drivers on biodiversity and ecosystem services, and establishing the linkages between 
ecosystems and human well-being.  

During the initial process, some national governments and regions undertook assessments, 
including Portugal (Pereira et al., 2004 and 2005) and Norway (DN Report, 2002). The 

                                                      
15 http://reports.eea.europa.eu/technical_report_2005_2/en/Tech_2_2005_web.pdf 
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process is still ongoing with several of the reports from the assessment still awaiting 
publication.  

6.3.4 Assessing effectiveness of the Natura 2000 system16 

The Habitats directive is one of the EU’s most significant contributions to halting the loss of 
biodiversity by 2010 as set out by the EU Heads of State at the Gothenburg Summit in 2001. 

National reporting under the Birds and Habitats Directives provide a basis for regular 
assessment of the effectiveness of protected area management. The first composite report 
from the European Commission, based on Members States reports, was published in 2004, 
and focuses on the process rather than the achievements (Table 10).  

The second report in 2007 will focus on a first assessment of the conservation status of all 
habitats and species of Community interest (Table 10). A full-scale reporting on active 
management measures and their impact on conservation status would therefore be premature 
and should start with the third implementation report (General reporting format for the 2001-
2006 report).  

In view of the next (third) report, the Scientific Working Group (SWG) under the Habitats 
Committee should also start considering how the effectiveness of measures taken under the 
directive could be assessed. 

 
 

 

                                                      
16 Data are available from ROD. ROD is the EEA’s reporting obligations database. It contains records describing 
environmental reporting obligations that countries have towards international organisations. ROD includes all 
environmental reporting obligations that EEA member countries have towards the European Commission’s 
Environment DG, European marine conventions, Eurostat, OECD, UN, UNECE, as well as the EEA itself.  

1. Every six year from the date of expiry of the period laid down in Article 23, Member States shall 
draw up a report on the implementation of the measures taken under this Directive. This report 
shall include in particular information concerning the conservation measures referred to in Article 6 
(1) as well as evaluation of the impact of those measures on the conservation status of the natural 
habitat types of Annex I and the species in Annex II and the main results of the surveillance 
referred to in Article 11. The report, in accordance with the format established by the committee, 
shall be forwarded to the Commission and made accessible to the public. 

2. The Commission shall prepare a composite report based on the reports referred to in paragraph 
1. This report shall include an appropriate evaluation of the progress achieved and, in particular, of 
the contribution of Natura 2000 to the achievement of the objectives set out in Article 3. A draft of 
the part of the report covering the information supplied by a Member State shall be forwarded to 
the Member State in question for verification. After submission to the committee, the final version 
of the report shall be published by the Commission, not later than two years after receipt of the 
reports referred to in paragraph 1, and shall be forwarded to the Member States, the European 
Parliament, the Council and the Economic and Social Committee. 

3. Member States may mark areas designated under this Directive by means of Community notices 
designed for that purpose by the committee. 
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Table 10: National reporting under the Birds and Habitats Directives 

 REPORTING 
PERIOD 

NATIONAL REPORT 
(EU SYNTHESIS 
REPORT) 

MAIN FOCUS 

1. 1994 – 2000 2001 
(2003/4) 

Progress in legal transposition and 
implementation of the directive; progress in 
establishing the Natura 2000 network, 
administrative aspects. 

2. 2001 – 2006 2007 
(2008/9) 

First assessment of conservation status based 
on best available data (based among others on 
trends and ideally in comparison with 
favourable reference values) 

3. 2007 – 2012 2013 
(2014/15) 

Renewed assessment of conservation status, 
based on established monitoring system. 
Assessment of effectiveness of measures taken 
under the directive. 

Source:  DocHab-04-03/03 rev.3 

 

According to the Note to the Habitats Committee: Assessment, monitoring and reporting of 
conservation status – Preparing the 2001-2007 report under Article 17 of the Habitats 
Directive (DocHab-04-03/03 rev.3) by doing so, monitoring, assessment and the reporting of 
results should: 

• help assess the effectiveness of management measures in Natura 2000 sites as well as 
other provisions of the directive;  

• assess the contribution of the directive to the broader biodiversity conservation policy 
(2010 target, biodiversity indicator work, etc.); 

• provide background/guidance for setting priorities in conservation policy (at the 
national and EU level); 

• help set priorities for further monitoring (at the national and EU level); 

• support the assessments made on the impact of plans and projects, which could have 
negative impacts on species, habitats and the Natura 2000 network; 

• support the assessment of correct use of derogation schemes; 

• give an indication in how far the annexes of the directive need adaptation (e.g. 
upgrading of species to priority status, deletion of species/downgrading, inclusion of a 
listed species in an additional annex). 

Under the Birds Directive, Article 12 requires that Member States shall forward to the 
Commission every three years, a report on the implementation of national provisions.  

Some reports are textual, others are questionnaire based (there are advantages and 
disadvantages to both approaches). Currently the Birds Directive has a textual report format, 
Article by Article framework, whereas the framework for the second Habitats Directive 
reports is likely to be focussed on assessment of the conservation status of the habitats and 
species listed in Annexes I, II, IV and V. This means it will be very difficult to create an 
overview of the implementation and effectiveness of Natura 2000 as a whole (Streamlining 
European Biodiversity Reporting, European Topic Centre on Biological Diversity, 
Subvention: 1/3333/B2005.EEA-ETC/BD). 
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6.4 Ex-ante and ex-post effectiveness evaluations 

Both the EU and most member states have put in place processes for establishing procedures 
of Regulation Impact Analysis (RIA). This process also involves environmental policies. The 
Sustainable Development & Economic Analysis unit of DG Environment has been 
established to support evaluation processes and the analysis of economic costs of policies (see 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/enveco/studies2.htm). 

In the last few years, some EU environmental policies have been subject to extensive 
exercises of ex-ante cost benefit analyses (CBA) and other impact analyses (for example, for 
policies on air pollution and air quality, the EU climate change strategy and the policy of the 
EU Emissions Trading Scheme). This significant development of ex-ante policy evaluation is 
mostly sector-specific being favoured in those sectors where there is sufficient data available 
and where macro-models can be constructed relatively easily, such as climate change.  

Ex-post evaluation of the effects and effectiveness of already implemented policy, however, is 
much less developed. The EEA workshop on ‘Ex-post effectiveness evaluation of 
environmental policies’ held in Copenhagen, 6-7 November 2006, highlighted some strategic, 
methodological, and practical issues of ex-post evaluation. The focus of the “Ex-post 
effectiveness evaluation of environmental policies” is packaging and waste treatment and it 
includes limited assessment of nature conservation policy in Europe.  

6.5 Evaluation of the effectiveness of biodiversity policy in the near future 

The Commission will report annually to Council and Parliament on progress in the 
implementation of the Action Plan (COM(2006) 216). A mid-term evaluation of 
implementation and effectiveness of the Action Plan will be carried out in 2008 and will feed 
into the final evaluation of the sixth Environment Action Programme, the review of relevant 
sectoral policies (e.g. agriculture, fisheries) and the mid-term review of the EU budget. 

A full review of the implementation, effectiveness and appropriateness of EU biodiversity 
policy – with a particular focus on the Action Plan – will be concluded in 2010 and again in 
2013, with a view to feeding into the preparations for the next generation of environmental 
policies and the next EU budget period from 2014. 

The 2010 and 2013 evaluations will involve qualitative assessment of the extent to which 
Action Plan actions have been implemented and achieved, including consideration of 
underlying assumptions and possible missing actions. The evaluation will be informed by 
quantitative data relating to a set of headline biodiversity indicators (Communication, Annex 
2). 

A small set of biodiversity headline indicators will be developed at the EC and Member State 
levels, and a biodiversity index as a Sustainable Development Indicator and a Structural 
Indicator will be developed at the EC level. 
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Annex 1: Interview Guide for National/EU Stakeholders 

The very beginning: Tell the story below when approaching potential interviewees 

My name is XY. I am working for RUBICODE (Rationalising Biodiversity Conservation in 
Dynamic Ecosystems), a Coordination Action project funded by the EU to review and 
develop concepts of dynamic ecosystems and the services they provide. One of the aims of 
this project is to review the effectiveness of existing conservation policies and their 
integration with other policy areas, such as, for example, agriculture, land use, transport 
policy, etc. Thus, interviews are conducted with EU, as well as national experts, of nature 
conservation. As one of such experts, we would kindly appreciate if you could assist us with 
sharing your opinion and knowledge on the current state-of-affairs and future prospects of 
nature conservation policy. 

First set of questions: Personal Questions 

(The first set of questions aims at making the interview situation more comfortable and 
friendly for both sides. Therefore, it is useful if the interviewer introduces her/himself very 
briefly and tells the above general story on the purpose of the interview. Then, it is a good 
interview strategy to ask some personal, but professional, questions to the interviewee. These 
questions tend to make the interview atmosphere more relaxing and, furthermore, will gather 
some important information on the interviewee personally.) 

• What is your current position and how long have you been working in your current 
position? 

• What is your educational or professional background? 

• Please, describe your everyday work as related to nature conservation. 

Second set of questions: Questions Related to the National Institutional Structure of Nature 
Conservation Policy 

(The second set of questions aims at gaining information about the institutional structure of 
nature conservation policy in the country under question. It aims at understanding what type 
of actors the interviewee considers to be the most powerful and influential for affecting nature 
conservation policy in the country under question. Furthermore, it aims at gaining information 
about the most important policy documents related to nature conservation that probably 
inform the subjective opinion of the interviewee when answering the questions.) 

• What do you think are the most important actors influencing nature conservation 
policy in your country? (government bodies and authorities, professional 
organisations, non-governmental organisations or others). 

• What documents do you consider to be the most important for nature conservation 
policy or strategy in your country? (Please, list them if possible and explain their 
importance). 

Third set of questions: Nature Conservation Priorities 

(The third set of questions aims at exploring how the interviewee understands the relationship 
between nature conservation and biodiversity; the essence of nature conservation; global or 
EU or national priorities for nature conservation; the services nature in general, and 
biodiversity in particular, provides for human societies; and the specific policy tools for 
conservation. This set of questions is important in that it will draw a more general context for 
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national nature conservation policy. Furthermore, it will determine whether the core concepts 
underlying the RUBICODE project, such as ecosystem services, dynamic ecosystems, service 
providing units, will be used by the interviewee, or not; and if used, in which specific context. 
Note: the expression, “in your country” should be changed to “EU” when the interviewee is 
asked in her/his position as an EU expert). 

• What do you think nature conservation is about? (What does nature conservation aim 
to do? What do you think of the possibilities for harmonising nature conservation and 
human utilisation of nature?) 

• With regard to your country, what are the priorities of nature conservation? (What 
were, and are, the strategic priorities of national nature conservation policy in your 
country?) 

- Have these priorities changed over time? (What were the causes?) 

• How does biodiversity relate to nature conservation? How important is the 
conservation of biodiversity in your country in comparison with the other priorities of 
nature conservation policy? 

• What are the most important specific tools for biodiversity conservation? 

- What is your opinion about Natura 2000? (How has it been formulated and 
implemented in your country?) 

- Has your country formulated and implemented any other national or regional 
policies or measures for biodiversity conservation in addition to Natura 2000? 
(Such as measures to improved connectedness of core areas, establishment of 
buffer zones, ecological corridors, etc?) 

• Within the nature conservation policy of your country, have specific action plans for 
species, habitats or landscape conservation been formulated and implemented? 
(Please, specify the most important action plans. Has any monitoring been established 
for evaluating the effectiveness of action plans? Have action plans been integrated 
with Natura 2000?) 

• To what extent is the danger posed by alien or invasive species considered a major 
issue for nature conservation policy in your country? (What are the specific objectives 
or action plans against invasive species? Are these action plans integrated with other 
policy areas?) 

Fourth set of questions: Effectiveness of Nature Conservation Policy 

(Within the RUBICODE project, our workpackage aims to evaluate the effectiveness of 
current nature conservation policies. Therefore, it is important to explore how the key 
informants, that is, European and national experts of nature conservation, judge the 
effectiveness of nature conservation policy in general and in particular. Furthermore, our aim 
is to ask for the judgement of the interviewee with regard to the degree that nature 
conservation policy is integrated with other relevant policy areas. Also, it would be useful to 
gain the interviewee’s opinion about the possible ways forward to improve the effectiveness 
of nature conservation policy). 

• How is the effectiveness of national conservation policy in your country monitored 
and evaluated? (Please, describe in detail the system and method of monitoring and 
evaluation; the organisations and actors responsible for monitoring and evaluation; 
and the major results and implications. What are the major conclusions drawn and 
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lessons learnt? What changes or corrective actions have been made due to the result of 
monitoring and assessment?) If there is no monitoring and evaluation of effectiveness 
institutionalised, why is it so? (What are the barriers? Will it change in the future? 
What is your personal judgement about the effectiveness of the national conservation 
policy of your country?) 

• How is the effectiveness of specific action plans for species, habitats or landscape 
conservation in your country monitored and evaluated?  

• Which stakeholder groups are involved in national conservation policy making?  

- Who are the most powerful actors? Who are the most active actors?  

- How is stakeholder participation encouraged? What structures are in place? 

- In your opinion, how do you judge the extent and quality of public 
participation? 

• How is the effectiveness of the current level of integration of nature and biodiversity 
conservation into other policy areas, such as agriculture, regional and land use policy, 
fisheries and water management, transportation or other policy areas which you 
consider important in this respect, monitored and evaluated in your country? (Please, 
describe in detail the system and method of monitoring and evaluation; the 
organisations and actors responsible for monitoring and evaluation; and the major 
results and implications. What are the major conclusions drawn and lessons learnt? 
What changes or corrective actions have been made due to the result of monitoring 
and assessment?) If there is no monitoring and evaluation of effectiveness 
institutionalised, why is it so? (What are the barriers? Will it change in the future? 
What is your personal judgement about the effectiveness of integration with other 
policy areas in your country?) 

• What do you think would be the most important steps or tools or changes – 
theoretically as well as practically – in order to improve the effectiveness of nature 
conservation policy? 

Fifth set of question: Future Vision of Nature Conservation 

(This set of questions will ask the interviewee to describe the most important future 
challenges – positive as well as negative – nature and biodiversity conservation will face in 
the next 20 years. Also, it will inquire about the personal judgement of the interviewee about 
the chances to halt biodiversity loss which is currently still ongoing in Europe and globally). 

• What do you expect to be the most important challenges for nature conservation 
policy beyond 2010 in your country? (In the next 20 years?) 

• What are the most important factors that endanger nature and biodiversity in your 
country in the near future? 

At the end of the interview, it is important to ask the interviewee whether something 
important related to the topic of nature conservation policy was not raised during the 
discussion. Is there something important missing from the picture she/he could draw during 
the interview? Or were the most important issues appropriately covered? 

Last, but very important, we should thank the interviewee for her/his time. Tell her/him that 
she/he can gain more information about the RUBICODE project through the project website 
(www.rubicode.net) and by subscribing to the project newsletter via the website. It is also 
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important to ask for the business card of the interviewee and assure her/him that after we 
finish the paper summarising our findings about the effectiveness of nature conservation 
policy, she/he will receive a version for comment.  
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Annex 2: Interview summary form 

 

I. 

Name of the interviewee:  

 

Nationality of the interviewee: 

 

Professional background (natural sci, social sci, other): 

 

Current position:  

 

Availability (email, phone):  

 

 

Date of the interview 

Day/Month/Year: 

 

Duration: 

 

Location: 

Name of the 
interviewer: 

 

 

Availability (email, 
phone): 

 

 

 

II. Please cite literally the most typical concepts, expressions, phrases, and statements 
that the interviewee was using while talking about nature and biodiversity conservation 
policy. 

 
 

III. Please cite literally the most typical concepts, expressions, phrases, and statements 
that the interviewee was using while judging the effectiveness of nature and biodiversity 
conservation policy. 

 

 

IV. What kind of actors and organisations were mentioned during the whole interview 
process? Please, list them and indicate briefly the context of their emergence. 

 

 

V. What relevant documents were mentioned during the whole interview process? 
Please, list them by grouping them as global, EU, national, regional or local. 

 

 

VI. Please list the priorities of nature and biodiversity conservation policy the 
interviewee stated during the interview (from the most important priorities to the least 
ones if possible)? 
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VII. Please give your opinion or judgement about what you consider to be the most 
important findings, lessons, and conclusions for nature and biodiversity conservation 
policy learned from this interview. Please, try to answer the following questions as well:  

• Did the interviewee use the term ecosystem services or any related concepts? If 
yes, in what context and sense?  

• Did the interviewee refer to the dynamic nature of ecosystems or any related 
concepts? If yes, in what context and sense?  

• What dimensions of effectiveness of nature and biodiversity conservation policy 
can be identified from the interview text? 

 

 

VIII. Personal Notes  

About the interviewee: 

About the interview situation: 

About own role as an interviewer: 

About unexpected topics or issues which emerged during the whole interview process: 

About other issues, for example, own ideas, feelings, etc. about the interview process: 
 

 


