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1 Introduction 

1.1 Objectives of the project 

Following the selection of Special Protection Areas (SPA) and Sites of Community 
Importance (SCI) according to the Birds and the Habitats Directives, most Euro-
pean Member States are now in process of formally designating SPAs and Special 
Areas of Conservation (SAC). These protected areas collectively form the European 
Union’s Natura2000 network. Member States are also selecting and implementing 
adequate management approaches and instruments to maintain and restore the fa-
vourable conservation status of protected species and habitat types and to prevent 
damage to the integrity of the sites. Both actions follow Articles 6.1 and 6.2 of the 
Habitats Directive. 
 
To help the Member States, the European Commission wishes to improve the 
knowledge and exchange of information and good practice both on the designation 
process of SPAs and SACs and on the establishment of conservation measures and 
instruments for these areas. Furthermore, the Commission wants to stress the impor-
tance of the sites and their management by involving a wider group of stakeholders 
in the development of so-called integrated management, in accordance with Article 2 
of the Habitats Directive. 
 
The project ‘PREPARATORY ACTIONS- Lot 2: Information and communication 
on the designation and management of sites’ (tender ENV.B.2/SER/2007/0076) is 
intended to help the Commission to achieve these objectives. 
 
 

1.2 The main tasks and the consortium 

The main tasks of the project are to: 
1 collect and produce information on the procedures applied for designating 

SCIs and SPAs as sites at the national level in the different Member States; 
2 collect and produce information on the management procedures and to iden-

tify and analyze rates of success and good practices of integrated management; 
3 elaborate a new communication tool on potential and integrated socio-

economic development in sites that allows networking and exchange of experi-
ence amongst stakeholders and managers and; 

4 elaborate a scheme for the award ‘NATURA2000 PARTNER’ under the re-
sponsibility of the Member States and the award ‘NATURA2000 PARTNER 
of THE YEAR’ of the Commission. 

 

 
To fulfil the tasks as described above, a consortium of Alterra Wageningen UR (the 
Netherlands), Research Institute for Nature and Forest (INBO, Belgium) and Centre 
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for Ecology and Hydrology (CEH, UK) was formed. All are members of the Euro-
pean Network of Excellence, ALTER-Net. 
 
In this summary the main results regarding the management of Natura2000 sites in 
the 27 EU Member States are described. A full description of this part of the project 
can be found in Kruk et al. (2009).  
 
The results of the project dealing with the designation of the sites are described in 
Van Apeldoorn et al. (2009a) and are summarized in Van Apeldoorn et al. (2009b). 
 
A number of good cases of integrated management can be found in De Blust et al. 
(2009). 
 
The communication tool mentioned “Natura2000 Good Practices Exchange” can be 
found at: http://www.natura2000exchange.eu. 
 
More information on the award scheme can be found in Sier et al. (2009). 
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2 Working method and data collection 

To achieve the objectives of the project, information was collected that went ‘beyond 
the official reporting’ of Member States to the Commission. The main sources of in-
formation consulted are:  

- Member State country reports (Art. 17 Habitats Directive) 
- websites 
- publications  
- contact persons (governmental and non governmental) (see Annex 1) 
- conferences and workshops dealing with the topic  

 
To structure the data collection, a questionnaire (Kruk et al. 2009, Van Apeldoorn et 
al. 2009a) was prepared to collect the necessary information mainly using informal 
networks of science institutes (ALTER-Net, Network of Excellence), the academic 
community, NGOs and national and European nature conservation and manage-
ment organisations. Gathering information the existing networks were intensively ex-
tended. 
 
However, finding and contacting the relevant persons and collecting the data were 
difficult and time consuming. For that reason from the beginning institutions and 
persons were selected in a few Member States (France, Slovakia, Poland, Italy, UK 
and Denmark) and asked to cooperate and collect the necessary data for their coun-
try. Partly they belong to the ALTER-Net network of Excellence.  
 
Annex 1 presents an overview of cooperating institutions and contacted institutions 
and persons. 
 
The specific situation of divided legal responsibilities in some federal Member States 
(Spain, Austria, Germany, Italy) prevented the timely collection of all necessary in-
formation at the national and lower governmental levels in a comparable way. Even 
in these federal member states a clear overview on the approaches used in their re-
gions is often not available. 
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3 A framework for data analysis 

In order to compare Member States, some main topics were formulated related to 
the designation process of SPAs and SCIs into SACs as well as for the conservation 
instruments and management measures of the Natura2000 sites. Particular attention 
was paid to good cases of integrated management and their selection criteria (De 
Blust et al. 2009). 
 
Some background information on SPAs, SCIs and SACs was collected to illustrate 
the different situations of the Member States regarding the designation and manage-
ment of sites.  
 
All countries are, after the first implementation phase of site selection, in the second 
phase of formal designation and management planning. SPAs and proposed Sites of 
Community Importance (pSCIs) that have been approved by Brussels have to be 
formally designated of which SCIs have to be designated as Special Areas of Conser-
vation (SACs) within 6 years. 
 
Member States also have to address the management of Natura2000 sites. They are 
required to formulate conservation instruments for reaching the site objectives. This 
includes:  

(i) attaining and maintaining a favourable conservation status of species and 
habitats in accordance with Article 6.1 of the Habitats Directive and  

(ii) preventing disturbance and damage to the quality of the habitats (Article. 
6.2 of the Habitats Directive)  

 
Therefore, the first report of the project (Van Apeldoorn, 2009a) focuses on the des-
ignation process and pays attention to the following topics:  

- information on the designation process in the Member States 
- solutions adopted by Member States to overcome problems during the des-

ignation process 
- protection status of the sites and the way site objectives have been formu-

lated 
- legal, administrative and other instruments adopted by Member States to 

reach the goals and preventing damage to the site objectives 
 
The last important step in this phase of the implementation of the Birds and Habitats 
Directives is to ensure the effective application of these instruments. Specific atten-
tion has been paid to the benefits and drawbacks of the instruments chosen and dif-
ferences in the way they are used (Kruk et al., 2009). Examples of wise use are pre-
sented. Although management plans are not the only instrument used in the Member 
States, they play an important role as do other planning instruments in some coun-
tries. 
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Although management of Natura2000 sites is still in its development in the EU, sig-
nificant progress has been made by the Member States. Approaches used to guide, 
develop and execute the management of Natura2000 sites vary widely between the 
Member States, and even within. This is partly a result of the different starting points 
of the Member States; e.g. their traditions on nature conservation, differing govern-
ance structures and population density. Our mission for the Main report 2 of the 
project (Kruk et al. 2009) is to study the ways Member States organise the develop-
ment of management, the responsibilities, and the pitfalls and possible solutions.  
 
This report describes the various approaches used for the management of 
Natura2000 sites in the 27 EU Member States and pays attention to: 

- organisation of management and the responsibilities (writing and execution) 
- involvement of stakeholders, communication 
- challenges and solutions for proper management 
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4 Management of Natura2000 

4.1 Introduction 

Most countries have not completed the final designation of their Natura2000 sites 
following approval by the European Commission; some countries still have to add 
additional sites to their Natura2000 network because they fell short in the initial pro-
posal of Natura2000 sites. The progress made per country varies, as is described in 
the first report of this project by Van Apeldoorn et al. (2009a). Meanwhile the man-
agement planning of the Natura2000 sites is under development. A few countries 
have almost completed management planning, while most are still in the develop-
ment phase of the management of the Natura2000 sites. While significant progress 
has been made by the Member States in the development of plans for the manage-
ment of Natura2000 sites, and pilot projects are set up under various programmes 
for the integrated management of sites, the execution of these management plans is 
in most countries still in its infancy.  
 
Since there are a very large number of Natura2000 sites occupying about 15-20% of 
the EU territory, careful attention has to be paid to the management of these areas, 
according to the EU, especially with regard to landowner and user involvement, and 
hence the clear, efficient and realistic organisation of the management. 
 
 

4.2 Arranging the Management 

Member States are free to choose the instruments to guarantee the favourable con-
servation status of habitats and species. Management of Natura2000 sites also varies 
widely between the Member States, because of a range of factors, such as traditions 
in nature conservation, population density and differing governance structures. Ap-
proaches used and progress made in the management of Natura2000 sites varies 
widely between the Member States and even within, as federally organized countries 
such as Italy, Spain, Germany and Belgium, delegate their responsibility to the indi-
vidual federal states, to regions or to provinces.  
 
Apart from a few exceptions, the Member States organise the planning of the man-
agement of the Natura2000 sites separately from the designation process, although 
often the same organisations and government departments are involved. All Member 
States use a mix of statutory, administrative and contractual instruments. Two ways 
of organizing the management can be distinguished: 

- implementation of the management measures in sectoral laws (such as hun-
ting, forestry, spatial planning, water management, fishing, etc.) 

- development of management plans for individual or groups of Natura2000 
sites 

Only a few countries organise the management of their sites exclusively through the 
implementation of management measures in sectoral laws – such as Slovenia and 



 11 

some regions in Italy and Germany. This form of way of implementation again varies 
between the countries. In Slovenia the management and protection through sectoral 
laws is arranged by the National Natura2000 Site Management Programme that de-
fines – on a site-by-site basis – which sectoral law is appropriate and how this sec-
toral law should be adapted to protect a site. It also specifies quantitatively the con-
servation objectives for habitats and species, together with the conservation meas-
ures, for each site. In contrast, in Germany it is not specified which sectoral laws 
should be adapted in order to protect a Natura2000 site, either at the federal level, or 
the state level. 
 
Nevertheless, most countries arrange the management of their sites through proper 
management plans. Although management plans for Natura2000 sites are only sug-
gested by EU legislation as an instrument to reach a favourable conservation status 
of species and habitats, they are obligatory in about half of the Member States, and 
although they are not obligatory in the other half, they most often are written anyway 
as guidance or as regulation for landowners, users, administrations and other stake-
holders. 
 

 
 
 

4.3 Writing management plans 

Obviously for practical reasons, management plans are excellent tools to formulate 
conservation status, conservation measures, allowance or limitation of activities, con-
servation objectives, specific site characteristics, threats, etc. for Natura2000 sites. 
For some sites, management plans and moderating authorities already existed before 
designation as Natura2000 site. This is the case, for example, for National Parks and 
similar in most countries, and – for some countries – in forested areas (subject to 
Forest Management Plans). The latter may need to be adapted to the requirements of 

A management plan can be useful because: 
1. Legislation It meets the needs of legislation. (In many countries Management Plans for 

Protected Areas are a specific legal requirement e.g. Nature Reserves, National Parks or 
Habitats Directive (Natura2000) sites.) 

2. Objectives It makes clear the role and objectives of the Protected Area e.g. in meeting a 
range of targets such as national biodiversity & sustainable use targets. 

3. Condition It identifies what needs to be done to maintain “Necessary Conservation 
Measures”. 

4. Practical tool It is a practical tool for Protected Area managers & staff: (a) planning work 
(b) priority/target setting (c) resource allocation (staff, time & money). 

5. Consistency It provides for consistency and continuity for the managing organisation. 
6. Rationale It informs future managers of what was done and why. 
7. Understanding The people involved in management can understand the reasons for the 

work they are doing. 
8. Credibility It gives credibility, (particularly political credibility), to the objectives and man-

agement activities at all levels within the Protected Area. 
9. Communication The preparation process is a means of communication with “Stake-

holders” and securing their support and involvement in the Protected Area. 
10. Progress It identifies what data and information is needed for evaluating progress, to-

wards the objectives through monitoring and recording. 
Source: Idle & Bines (2004) 
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Natura2000 by the existing management authorities. For sites that are very remote, 
large and without factors that may prevent the achievement of good conservations 
status of species and habitats, management plans often do not need to be written. 
However in almost all Member States, for the majority of sites new management 
plans need to be prepared from scratch, especially for sites that neither had some 
kind of nature protection status before, nor had an existing management authority. 
 
Different types of management plans exist depending on e.g. the history of a site, the 
specific needs of a site, the geographical distribution, the management strategy, or 
the rareness of present habitat or species. However diverse the range of management 
plans, they all must lead to favourable conservation status of habitats and species. 
Different types of management plans used and prepared in the Member States are: 

- Common management plan, for an individual site 
- Common management plan, for a group of sites 
- Management plan on country level for a certain rare species or habitat, occur-

ring in only a few Natura2000 sites that were exclusively assigned for these 
species or habitat 

- Master management plans (e.g. Finland, Denmark) to manage the develop-
ment of individual management plans 

- Forestry Management plans (e.g. Austria, Hungary), already existing and need 
to be adapted to Natura2000 objectives 

- Nature Reserve Management plans (most countries), already existing and 
need to be adapted to Natura2000 objectives. In some countries, the majority 
of Natura2000 sites were already a nature reserve (e.g. in Hungary, where 
about 90% of Natura2000 were previously nature reserves), which means that 
management can be much more easily developed, because of the existing cul-
ture of nature protection, management plans and administration 

Forestry and Natura Reserve Management plans are resulting from sectoral policies. 
 
Due to different traditions and different starting points, the process and progress of 
management varies widely between countries. Some countries structurally organise 
the writing of the management plans, often regionally through a state agency, and 
make good progress with writing management plans, leaving the final execution to 
others, such as local communities or special management authorities. In some coun-
tries this works well, because compensation schemes and procedures or guidelines 
are foreseen e.g. when drafting contracts. In other countries implementation has not 
progressed beyond preparation of the management plan, because no compensation 
measures, funds for contracts, etc. are available yet or, it is not clear yet who is re-
sponsible for a site’s management. Other countries, like Luxemburg, organise the 
writing of management plans on an ad hoc basis, simultaneously with other major 
public works, or when landowners or users approach the authorities. This is leading 
to slow progress. 
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4.3.1 Responsibility 

In every Member state it is the Ministry of Environment or equivalent that has the 
responsibility to arrange the management of the Natura2000 sites. The way these 
ministries organise the management varies: they either organise the management 
themselves, or they play a more background role by delegating responsibilities and 
only approve management plans and supervise. In general a Ministry of Environment 
delegates its responsibility to one of the following, or a combination of the following 
organisations: 

- Regional and Local Environmental Authorities 
- Newly set-up Management Authorities 
- National Park Authorities and equivalent for other protected areas 
- Institutes for Nature Conservation and Biodiversity 
- Local governments (municipalities) 

 
In a few countries – e.g. Lithuania and Hungary – the responsibility for the manage-
ment of Natura2000 is given to the management authority of the nearest National 
Park or other nature protection area. 
 
New management authorities have been set up in a few countries - e.g. France and 
Greece - comprising representatives of local and regional authorities, NGOs, scien-
tists, local interest groups, etc. 
 
The aforementioned organisations, depending on the country or region, are either 
writing the management plans themselves or supervising the writing of management 
plans that is carried out, either by contracted consultancies and NGOs (the case in 
many countries) or by management boards consisting of stakeholders involved with 
the site (e.g. in France).  
 
The responsibilities for site management are sometimes shared between ministries, 
although the overall responsibility for the implementation of Natura2000 resides with 
the Ministries of Environment. For example areas like forests, harbours, waterways 
or military domains reside in some countries under a different responsibility than that 
of the Ministry of Environment, which can lead to conflicts of interests and delays in 
the execution of management if responsibilities and obligations are not clearly speci-
fied. Several solutions have been found in the Member States: 

- In Denmark, all areas and sectoral regulations are brought together under the 
responsibility of the Ministry of Environment; 

- In Hungary, inter-departmental working groups have been set-up, though it 
seems they do not function very well; 

- In the Czech Republic, the law that regulates Natura2000 conservation is 
given one of the highest priorities in the national legislation, prevailing over 
many other sectoral laws such as spatial planning, hunting, fishery, etc.; 

- In Wallonia (Belgium), it is specified by law that when there are two conflict-
ing laws or regulations, whichever is most favourable for the conservation 
status of Natura2000 species and habitats in that area takes precedence. 
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Although the latter two situations do not specify who is responsible for issues such 
as financing the execution of management, they do at least safeguard the protection 
of Natura2000 species and habitats. 
 
 
4.3.2 Content of management plans 

Depending on the presence and quality of guidelines, management requirements, 
other nature protection legislation, and historical composition of pre-Natura2000 
management plans, the content of management plans can vary per country, and even 
per site. In the textbox below the ‘general’ content of a management plan is listed. 
 

 
 

In some Member States, e.g. Austria, there is no prescribed content of a management 
plan, resulting in major differences in the content of management plans.  
 
In other Member States, e.g. France, management plans can contain contracts –
Contrat or Charta 2000 – that describe the management measures and responsibili-
ties in detail. This is in contrast to the Czech Republic, for example, where responsi-
bilities are not specified, the plans are proposals only. 
 
Short-time review intervals for the adaptation of management plans (~ point 13 in 
the textbox above) are foreseen in some existing management plans, e.g. in the Czech 
Republic and Estonia, however in general, procedures for quick adaptation – within 
one year – of a management plan that would have an expected life time of 5-20 years 
are lacking in most countries. 
 
 

Content of a general management plan 
1. Description of the site, including reasons for selection of the site 
2. Map, location, boundaries, administrative distribution, land ownership 
3. Socio-economic situation, history, land-use –e.g. tourism, forestry, recreation, hunting, 

agriculture etc. 
4. Natural values – birds, fauna and flora, geology, hydrology 
5. Cultural history & objects (archaeology) 
6. Designation responsibilities and obligations arising from the designation 
7. Opportunities and threats of activities or developments in or outside the site  
8. Current status of Natura2000 species and habitats present at the site 
9. Conservation objectives (favourable status of present Natura2000 species and habitats) 

10. Management measures required to meet the favourable conservation statuses of species 
and habitats 

11. Allowed and forbidden activities 
12. Work plan, work timetable, resource and time allocations, sources of funding for man-

agement, monitoring and staff responsibilities 
13. Monitoring and review data collection requirements and review procedures 
14. Stakeholder lists and Members of managing board / working group 
15. Brief, formal record of meetings; significant outcomes. 
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4.3.3 Differences between management plans 

Obligation 
Almost all Member States tend to write management plans for most of their sites. In 
more than half of the Member States however, management plans are not enforce-
able, in other words, management plans are used as some kind of proposal or guide 
for the management of an area. In the rest of the Member States, management plans 
are usually only binding for publicly-owned or managed land. In a small number of 
countries, management plans are enforceable, sometimes only in specific cases of 
rare species or habitats, although it can be seen that Member States are very reserved 
with enforcement in order to avoid unnecessary resentment among stakeholder, for 
whom the eventual management must be acceptable. 
 
Life time 
The life time of a management plan varies between 5 and 20 years, depending on the 
country and – to some extent – on the kind of area to be managed. Management 
plans for forests tend to be valid for a longer period – 10-20 years – than those for 
wetlands and fishery-related areas (approximately 5 years). 
 
In a few countries, such as Estonia and the Czech Republic, management plans fore-
see the opportunity for an earlier, internal revision if that is indicated by site-level 
monitoring results of the effectiveness of the management measures or conservation 
status. It should be clear that internal monitoring and an established working proce-
dure are prerequisites in such cases. There are people from NGOs and administra-
tions that consider it rather strange to fix management measures, objectives and 
other characteristics for example for a 10 year period in a legal document, while 
knowing that changes in the natural, social, or land use conditions can easily render 
the plan inappropriate. This implies a need for flexible plans, or, for management 
plans that are serve only as a guide. On the other hand, landowners and land users, 
such as farmers could prefer to have a reliable and predictable agreement over man-
agement measures that need to be taken for a longer period, with regard to the busi-
ness strategy they follow and investments they make. 
 
Conservation objectives 
Usually the conservation objectives are defined at site level in the management plan. 
However, in many countries the favourable conservation status of species and habi-
tats are not yet defined, but under development, which means that management 
plans with concise objectives are also in their infancy in these countries. Even when 
sufficient data is available, in several regions objectives are often vaguely formulated 
or even absent in management plans and alike, which leads to unverifiable situations. 
Nevertheless, data on the status of species and habitats is still missing for many sites. 
Regions exist where data are collected for too short time a period to make sound de-
cisions, or is collected in a way that is not tuned for use with Natura2000. The lack of 
suitable information can hinder the formulation of proper objectives and the neces-
sary management measures, as well as the feasibility of monitoring. 
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In a few countries or regions, conservation objectives are formulated at national and 
site levels, in order to have a better overview of, and a more flexible fulfilment of, 
conservation objectives. This is true for, amongst others Flanders (Belgium) and the 
Netherlands.  
 
In Portugal and Slovenia the conservation objectives for the Natura2000 sites are de-
fined in one national document, and the management measures are elaborated in ei-
ther management plans or sectoral legislation. Also, in some other countries, issues 
that are usually incorporated in a management plan, such as certain conservation ob-
jectives, or the list of allowed and forbidden activities, are defined in other docu-
ments, such as in legal acts designating the site. 
 
Stakeholders are consulted on the development of conservation objectives for spe-
cies and habitats in only a few countries – e.g. Flanders, Belgium. The intention is to 
encourage active participation in nature conservation and to give stakeholders a sense 
of ownership of nature conservation, in order to avoid conflicts. Generally this 
seems to work (see 4.3.4), although the original conservation objectives should be 
safeguarded. 
 
Borders of Natura2000 sites 
In a few countries, the maps and borders of Natura2000 sites are not made public in 
a detailed way, or are not clearly demarcated, which leads to confusion among land-
owners and users, regional and local authorities, and to unclear responsibilities for 
management. This has the potential to lead to conflicts between stakeholders. Also 
the dynamic nature of some borders of Natura2000 sites that for instance coincide 
with rivers or other flows sometimes leads to confusion and conflicts. 
 
Responsibility 
The majority of Member States do not explicitly specify who is responsible for man-
agement in the management plan, and instead use the plans as guides or regulations 
for the arrangement of: 

- contracts with landowners and users, usually voluntarily; 
- licences for activities that landowners or users would like to employ; 
- letters of intent; 
- a list of activities that are allowed or disallowed at the site ; 
- proposals for the adaptation of sectoral legislation (in some cases). 

 
A few countries do specify explicitly in the management plans the responsibilities of 
stakeholders with regard to the management of the site. 
 
Progress  
Plans of Management Tasks versus Management Plans 
Because the development of management plans can be very elaborate, time consum-
ing and demanding in terms of the amount of data needed on the conservation status 
of species and habitats, some countries such as Poland, approach the development of 
management plans in steps, starting with a lean management plan, and consequently 
– if necessary – developing a more robust management plan. In this example, in 
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2009, Poland changed its law on the obligation for making management plans, to the 
obligation of making Plans of Management Tasks. First of all, a Plan of Management 
Tasks is approved at the regional level, which takes less time than management plans 
that have to be approved by the Ministry of Environment. Secondly, a Plan of Man-
agement Tasks is a list of tasks that should be undertaken immediately to maintain 
species and habitats on a Natura2000 site, in contrast to a management plan that en-
visages a longer-term (20 years), more detailed conservation programme establishing 
rules and principles. As a result, a Plan of Management Tasks can be drawn up more 
easily and quickly than a management plan. Nevertheless, a Plan of Management 
Tasks generally foresees the eventual development of a management plan, as it will 
be easier, for example, to perform environmental impact assessments for sites with 
management plans. 
 
In general, management plans are written at individual site level, although some re-
gions of e.g. Finland, Austria and Hungary organise the writing of management plans 
at a regional level, thereby involving stakeholders at a regional level instead of only at 
site level, as well as integrating different regional planning aspects like agriculture, 
spatial planning, forestry, water, industry and tourism. This makes planning more 
cost-efficient, flexible and simpler for stakeholders. Regional planning can also be an 
advantage for the regional cohesion of Natura2000 sites. 
 
 
4.3.4 Stakeholder participation 

In many countries, stakeholder participation was poorly organised or even absent 
during the designation of Natura2000 sites, which led to many protests and unwill-
ingness for further cooperation (see Van Apeldoorn, 2009a,b). With regard to the 
necessary involvement of stakeholders in the management of Natura2000 sites, and 
considering the private ownership of lands, the vast areas to be managed, etc., many 
countries learned from these earlier mistakes and involve stakeholders more inten-
sively in the development of management plans, management measures and conser-
vation objectives. 
 
Countries can be characterized by the following types of participation: 

- Informal consultation: the public administration body arranges the manage-
ment plans and informs the public but does no more. Sometimes the public 
is welcome to express its opinion, which might possibly be taken into ac-
count by the administrative body. Sometimes information meetings are or-
ganized, but in some cases, locally posted announcements have not been no-
ticed by the public. 

- Formal consultation and approval: the public administration body arranges 
the management plans, publishes information and stakeholders have legal 
rights to express their opinions, which have to be considered by the admini-
stration authority. Again, local posted announcements are not always seen by 
the public. 

- Shared responsibilities (full participation): stakeholders – landowners, users, 
authorities, NGOs – are brought together, often in some kind of manage-
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ment board, are invited to express their opinions and are directly involved in 
the development of management plans. 

 
The first two approaches can be considered as a top-down approach, where the state  
arranges the management plans at the local level, whereas in the third approach, 
stakeholders from local or regional level are directly involved in the arrangement of 
management plans, usually supervised by regional or national authorities. This is a 
mix of top-down and bottom-up approaches, and it works in both directions. 
 
It is demonstrated from several capacity-building projects as well as from countries 
such as France and the UK, that early and active stakeholder participation works 
quite well for writing realistic management plans, and that it is a way to lessen nega-
tive attitudes towards Natura2000. At least one third of the Member States facilitate 
stakeholder participation in the development of management plans, although stake-
holder participation is, in some countries, only applied when the execution of man-
agement plans needs to be arranged (i.e. following the development of management 
plans by governmental authorities). This is the case in Denmark, for example, where 
there is evidence that this might be leading to less commitment among stakeholders 
towards the execution of these plans. 
 
 
4.3.5 Communication with stakeholders 

Changing the perception of Natura2000 from a threat to a potential benefit is a key 
issue. Landowners, land users, other socio-economic stakeholders and even authori-
ties often regard Natura2000 as a threat to development and exploitation, or are not 
even aware that Natura2000 exists and so needs to be accounted for in the develop-
ment of areas.  Some stakeholders are unaware of the potential benefits of 
Natura2000, and have not considered the idea that Natura2000 sites often can, or 
even must, be exploited in some way, albeit without degrading the conservation 
status. Although many awareness campaigns and other communication efforts have 
been undertaken by the Member States, knowledge of meaning of Natura2000 is still 
underdeveloped, which leads to unnecessary resentment against the implementation 
of Natura2000. 
 
In Greece for example the management of Natura2000 areas in densely populated 
areas, especially near cities and beach resorts is often seen as a threat to development, 
although it could be more beneficial in the long run. In some cases, local authorities 
have been unaware of the presence of Natura2000 sites in their region. 
 
When compared with the designation process, Member States are much more active 
in communicating about Natura2000 to the general public, as well as to stakeholders 
in particular. Amongst others the following activities are undertaken to promote and 
communicate Natura2000: 

- information stands within the protected areas; 
- leaflets and brochures about particular Natura2000 sites; 
- TV programmes and shows; 
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- informative meetings during site designation or management plan develop-
ment; 

- articles in newspapers; 
- information offices to inform landowners and users about the potential of 

more sustainable development (Lower Austria); 
- guide books that describe the potential impact of certain development activi-

ties on species and habitats, and ways to mitigate the impacts – e.g. White 
book in Austria; 

- inclusion in educational programmes in schools and universities; 
- trademarks or certificates for sustainable Natura2000 products, development 

or activities. 
 
 
4.3.6 Capacity-building programmes 

The development of management plans, guidelines, integrative management and exe-
cution of management is often carried out through EU or other European pro-
grammes such as Life Nature, European Fund for Regional Development, PHARE 
(one of the three EU pre-accession instruments to assist the applicant countries in 
their preparations for joining the EU) and the Common Agricultural Programme, 
and through other agri-environmental schemes, rural development funds, cross-
border projects and capacity building through European Free Trade Association, etc. 
Life Nature in particular plays a significant role in the development of management 
plans and standards for management. Local, regional, national and international 
NGOs often take a lead in the application for funds, as well as for the development 
of management plans and guidelines. Some countries rely solely on European funds 
for the: 

- development of management plans; 
- development of management guidelines; 
- execution of management plans. 

 
The number of sites for which management plans still need to be written, and man-
agement responsibilities still need to be agreed, is very large. It is therefore unclear 
whether it all can be covered by Life Nature programmes and alike and, whether 
countries will need to allocate some money themselves in order to make management 
successful. 
 
 
4.3.7 Guidelines 

The existence, use, development and level of detail of guidelines varies greatly be-
tween countries. Guidelines have been developed by Member States for the elabora-
tion and approval of management plans, the content of management plans, proce-
dures for public participation, measures for conservation of species and habitats, as-
sessment and monitoring of sites, on priorities in writing and updating of manage-
ment plans, for the execution of management plans, etc.  
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For administrative and transparency reasons it seems good practice to formulate 
management plans, however it also seems very important to guide the process of 
writing in order to deliver precise, controllable plans, and to define the extent of 
management plans. In countries with less strict guidance, management plans vary 
widely in quality and are often vague in the formulation of conservation objectives 
and measures, which confuses stakeholders, makes it difficult to reach a target, verify 
management measures, measure progress, etc. and makes it more prone to conflicts 
at a later stage. Some countries have well organised and even very detailed guidelines 
on the priorities for the development of management plans (e.g. Finland, Italy), the 
content of management plans, and on quantitatively formulated conservation objec-
tives (e.g. Slovenia).  
 
Common guidelines are often in the form of a handbook for management plan de-
velopers including descriptions of the main principles, the process of management 
plan development, and specific requirements for particular types of territories 
 
About two-third of the Member States have ‘self-developed’ guidelines. Some coun-
tries rely solely on the guidelines developed through Life Nature-programmes. In 
countries that do not provide clear guidance, the guidelines produced by international 
NGOs such as Birdlife International, Eurosite and WWF are used, usually by local 
NGOs that take lead in the development of management plans. 
 
Many countries have detailed guidebooks on the management measures required for 
Natura2000 species and habitats. 
 
In Niederösterreich, a state in Austria, so called Project or White Books have been 
written that provide information on the general impact on species or habitats of fre-
quently-used management measures or of socio-economic activities, in other words 
information on possible conflicts between the conservation objectives and the activi-
ties of people and companies located in the Natura2000 area. These books are used 
as basis for the development or change of management plans, as well as to enhance 
the communication about Natura2000 management. 
 
 

4.4 Execution of Management 

4.4.1 Who is responsible? 

The responsibility for the execution of management of the site in the Member States 
is roughly divided amongst the following institutions and is dependent on the way a 
Member state arranges Natura2000 (see paragraph 4.3): 

- national park administration and alike (usually for their own parks, some 
countries also for neighbouring sites); 

- municipalities (frequently not enough priority, experience or capacity); 
- (regional) environmental authorities (if not delegated to the two above); 
- (regional) environmental boards consisting of stakeholders; 
- private organisations (state-related or NGOs). 
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It must be noted however, that in some States the responsibility for execution of 
management plans is not clearly specified yet – e.g. in Latvia and Bulgaria – leading 
to serious delays in the execution.  
 
There is a difference between a municipality that is ordered to carry out management 
plans that are written by an environmental agency or an environmental board con-
sisting of stakeholders that developed management plans themselves, which is also 
responsible for the execution of those plans. In the latter case, plans may be more re-
alistic, because they will need to execute the plans themselves. Also, they will have 
developed some sense of ownership of the plans by arranging them. In combination 
with the right incentives they will be better motivated and skilled to execute the 
plans. 
 
In some countries, like Austria and Luxemburg, landowners and users are actively as-
sisted in the process of alternative socio-economic development in conjunction with 
nature conservation, and in the application for funds for the proposed management. 
This helps to encourage landowners and users to adopt a more sustainable attitude 
towards the conservation of species and habitats in conjunction with socio-economic 
development. In many other countries, little service is given and landowners and us-
ers need to apply for (scarce) funds themselves, usually in cooperation with a local 
NGO. 
 
 
4.4.2 Instruments 

A plethora of instruments is used to execute the management plans and to reach fa-
vourable conservation status of Natura2000 species and habitats for those areas that 
are privately owned or managed. The most important instruments are: 

- Contracts. Usually voluntarily agreed on between management authority and 
landowners/users, specifying management measures to be taken or conserva-
tion targets to be reached – and leaving the measures up to the stakeholders 
to define. Usually compensation is arranged according to nationally arranged 
compensation schemes, for loss of revenue or to pay for the execution of 
management measures. Once a contract has been arranged, management can 
be enforced. 

- Letters of intent. A more flexible strategy than a contract, with at least some 
commitment of the stakeholder, but not enforceable. 

- Integration of nature conservation in other support programmes, e.g. for ru-
ral development, regional development, tourism, hunting, water, etc. Re-
quirements of such programmes are adapted to support its original aim, as 
well as to nature conservation, to reach favourable conservation status. This 
is similar to the strategy followed by the EU, but may be more elaborate. 

- Licensing. Activities on a Natura2000 are regulated through licensing aimed 
at reaching favourable conservation status for species and habitats. Licences 
are given by management authority to landowners and users. 
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- Tax on use of natural resources. The taxing regulates the use of natural re-
sources, taxes can be used to support management measures to reach favour-
able conservation status of species and habitats. 

- List of allowed and forbidden activities that can influence the favourable 
conservation status of species and habitats. Such a list is useful because it 
means fewer environmental impact assessments need to be conducted.  

- Buying of land from private owners, after which the government is responsi-
ble for the execution of management (not used in all Member States). In 
some countries publicly-owned Natura2000 sites can not be sold to private 
owners. In some countries the government has the first right to buy a 
Natura2000 site. 
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5 Challenges and solutions for proper management 

In the previous sections, the ways of organizing Natura2000 management in the 27 
EU Member States have been described. In this chapter we provide an overview of 
challenges that Member States encounter while arranging the management. It must 
be emphasized that these challenges are occurring to different degrees in the various 
Member States, and that, depending on the organisation, some countries have more 
difficulties than others. Nevertheless, the challenges are generally applicable. 
 
 
5.1 Communication 

First of all, although most countries have improved communication about 
Natura2000 and improved stakeholder participation, landowners, users and even au-
thorities are still often not aware about the key issue of Natura2000: socio-economic 
development in combination with nature protection. Stakeholders often still see 
Natura2000 as a classical nature protection project that forbids all socio-economic 
activities at a site. Secondly, resentment in many countries still exists towards 
Natura2000, due to little or no: 

- communication during the designation process 
- information on what is going to happen with their site, what the procedure 

will be and what the role of the landowner or user can be 
- involvement in the development of management. 

 
In former Eastern European countries – although not limited to them – there is little 
experience of working together to prepare a management plan, e.g. defining and 
agreeing the problems and seeking solutions. In e.g. Poland, one of the main difficul-
ties was in the obvious doubts and suspicions held by senior staff of the Ministry of 
the Environment that stakeholder participation could deliver a useful management 
plan. 
 
It is advisable to improve further the communication towards stakeholders, to em-
phasize and demonstrate the meaning and potential of Natura2000, to support ca-
pacity-building projects, and to give clear guidance and demonstrate the strategy, as it 
is a key to stakeholder involvement, to successful and sustainable management de-
velopment. Communication towards all stakeholders is very important in all stages of 
management plan development of Natura2000 sites. When stakeholders are given a 
sense of ownership of nature protection, greater progress can be made. 
 
Experience from EU Twinning projects and other capacity-building projects shows 
that dialogue with representatives of local communities and different groups of inter-
est can change the negative attitude towards Natura2000. 
 
Capacity-building projects convince facilitators of the benefits of a participative ap-
proach to the preparation of any management plan. 
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5.2 Conservation objectives 

First of all there is often too little data on the status of species and habitats at the 
Natura2000 sites, for the formulation of sound conservation objectives. Secondly, 
when no strict requirements are set, conservation objectives for the Natura2000 spe-
cies and habitats are often vaguely described in management plans, which makes the 
conservation efforts and effects less verifiable, and also provides stakeholders with 
only a vague view of the targets to be reached and, thus, of the commitments they 
must make. This may jeopardize favourable conservation status of species and habi-
tats. 
 
Thirdly, landowners and users, and other socio-economic stakeholders of 
Natura2000 sites do not always agree with the conservation objectives for sites, partly 
because of the sometimes incorrect data of the status of species and habitats. 
 
In order to address these issues, Member States are adapting existing monitoring 
schemes, or setting up new ones, although a few countries do very little effort. 
NGOs in particular, but also research institutes and universities, are playing a major 
role in the collection of data on the conservation status of species and habitats and 
the potential of these organisations should be exploited, especially in many Member 
States from former Eastern Europe, where authorities sometimes still distrust 
NGOs, as they are unfamiliar with their intentions. 
 
A few countries organise the conservation objectives on a national or regional level 
as well as on site level. They also involve the stakeholders in the development and 
‘distribution’ of the conservation objectives for the regions and sites. In this way a 
more flexible system to reach favourable conservation status of species and habitats 
in a country arises, and stakeholders also develop a sense of ownership of, and re-
sponsibility for, the achievement of favourable conservation status of species and 
habitats. 
 
Requirements should be set by the authorities for the unambiguous formulation of 
conservation objectives in management plans or other regulatory documents, in or-
der to avoid vaguely-formulated objectives, unclear responsibilities and unverifiable 
management efforts, all of which could jeopardize conservation objectives and lead 
to conflict. 
 
 

5.3 Capacity shortage 

About one third of the Member States are over half way towards arranging manage-
ment plans (some have almost completed this). Such Member States made clear 
plans, developed a strategy and arranged sufficient staff or an organized writing 
structure. In about a fifth of the Member States, good progress is made with the de-
velopment of management plans, but they have not yet reached the half way point. 
For the rest, the development of management plans is still in its infancy, and a few 
do not yet have any approved management plans. The latter is primarily due to either 
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a late start, the absence of a clear strategy and/or insufficient capacity in terms of 
staff and funding, all leading to disorientation of stakeholders, delays and distrust. 
Some countries – e.g. Malta and Cyprus – have not allocated funds for the develop-
ment of management plans, but are expecting to arrange that through EU funding. 
 
Another problem is that although some countries are advanced with the develop-
ment of management plans, there is no funding structure yet (e.g. in the Czech Re-
public) or an insufficient funding structure for the execution of management (e.g. in 
the Baltic States). 
 
In quite a few countries, communes and municipalities have the responsibility for the 
execution of management at the sites in their territory. Although the municipalities 
can have much responsibility for arranging the execution of management, they often 
give little priority to nature protection, due to insufficient knowledge and experience, 
unqualified staff, insufficient funding, depopulation of the countryside, etc. 
 
Solutions that Member States have found to address some of the aforementioned 
challenges are: 

- Involve NGOs, stakeholders, national park administrations, etc. in develop-
ment and (preparation of) execution of management plans 

- Combine nature protection with socio-economic development (examples in 
De Blust et al. 2009 and Life Nature programme) 

- Arrange EU funds and additional funding structures (although it seems that 
EU funds like Life Nature will fall short of covering the continuous man-
agement of all Natura2000 sites) 

- Define responsibilities realistically, e.g. by developing management authori-
ties, or arranging extra funds and guidance. 

 
However, some remote (rural) people in the Baltic States, and presumably in other 
former Eastern European Member States as well, have neither the will, the trust nor 
the means for sustainable exploitation of the Natura2000 sites in their region. In gen-
eral “the public” first think that Natura2000 designation is a European ‘take-over’ of 
their land and understandably voice strong opposition. 
 
Ministries of Environment in former Eastern Europe are often weak in terms of 
numbers of staff and depth of experience, and usually have little power when com-
pared with other ministries. Management within Ministries of Environment is often 
ad hoc and “top-down, old guard”. Nature Conservation NGOs are seen as un-
friendly and more of a problem than an advantage, rather than a public support 
mechanism to be nurtured. For their part, NGOs, are divided, often small and in 
competition with one another. The public culture of joining NGOs as in many West-
ern European countries is still developing. 
 
A participative approach to the preparation of management plans helps to deal with 
many of these problems, though some deep-rooted issues require government inter-
vention. It is a case of the process of preparation, which may be lengthy, being as 
important as the content of the result. 
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5.4 Continuity 

A general complaint, especially in countries like Greece, Cyprus and Malta, is that 
continuity in management planning and execution is often lacking. Many short-term 
projects exist, or sponsors and authorities only fund activities that attract attention in 
the news and neglect the necessity of some basic structural funding. Capacity build-
ing, or other pilot projects – e.g. Life Nature – are gratefully received, but the appli-
cation of acquired knowledge and the possible continuation of these projects is often 
neglected due to low priority given by national and regional authorities. Even newly 
established management authorities such as in Greece are victims of the low priority 
that some Ministries of Environment give to nature protection. Management authori-
ties hamper basic continuous funding and therefore cycle between periods of activity 
and inactivity, leading to distrust among stakeholders and loss of experience, knowl-
edge and qualified personnel.  
 
In order to safeguard successful implementation of Natura2000, Member States need 
to allocate at least a basic amount of money for a basic nature protection ‘infrastruc-
ture’ to guarantee the continuity of management and its control. It is the responsibil-
ity of Member States to reach or maintain favourable conservation status of species 
and habitats and for that, stakeholder cooperation, qualified staff and sufficient fund-
ing. 
 
 
5.5 Strategy and guidelines 

It is shown that the absence of a strategy and clear guidelines also leads to distrust 
and confusion among stakeholders, delays and variable quality of nature conserva-
tion. Unfortunately there are still countries or regions that have little or no strategy or 
guidelines developed, which results in all or some of the following: 

- highly variable content and quality of management plans; 
- unclear responsibilities and, therefore, inertia in taking up responsibilities by 

authorities and other stakeholders; 
- unclear targets, potentially threatening favourable conservation status; 
- development at sites damaging the conservation status of species and habi-

tats; 
- little or no communication; 
- lack of clarity about the potential of Natura2000 for socio-economic devel-

opment; 
- distrust and resentment from stakeholders. 

 
In such cases, NGOs, having probably already played a critical role in the selection of 
Natura2000 sites, often have a major – even a pioneering – role in developing man-
agement plans and guidelines. 
 
Nevertheless, the responsibility for implementing Natura2000 cannot be borne by 
NGOs alone. It is advisable that authorities should set up basic requirements for the 
management of Natura2000 sites, amongst others specifying: 
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- who is responsible for what; 
- clear and verifiable conservation objectives; 
- procedures for stakeholder participation and other organisational processes; 
- management approaches for species and habitats; 
- potential of Natura2000 socio-economic development in combination with 

nature protection. 
 
Because of the very diverse nature of Natura2000 sites, Member States should allow 
some flexibility for the management of the sites. It has been observed that guidelines 
– e.g. for the management of certain species or habitats – can sometimes be too rigid 
or too general to be applied to individual sites. It is therefore advisable to encourage 
local initiatives and to give guidance, avoiding one way, top-down approaches or lo-
cal action without guidance. 
 
EU Twinning, Life Nature and various other projects appear to be essential in the 
development of experience with stakeholder participation, integrated management, 
socio-economic development in conjunction with nature protection, awareness-
raising about Natura2000, the development of guidelines, etc. Such projects contrib-
ute to the successful implementation of Natura2000, but are currently operating at a 
level that is insufficient to cover all Natura2000 sites in the European Union. There-
fore extra efforts by Member States and the European Commission are needed. 
 
Traditional nature conservation NGOs play a major role in the implementation of 
Natura2000 and should therefore be nurtured. They have already played a critical role 
in the site selection and designation of Natura2000 sites and have potential roles to 
play in the development and execution of management plans, monitoring, and also in 
awareness-raising and facilitating socio-economic development and integration of 
stakeholder interests. 
 
Giving stakeholders a sense of ownership of nature protection, and agreeing com-
mon goals will facilitate the successful achievement of favourable conservation status 
of species and habitats and is more likely to lead to sustainable socio-economic de-
velopment. 
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ANNEX 1 List of contributors 

Country Information provided by 

Austria Umweltbundesamt, Wien (Th. Ellmauer) 
 

Belgium Agricultural University of Gembloux, Gembloux (J. Taymans) 
Brussels Institute for Environmental Management, Brussels (B.Van 
der Wijden) 
Catholic University Leuven (KUL), Leuven (S. Meuris) 
Catholic University Leuven (UCL), Louvain- La-Neuve (V. Grogna) 
Walloon Public Service, Department of Nature and Forests, Jambes 
(M. Fautsch, M. Dufrêne) 
Walloon Public Service, Department of Nature and Forests, Namur 
(F. Laviolette) 
 

Bulgaria Ministry of Environment and waters (Natura2000 Department), 
Sofia (N. Nedyalkov) 
Central Laboratory for General Ecology, Bulgarian Academy of Sci-
ences, Sofia (V. Biserkov) 
Balkani Wildlife Society, Sofia (A. Kovathev) 
 

Cyprus Federation of Environmental and Ecological Organizations of Cy-
prus,  (C. Theodorou) 
BirdLife Cyprus, (M. Hellicar) 
Environment Service Ministry of Agriculture & Environment, En-
gomi (C. Pantazi) 
 

Czech Republic Orbicon, Copenhagen (K. Madsen) 
NABU, Berlin (M. Herrmann; O. Leskelä ) 
Institute of Applied Ecology Daphne, Prague (J. Dysek) 
Ministry of Environment, Prague (P. Roth) 
ECN.cz, Prague (M. Vlašín) 
 

Denmark Orbicon A/S, Viby  (K. Seeberg- Kitnaes) 
Danish Centre for Forest & Landscape, (H. Vejre) 
 

Estonia Ministry of Environment, Talinn (H. Zigel) 
State Nature Conservation Centre, Talinn (R.Martverk, R. Müür) 
Stockholm Environment Institute Talinn Centre (SEI), Talinn (P. 
Kuldna, K. Peterson) 
University of Tartu, Talinn (B. Pensoo) 
Estonian Fund for Nature, Tartu (J-O. Salm) 
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Finland Natural Heritage Service, Helsinki (M. Heinonen) 
Ministry of Environment, Helsinki (H. Korpelainen) 
University of Joensuu, Joensuu (P. Jokinen) 
University of Turku, Turku (A. Malmsten) 
 

France L’Atelier Technique des Espaces Naturels (G.I.P-ATEN), Mont-
pellier  (L. De Sousa) 
 

Germany Bundesamt für Naturschutz, Bonn (A. Ssymank; G. Ellwanger) 
Umweltamt Riedstadt, Riedstadt (M. Harnisch) 
Naturschutzbund Deutschland (NABU), Berlin (M. Herrmann, O. 
Leskelä) 
 

Greece National Agricultural Research Institute (Nagref), Athene (K. Pita-
topoulou) 
Forest Directory Epirus Region, Epirus (K. Papageorgiou) 
University of Reading, Reading (I. Vogiatzakis) 
Axios Loudias Aliakmonas Management Authority, Thessaloniki (S. 
Vareltzodou) 
 

Hungary BirdLife Hungary, Budapest ( A. Králl) 
Hortobagy National Park Directorate, (S. Levente) 
 

Ireland Ministry of Environment, Heritage & Local Government, Dublin (R. 
Jeffrey) 
An Taisce, the National Trust for Ireland, Dublin (A. Murray) 
 

Italy Bologna University (Agrarian Faculty), Bologna (M. Speranza; F. 
Ferranti) 
Regione Emilia Romagna (Direzione Generale Ambiente e Difesa 
del Suolo e della Costa, Servizio Parchi e Risorse Forestali), Bologna 
(M. C. Cera) 
Regione Toscana (Direzione Generale Politiche Territoriala e Am-
bientali), Firenze (A. Casadio) 
 

Latvia Ministry of Environment, Riga (V. Busa) 
Latvian Fund for Nature, Riga(I. Racinska) 
 

Lithuania Lithuanian Fund for Nature, Vilnius (M. Zableckis, P. Mierauskas) 
BEF. Ltd., Vilnius (Z. Morkvenas) 
 

Luxembourg Ministry of Environment, Luxembourg (L.Schley) 
BirdLife Luxembourg, Luxembourg (P. Lorgé) 
Consultancy BureauMB, Bertrange (M. Bunusevac) 
Naturschutzbund Deutschland (NABU), Berlin (M. Herrmann) 
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Malta Management Authority for the Environment (MEPA), Valetta (D. 
Stevens) 
BirdLife Malta, Valetta (A. Raine) 
Nature Trust, Valetta (V. Attard) 
 

The Netherlands Alterra, Wageningen, the Netherlands (Mrs. V. Simeonova) 
 

Poland University of Life Sciences, Lublin (T.J. Chmielewski) 
National Academy of Sciences, Krakow (M. Makomaska- Juchiewicz) 
Polish Society for the Protection of Birds, Warszawa (J. Krogulec) 
Pronatura-Polish Society of Wildlife Friends (M. Beresowska) 
Jagielonski University, Krakow (J. Cent) 
EKO-Tourist, Krakow (P. Dabrowski) 
Arcadis, Hoofddorp, NL (B. Nijhoff) 
Darwin Initiative, Department for Environment, Food and 
Rural Affairs, (UK) Penicuik  (E. Idle) 
 

Portugal None 
 

Romania University of Bucharest, Bucharest (N.A. Geamǎnǎ) 
Transilvania University of Brasov, Brasov (G. Predoiu ) 
 

Slovakia The Institute of Landscape Ecology of the Slovak Academy of Sci-
ences, Bratislava (J. Spulerova) 
 

Slovenia Triglav National Park Authority (M. Solar) 
University of Ljubljana, Ljubljana (A. Sajovic) 
 

Spain Department of Environment Cataluna, Barcelona (C. Castell Puig) 
SEO/BirdLife Spain, Madrid (O. Infante) 
 

Sweden Swedish EPA (Naturvårdsverket), Stockholm (A. Lindhagen) 
 

UK Joint Nature Conservation Committee, Peterborough (W. Jones) 
Centre for Ecology and Hydrology, Lancaster (A.R.J. Sier) 
 

International Colorado State University, USA (S. Cottrell) 
WWF European Policy Office, Brussels (A. Baumüller) 
European State Forest Association, Brussels (E. Kosenkranius) 
UNESCO/MAB, Paris (M. Bouamrane) 

 


