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1 Council Directive 92/43 of 21.5.1992 

on the conservation of natural habitats 

and of wild fauna and flora
2 Council Directive 79/409 of 2.4.1997 

on the conservation of wild birds

1. The Habitats Directive: a com-
mitment to conserve nature

By adopting the Hab i t ats Dire c t i ve in 1992,

the gove rnments of the European Community com-

mitted themselves to the cre ation of the Nat u r a

2000 ecological netwo r k , with the aim of conser-

ving an extensive range of European hab i t at types

and wildlife species. In doing so, they set in mo-

tion potentially the most significant initiative for

nature conservation in the history of Europe.

The Natura 2000 network will be made up

of Special Protection A reas (SPA) for wild birds,

d e s i g n ated under the Birds Dire c t i ve2 , and Speci-

al A reas of Conservation (SAC ) ,w h i ch will be de-

s i g n ated in order to conserve the hab i t ats and spe-

cies identified in the Habitats Directive.

H oweve r, the Hab i t ats Dire c t i ve re c o g n i s e s

t h at the effe c t i ve conservation of biodiversity can-

not be ach i eved by means of the Natura 2000 net-

work alone.T h u s , in A rticle 12, the Member Sta-

tes commit themselves to providing strict pro t e c t i o n

t h roughout their terri t o ry to a wide range of "spe-

cies of Community interest" (listed in Annex IV),

as well as to all of their resting places and areas of

reproduction.Annex IV includes species that sur-

v i ve in many rural areas of Euro p e, s u ch as the ot-

ter (Lutra lutra).In addition,Article 10 of the Di-

re c t i ve urges Member States to maintain landscap e

fe at u res (hedges, s t re a m s , d rove r s ’ ro a d s , e t c. )

w h i ch act as ecological corridors and stepping sto-

nes for wildlife.

These commitments represent an enormous

challenge for the authorities of the Member Sta-

t e s. S a d ly, so fa r, m a ny have shown themselves not

to be up to this ch a l l e n g e.The designation of SPA s

is still far from complete, t wenty years after the

Birds Dire c t i ve was ag re e d . The initial pro p o s a l ,

selection and protection of SACs,due to be com-

pleted by mid 1998, has been gre at ly delayed by

the lack of planning, resources and commitment

w h i ch most gove rnments have dedicated to the

t a s k . S everal Member States have not fully imple-

mented the global protection of Annex IV species,

required from mid 1994.

In addition, doubts about the economic im-

p l i c ations of Natura 2000 (for example, the ques-

tion of whether landowners should be compen-

s ated for re s t rictions on their activities), c o m b i n e d

with a lack of understanding about who should pay

the costs of conservation manag e m e n t , seem to have

caused some national and regional authorities to

d r ag their heels in proposing Natura 2000 sites.

The partial paralysis suffered by such an

important Dir e c t ive casts serious doubts on

the credibility of EU environmental policies

and especially on the commitment of na t i o-

nal gove rnments to these policies and to the

p rinciples of sustainable development in a

c o h e rent terr i t o rial approach (see Box 1).

N eve rt h e l e s s , the timetable set out in the Ha-

b i t ats Dire c t i ve remains legally binding so that ,d u-

ring the coming months, the Member States mu s t

agree with the European Commission a list of Si-

tes of Community Importance (SCI) and, by 2004

at the lat e s t ,d e s i g n ate these as Special A reas of Con-

s e rvat i o n .Table 1 summarises the key steps in sel-

e c t i n g, d e s i g n ating and conserving SAC s. As this

shows,Member States’ responsibilities for Natura

2000 sites come in two stages: first to protect the

SCIs from damaging developments as soon as they

a re ag reed and then to take measures to manag e

and conserve the sites once they are designated as

SACs, by mid-2004 at the latest.

2. The nature of Natura 2000

By defi n i t i o n , the European ecological net-

work will be extremely varied. Natura 2000 sites

will range from offshore marine areas (for dolph-

i n s and seals, for example) to mountain crags and

c ave s. T h ey will include hab i t ats such as fo re s t s ,

g r a s s l a n d s , ri vers and bogs, to name just a few.
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In many countries of the European Union authorities are at last waking up to the challen-
ge of the Habitats Dire c t i ve1 and are starting to look for ways of fulfilling its objective s.Th i s
report examines which EU policy instruments present opportunities to national and regio-
nal authorities for the establishment and conservation of Natura 2000 as well as for pro-
moting the wider aims of the Habitats Dire c t i ve.The re p o rt also identifies certain key obstacles,
also present in EU and national policies, which must be overcome if the aims of the Direc-
tive are to be achieved in a cost-effective way.
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June 1995 Member States to have delivered to the European

Commission complete lists of the sites they

propose as Sites of Community Importance.

June 1998 Member States and the European Commission to

agree a final list of Sites of Community

Importance.

June 2004 By this date at the latest, all agreed Sites of

Community Interest should have been

designated as SACs by the Member States.

The proposed sites should be sufficient to ensure the "favourable

conservation status" of the habitats and species of Annexes I and II of

the Habitats Directive (see Box 2, below).

From this time, all agreed sites must be protected from deterioration

of the habitats and disturbance of the species for which they have

been proposed.

Once SACs are designated, Member States must establish whatever

measures are necessary in order to maintain in (or restore to) a

"favourable conservation status" the habitats and species present.

Deadlines Actions Significance

Table 1: Timetable set by the

Habitats Directive for the creation

of Natura 2000

Individual Natura 2000 sites will vary great-

ly in size, depending on factors such as the habi-

t ats and species pre s e n t , their particular conserva-

tion re q u i rements and current pat t e rns of land use.

Some Natura 2000 sites will be small (one or two

h e c t a res) and may be dedicated exclusive ly or pri n-

c i p a l ly to wildlife conservat i o n , as happens with

most nat u re re s e rve s. At the other extreme will be

sites cove ring over a thousand square kilometre s

w h e re conservation must be integrated with many

other land uses,including farming, forestry, hun-

ting, transport infrastructure and housing.

These diffe rences in the scale of Natura 2000

sites to some extent reflect the va ried ch a r a c t e ri-

stics of European re g i o n s. It is perhaps not surp ri-

sing that the ave r age size of SPA in Spain (195 ha),

with vast rural areas under extensive land uses

which often are of high nature value, is far larger

than in Germany (24 ha),where the exploitation

of land and resources is more intense and hab i t at s

are more fragmented.

However, it is clear that the difference in at-

titude between one gove rnment and another is al-

so having a determining influence on the make up

of Natura 2000 as it deve l o p s. In Italy and France,

for example, the ave r age size of proposed SCIs is

less than 20 hectares,whereas in Austria it is 120

h e c t a res and in Po rtugal 187 hectare s. In fa c t ,t h e-

se national averages hide some of the more extre-

me cases. For example, s everal proposed SCIs in

Spain cover more than 100,000 hectares.

It seems that some gov e rnments may ge-

nu i n e ly believ e , as does W W F, t h at nat u re

c o n s e rvation can and should be integ r at e d

with socio-economic development and there-

fore are prepared to designate large Natura

2000 are a s ,which could become models for

sustaina ble development (see Box 1).Some

other gov e rnments appear to have a more

short-sighted vision of SACs and SPAs as small,

protected enclaves.

T h roughout the continent, it is clear that a

l a rge pro p o rtion of the Natura 2000 network will

be dire c t ly under the influence of human activities.

The larger sites will generally include a high pro p o r-

tion of land which is managed for pro d u c t i ve pur-

p o s e s , whether under pri vate or public ow n e r s h i p.

E ven in the case of smaller sites,p ri vate fa rm or fo re s t

m a n agement may be present or even pre d o m i n a n t .

In some cases, these activities may be bene-

ficial for wildlife. In a continent where very little

w i l d e rness surv i ve s , s e m i - n atural hab i t ats re s u l-

ting from human intervention are of gre at impor-

t a n c e.This is reflected in the list of hab i t at types

i d e n t i fied in the Hab i t ats Dire c t i ve for inclusion in

N atura 2000. For example, it includes 17 diffe re n t

types of grassland, most of which are fo rms of ve-

g e t ation curre n t ly maintained by low-intensity li-

ve s t o ck raising, s u ch as traditional hay - m e a d ow s

and grazing marshes. Some other types of fa rm-

land provide essential habitats for the conservati-

on of Natura 2000 species.The arable steppes of

the Iberian Pe n i n s u l a r, with their ch a r a c t e ristic bird

communities, provide one notable example.

Because so many habitat types are intimately

associated with human use of the land and other

re s o u r c e s , t h ey are also extre m e ly vulnerable to

changes in the nature of this exploitation.

In many regions of Europe,particular -

ly in the souther n , central and eastern parts,

the intensification of f a rming and for e s t r y



3 Ostermann, O.P. 1998. The need for 

m a n agement of nat u re conservation sites 

d e s i g n ated under Nat u ra 2000. Journal of

Applied Ecology 35: (in press)
4 Habitats Directive Article 6,2.
5 Habitats Directive Article 6,4.

continues to pose a major threat to habitats

and species.At the same time,in some mo -

re marginal areas,the abandonment of tra -

ditional land uses may result in the loss of

valued habitats, particularly grasslands.

S u ch is the close re l ationship between the 198

h ab i t at types in Annex I of the Hab i t ats Dire c t i ve

and fa rming and fo re s t ry activities that one study3

has found that one third (65) could be adversely

a f fected in the event of an intensifi c ation of fa rm i n g

activities,whilst 57 types could be affected by an

i n t e n s i fi c ation of fo rest exploitat i o n .According to

the same study, 28 Annex I hab i t at types would be

t h re atened if the low-intensity fa rming practices

w h i ch curre n t ly maintain them we re ab a n d on e d .

Overall, whatever the particular regio -

nal pa t t e rns of Natura 2000, and whether 

sites are small or lar g e , the pa t t e rn of 

e x p l o i t ation of the land, of riv e rs and of other

n atural r e s o u rces in the wider countryside

will have a major influence on the conser-

vation of designated sites, as well as on the

h ab i t a ts and species which the Ha b i t a ts 

Directi ve aims to conser ve,through a com -

b i n ation of pollution, h ab i t at fragmenta t i-

o n , disturbance of wildlife, e t c. These global

factors cannot be ignored in the management of

individual Natura 2000 sites or in devising effec-

t i ve strategies for ensuring the "favo u r able con-

servation status" which the Habitats Directive re-

q u i res for all hab i t ats and species of Commu n i t y

interest in Annexes I, II and IV (see Box 2).

5

Natura 2000:
opportunities and obstacles

Box 1

3. The needs of Natura 2000

3.1 Protection and conservation of
the network

The protection of Natura 2000 sites from "the

deterioration of habitats ... as well as disturbance

of the species for which the areas have been desi-

gnated"4 is a first and vital step in achieving their

c o n s e rvat i o n . A Member State may only allow a

p roject with damaging implications for a site to

be carried out for "imperat i ve reasons of ove rri-

ding public interest" and if compensat o ry measu-

res are taken "to ensure that the overall cohere n c e

of Natura 2000 is protected" (for example, habi-

tat restoration)5.

It is essential that governments, the Europe-

an Commission and the European Court take se-

ri o u s ly this clear presumption against allowing the

What do we mean by "sustainable development"?

Article 6 of the EU Treaty of Amsterdam states that "environmental protection
requirements must be integrated into the definition and implementation of the
Community policies and activities...in particular with a view to promoting sus-
tainable development".

The term "sustainable development" can be understood in different ways by different
people. Depending on their point of view, they may put more emphasis on either social,
economic or environmental sustainability. In fact, each of these aspects should be given
equal importance. WWF aims to reflect this balanced approach in the following definition:

"Sustainable development means improving the quality of human life while liv-
ing within the carrying capacity of supporting ecosystems"

The conservation of habitats and species makes a fundamental contribution to the quality
of human life and should be an integral part of development programmes. Similarly, the
conservation status of the most vulnerable habitats and species in the EU territory pro-
vides one indicator of whether our development model is truly sustainable.

By identifying these habitats and species and by establishing the aim of providing them
with a "favourable conservation status", the Habitats Directive effectively establishes a
nature conservation baseline for sustainable development throughout the EU territory.
Development which does not enable this baseline to be maintained cannot be considered
sustainable.



d a m age or deteri o r ation of Natura 2000 are a s ,

other than in ve ry exceptional circumstances. I f,

on the contrary, it is assumed that practically any

n ew ro a d , d a m , or other development is justifi a-

ble for "imperat i ve reasons of ove rriding publ i c

interest", then the Natura 2000 network will be-

come meaningless as a tool for the conservat i o n

of biodiversity in Europe.

Once an SAC is designat e d , Member Stat e s

must establish what ever measures are necessary in

order to maintain in a "favo u r able conservat i o n

status" the habitats and species for which it is de-

signated (restoration measures should be taken if

needed to achieve this status).A broad definition

of "favourable conservation status" is given in the

H ab i t ats Dire c t i ve but ultimat e ly it is up to the na-

tional authorities to establish effe c t i ve monitori n g

of the hab i t ats and species concerned and to de-

m o n s t r ate that they are fulfilling this fundamen-

tal objective of the Directive.

The Hab i t ats Dire c t i ve does not dictate which

c o n s e rvation measures must be taken in Nat u r a

2000 sites in order to ach i eve this objective, a l t-

hough Article 6 points to the development of ap-

p ro p ri ate management plans as an obvious star-

ting point.At the ve ry least, we would expect Nat u r a

2000 management plans to establish conservat i o n

s t r ategies for the hab i t ats and species present in
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Box 2

Favourable Conservation Status as defined by the Habitats Directive
(Article 1)

For a habitat, conservation status is considered as "favourable" when:
• its natural range and the areas it covers within that range are stable or increasing, and
• the specific structure and functions which are necessary for its long-term maintenance 

exist and are likely to continue to exist for the foreseeable future, and
• the conservation status of its typical species is favourable.

For a species, conservation status is considered as "favourable" when:
• population dynamics data on the species concerned indicate that it is maintaining itself 

on a long-term basis as a viable component of its natural habitats, and
• the natural range of the species is neither being reduced nor is likely to be reduced for 

the foreseeable future, and
• there is, and will probably continue to be, a sufficiently large habitat to maintain its 

populations on a long-term basis.

the site, including clear targets and mech a n i s m s

for ach i eving them. It is up to national or re g i o-

nal gove rn m e n t s , with the part i c i p ation of local

people and other concerned part i e s , to develop ap-

p ro p ri ate mechanisms for pursuing the aims of

the Habitats Directive in a cost-effective way.

For example, they might choose to introdu-

ce legal re s t rictions on activities which are know n

to damage hab i t ats in a particular Natura 2000

a re a ,s u ch as ove rgrazing by live s t o ck ,d r a i n age of

wetlands or intensive fo rest manag e m e n t .W h e t h e r

or not to pay compensation to land users for such

restrictions is a question to be decided at the na-

tional or regional leve l .A l t e rn at i ve ly, a u t h o ri t i e s

m ay pre fer to promote conservation manag e m e n t

on a vo l u n t a ry basis, by means of incentive pay-

ments and conservation advice to landowners,or

by purchasing pri vate land and dedicating it to

conservation management.Given the diversity of

European regions and of political and legal tradi-

t i o n s ,t h e re are bound to be va ri ations in the pack-

age of measures selected.

In some Natura 2000 are a s ,p a rt i c u l a r ly whe-

re existing land uses constitute a low-intensity ex-

p l o i t ation of natural resources and are well inte-

g r ated with the conservation of natural va l u e s ,t h e

m e re maintenance of existing uses, with ap p ro-

p ri ate controls on new deve l o p m e n t s , m ay meet

the basic conservation objectives of the Hab i t at s

Directive, without making significant changes. In

s u ch instances, a u t h o rities will need to ensure that

c u rrent uses have a viable future, p a rt i c u l a r ly in

the light of developments such as Common Agri-

cultural Policy (CAP) re fo rm and intern ational fre e -

trade ag reements (the next round of world trade

negotiations begins at the end of 1999).



If existing land-use pat t e rns are found not to

be viabl e, or the cost of maintaining them thro u g h

support measures is likely to become prohibitive,

then strategies should be developed to guide land

use change in order to create new models,which

conserve natural values in a different form.Natu-

ra 2000 should not mean fossilising land uses in

rural are a s : a l t e rn at i ve options, s u ch as substitu-

ting wild herbivo res for domestic live s t o ck ,s h o u l d

be taken into consideration where ap p ro p ri at e.

3.2 Beyond conservation and
towards sustainable development

H oweve r, N atura 2000 sites will re q u i re fa r

m o re than mere ly drawing up management plans

and mechanisms for protecting and conserv i n g

habitats and species.These areas require an ambi-

tious and visionary approach,in which the social

and economic needs of the local population are

taken fully into account.

The designation of a Natura 2000 site should

not lead to a total ban on development, provided

t h at this is ecologically sustainable and that it does

not adve r s e ly affect the integrity of the site in que-

stion,or the favourable conservation status of the

h ab i t ats and species pre s e n t .I n d e e d ,i nvestment in

socio-economic development is urg e n t ly needed

in many of the larger Natura 2000 areas in some

of the more marginal regions of the EU, w h e re ru r-

al abandonment and unemployment present ge-

nuine social problems.

N atura 2000 should be seen as an op-

portunity to promote new models of de ve-

l o p m e n t ,which build on natural values rat-

her than degrading them, and which enab l e

the local population to benefit from the net-

wo rk . The aim of development should be to

i m p r ove the lives of people living in these

a reas whilst maintaining or improving the

special natural values of the areas for the be-

nefit of society at large and not, for exam-

p l e , to enable people to drive their cars mo-

re quickly through them.

Table 2 provides an ove rv i ew of the measu-

res which will need to be taken in Natura 2000

areas to promote this vision and identifies the EU

i n s t ruments and funds which could be used in

each case, and have been,in some instances. Mo-

re info rm ation on the individual instruments and

funds is shown in Table 3. Potential new opport u-

nities under the Commission’s Agenda 2000 pro-

posals are discussed later in the paper.
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Box 3

Road construction is a major threat to Natura 2000 areas throughout
the EU

• The Middle Enns Valley in Styria, Austria, is an area of outstanding natural value
harbouring several habitats from Annex I and species from Annex II of the Habitats
Directive, as well as species from Annex I of the Birds Directive. The area has been the
subject of a LIFE conservation project but is now threatened with catastrophic impacts
as a result of the "Ennsnahe Trasse" road construction project. 

• The Kennet and Lambourn Valley Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) near
Newbury, England, has been seriously damaged by the construction of a road
through the site, despite being proposed for Natura 2000 by the Government for its
internationally important population of Desmoulin’s whorl snail (Vertigo moulinsiana).
The marshes are the finest of the few that remain in the valley, the rest having been
destroyed by intensive agriculture and river engineering. Over 90 SSSIs (the UK’s most
valued habitats) are threatened by roads.

• In the region of Sarthe in France, the forest habitat of a beetle (Osmoderma eremita)
identified as a priority species on Annex II of the Habitats Directive is threatened by the
building of the A28 motorway. The beetle is also on Annex IV of the Directive, meaning
that this important site for the species requires protection from deterioration or damage
even if it is not proposed for inclusion in Natura 2000. Ironically, in Sweden the same
species of beetle has been the subject of a LIFE conservation project costing some 4
MECU.



Table 2: Overview of the needs of

Natura 2000 and possible EU

funding sources.

Natura 2000:
opportunities and obstacles

Protection of habitats and species, inclu-

ding evaluation of plans and projects to

prevent damaging developments.

Research into the distribution and

conservation status of habitats and species,

interactions with existing and potential

resource uses and opportunities for habitat

restoration.

Management plans with clear conservation

aims, targets and mechanisms, developed

in consensus with stakeholders and the

public.

Practical measures for habitat and species

conservation and restoration.

• Stricter controls in Natura 2000 areas could be built into implementation of the EIA Directive.

• ESF (Social Fund) can be used for the training of wardens, leading to greater vigilance and job 

creation.

• Cohesion Fund can finance studies (100% of costs).

• FIFG (Fisheries Fund) can finance studies.

• LIFE for habitat/species inventories but basic research not eligible.

• ERDF (Regional Development Fund) has funded local habitat mapping (Greece).

• EAGGF (Agriculture Fund) rural development programmes have funded conservation research 

(Spain).

• LIFE has funded pilot projects for developing management plans in proposed SCIs (UK, France).

• PESCA is being used for planning marine reserves (Spain).

• Cohesion Fund can be used for this.

• ERDF has funded species management plans (Greece).

• EAGGF programmes have funded management plans (Spain).

• LIFE–Nature is intended for such measures.

• CAP agri-environment programme.

• CAP aids for afforestation and forest improvement.

• EAGGF rural development programmes.

Natura 2000 needs Possible EU instruments and sources of funding

• CAP agri-environment programme.

• Less Favoured Areas compensation payments adapted to environmental conditions.

• CAP aids for afforestation and forest improvement and forest development programmes in rural 

areas.

• Attaching environmental conditions to CAP subsidies.

• CAP agri-environment training for farmers.

• Forest development programmes (Reg. 1610/91)

• FIFG and the PESCA initiative for fishermen.

• ESF for training and education of all types.

• ERDF and Cohesion Fund for information centres.

• FIFG provides for demonstration projects and information dissemination.

• ESF can support awareness-raising under Agenda 2000.

• ERDF has funded a measure of this sort in Portugal.

• Cohesion Fund is ideal for this, especially for planning  transport networks to avoid 

environmental damage.

• CAP agri-environment programme and aids for diversifying farm activities, product-labelling,

forest improvement, etc.

• EAGGF rural development programmes.

• LEADER for local rural development initiatives.

• ERDF for infrastructure (visitor centres, environmentally sensitive transport systems, etc.).

• ESF for job training.

• FIFG for sustainable fishing, PESCA for diversification.

• Cohesion Fund for environmental infrastructure, such as waste treatment and recycling plants.

• LIFE has been used for monitoring (Germany, UK).

• FIFG could be used in marine areas.

• Cohesion Fund potentially could be used.

Adaptation of land and resource uses to the

conservation needs of habitats and species,

for example, through legal restrictions,

incentives, management agreements and

compensation payments.

Conservation advice and training for

farmers, foresters, fishermen, hunters, etc.

A well-informed and sympathetic public,

through dissemination of information and

e f fe c t i ve mechanisms for public part i c i p at i o n .

Strategic territorial or spatial planning

which takes account of Natura 2000 and

Annex IV species.

Promotion of sustainable development and

employment through appropriate forms of

farming, forestry, fishing, hunting, tourism,

etc.

Monitoring of the conservation status of

habitats and species.
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The challenges presented by the Hab i t ats Di-

re c t i ve are considerabl e.The pr e a m ble to the

D i re c t ive points out tha t , in the EU terr i t o r y,

" n a tural ha b i t ats are continuing to deteri-

o r ate and an increasing number of wild spe-

cies are ser i o u s ly thre at e n e d " , a situa t i o n

c o n f i rmed by the EEA’s Dobrís Assessment 6,

suggesting that something is wrong with

m a ny of our existing models of r e s o u rce use.

C o n s e q u e n t ly, to ach i eve the conservation aims of

the Dire c t i ve, the mere designation and pro t e c t i o n

of Natura 2000 sites, followed by the continuati-

on of "business as usual", will not be suffi c i e n t .

Both within many sites and in the wider coun-

tryside, measures will have to be taken to change

current patterns of farming, forestry, exploitation

of rivers and seas,transport, etc.,in order to ma-

ke these compatible with the conservation of ha-

bitats and species.

The extent of change re q u i red will depend

on the site in question. In many SPAs and propo-

sed SCIs, re l at i ve ly small adjustments in land use

or in fa rm i n g, fo re s t ry, fishing or hunting prac-

tices may be enough to secure the "favo u r able con-

s e rvation status" of hab i t ats and species. The ef-

fe c t i ve ap p l i c ation of specific sch e m e s ,s u ch as the

ag ri - e nv i ronment programme (Regulation 2078/92)

or LIFE pro j e c t s ,m ay ach i eve such adjustments sa-

tisfactorily.

But many other Natura 2000 sites, i n-

cluding some of Europe’s most v a l u able are a s

for biodiv e rs i t y, a re suffering from sev e re

and continuing deg r a d ation as a result of in-

t e n s ive pre s s u re from activities in or around

the are a. One of Euro p e ’s most important we t-

lands and a ve ri t able corner stone of the Nat u r a

2000 netwo r k , Doñana National Park in Spain, p ro-

vides a notable example.The disastrous pollution

incident in A p ril 1998 resulting from the re l e a s e

of toxic mining waste is only the latest in a long

s e ries of continuing thre ats to this Pa r k ,i n c l u d i n g

intensive irrigated agriculture and building deve-

lopments for mass touri s m .T h roughout the EU,

t h e re are well-documented examples of grassland

habitats suffering from overgrazing, of forest ha-

bitats being degraded by insensitive management

p r a c t i c e s , of the ove r- e x p l o i t ation and pollution

of fre s h water and marine hab i t ats and of the de-

s t ruction of highly valued hab i t ats by constru c t i o n

p rojects such as ro a d s , dams and building deve-

lopments.

In certain cases,a fundamental reassessment

of existing models of resource use is re q u i re d ,w i t h

i m p o rtant socio-economic implicat i o n s , for ex-

a m p l e, e m p l oyment shifts from one sector to ano-

t h e r. G ove rnments must take active steps to

promote the change from unsustainable ac-

t iv i t i e s , such as the tobacco cultivation de-
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Box 4

6 European Enviroment Agency, 1995.

E u ro p e ’s Env i roment – The Dobris 

A s s e s s m e n t

CAP tobacco subsidies lead to the degradation of freshwater habitats
protected under Article 12 of the Habitats Directive and threaten a
bird SPA

In La Vera in Cáceres, Spain, massive quantities of water are extracted from the river Tiétar
and its tributaries to satisfy the irrigation needs of tobacco, which is cultivated up to the
river bank in many areas. The valley includes several breeding sites for the otter (Lutra
lutra), which is on Annex IV of the Habitats Directive. According to Article 12, these areas
require strict protection from deterioration or degradation whether or not they are includ-
ed in the Natura 2000 network.

Otter habitats in La Vera are degraded by the dramatic reductions in river flow and by
agro-chemical pollution and are threatened by dams intended to increase the supply of
water for irrigation. A designated Natura 2000 site in neighbouring Toledo (an SPA which
includes populations of the rare black stork) is threatened by a project to build a canal to
transfer water from the Tiétar river to two reservoirs whose principal use is to supply irri-
gated tobacco crops.

Tobacco is the most heavily subsidised crop in the EU: the average payment from EAGGF
for this crop in Spain was 6,868 ECU per hectare in 1996. A "reform" of the regime has
been agreed separately from Agenda 2000. It offers practically nothing to resolve the
environmental conflicts: the production subsidies are maintained, as is the incentive to
intensive cultivation.



7 Sunyer C. and Manteiga M., 1998,

Financial instruments for the Nat u ra 

2000 netwo rk . Terra, Madrid.

s c ribed in Box 4, to new, e nv i r o n m e n t a l ly -

s u s t a i n able economies, r ather than mer e ly

supporting the interests of established sec-

t o rs .These issues can only be r e s o l ved through

an imagi n at ive and committed a p p l i c at i o n

of a range of policies and legal instr u m e n t s ,

such as those indicated in Table 2.Sustaina -

ble development does not just ha p p e n ,it has

to be created.

In many cases, d a m aging fo rms of ove r- e x-

p l o i t ation are themselves dri ven in part by other

EU policies,such as the CAP and regional,"cohe-

sion" and transport policies, or by the way in which

these policies are applied by national or re g i o n a l

g ove rn m e n t s.Trying to correct the negat i ve effe c-

ts of these policy obstacles at the level of indivi-

dual sites, by means of legal or economic instru-

m e n t s , is often not effe c t i ve and almost cert a i n ly

not efficient.There is a clear need for the policies

w h i ch curre n t ly promote an unsustainable model

of development to be reformed, so that the envi-

ronment is fully integrated at the level of strat e g i c

planning.Tackling this particular problem of "po-

licy obstacles" is fundamental to ach i eving the aims

of the Habitats Directive and is reviewed later on

in this paper.

4. Policy opportunities for sup-
porting the Habitats Directive

A rticle 8 of the Hab i t ats Dire c t i ve makes pro-

vision for the EU to co-finance measures which

a re essential for the conservation of pri o rity hab i-

t ats and/or species (marked with an asterisk in the

A n n e xes) within Natura 2000 are a s. In order fo r

this provision to be applied,Member States must

supply the European Commission with estimates

of the costs of implementing the necessary con-

servation measures for these sites. So far, Member

S t ates have not supplied these estimat e s , so the co-

financing provision cannot yet be applied.

H oweve r, it is important to recognise that the

p rovision in the Hab i t ats Dire c t i ve is for the co-fi-

nancing of certain measures, not for full funding

of Natura 2000 from EU bu d g e t s. T h e re is a cle-

ar obl i g ation on Member States to fund Na-

tura 2000 partly from their own resources.

F u r t h e rm o re considerable opportunities ha-

ve existed for several y e a rs , p a r t i c u l a rly in

the poorer r e gions of the EU, for using the

Structural and Cohesion Funds to promote

the objecti ves of Natura 2000.It is therefo -

re unacceptable that national and r e gi o n a l

a u t h o rities should use their doubts over sour-

ces of funding as an excuse to shirk their re-

sponsibilities under the Ha b i t ats Dire c t ive ,

to which they committed themselves ov e r

six years ago.

A rticle 8 states that co-financing will depend

on "ava i l able sources of funding under re l eva n t

Community instruments". At present,the onl y

instrument specifically linked to the Habi -

t ats and Birds Dir e c t ives is LIFE-Na t u re .T h i s

fund supports many v a l u able na t u re conser-

vation projects but its budget is hopelessly

i n a d e q u ate for the wide-ranging needs of

Natura 2000,amounting to about 0.08% of

total EU budgetary r e s o u rces (see Table 4) .

C u rre n t ly there is no intention to cre ate a new bu d-

get line or special instrument for funding Natura

2 0 0 0 . Table 3 there fo re provides an ove rv i ew of

other EU policy instruments which include pos-

sibilities for supporting diffe rent aspects of the Ha-

b i t ats Dire c t i ve, including sustainable deve l o p m e n t .

Although the range of instruments is wide,

m a ny of them are only ava i l able in certain re g i o n s

or are a s.The regions with the gre atest possibilities

a re those designated under Objectives 1, 5b and 6

of the Structural Funds and all of Spain, Portugal,

G reece and Ireland (benefi c i a ries of the Cohesion

F u n d ) . In practice, these are the regions where the

H ab i t ats Dire c t i ve presents some of the biggest

ch a l l e n g e s , because of the large areas potentially

c ove red by Natura 2000, the weakness of existing

c o n s e rvation measures and the particular ch a l l e n-

ge of ach i eving sustainable rural deve l o p m e n t .

In fa c t , rural development programmes part -

financed by the A g ri c u l t u re Fund (EAGGF) in Ob-

j e c t i ve 1, 6 and 5b regions in the period 1994-99

h ave offe red some of the clearest opportunities fo r

p romoting the aims of the Hab i t ats Dire c t i ve. M e a-

s u res which promote env i ronmental pro t e c t i o n

and the conservation of the landscape and of rur-

al heri t age are eligible for funding. Although so-

me specific examples are known to exist of natu-

re conservation initiat i ves being included in these

p ro g r a m m e s7, s u ch cases tend be locally specifi c

and ve ry mu ch on the margins of the overall thru s t

of development.
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Table 3: EU policy opportunities for supporting the Habitats Directive, 1994-1999

ERDF (European Regional Development

Fund) Regulation 2083/93

ESF (European Social Fund)

Regulation 2084/93

EAGGF (European Agriculture Guidance

and Guarantee Fund)

Guidance Section

Regulation 2085/93

FIFG (Financial Instrument for Fisheries

Guidance) Regulation 2080/93

INTERREG Official Journal C180 1.7.94

and C200 10.7.96.

LEADER Official Journal C180 1.7.94

PESCA Official Journal C180 1.7.94

Fund for specific projects to conserve the species and habitats of the Birds and Habitats Directives.

Productive investments and investment in infrastructure aimed at environmental protection, in

accordance with the principles of sustainable development, in Objective 1, 2, 5b and 6 regions.

Training and education which promotes employment in any field, including nature conservation.

All regions.

In Objective 1, Objective 5b and 6 regions, measures promoting the protection of the environment;

the maintenance, enhancement and restoration of the landscape; and the protection and conservati-

on of rural heritage. Objective 5a measures (all regions) are covered below according to specific

CAP measures.

Measures to help reach a sustainable balance between resources and their exploitation, including

adapting fishing to the demands of EU environment policies. Also studies, demonstration projects

and dissemination of information. All regions.

Initiative for cross-border development including spatial planning and measures "compatible with

the environment".

Local rural development projects in Objective 1, 5b & 6 regions. May include protection and

rehabilitation of natural resources.

Diversification of the fisheries sector, fisheries management and other specific projects in Objective

1, 2, 5b and 6 regions.

LIFE-Nature Regulation 1973/92

These four funds finance programmes both "horizontally" and in certain designated regions (Objectives 1, 2, 5b and 6). Programmes are

drawn up by national and/or regional authorities and can support various aspects of environmental protection and nature conservation, as well

as sustainable development.The environmental objectives or measures which may be financed, according to the Regulations covering each

Fund, are summarised below.

STRUCTURAL FUNDS Regulation 2081/93

Large funds for Spain, Portugal, Greece and Ireland. Fifty per cent of expenditure should be on environmental measures, including projects

which coincide with EU environmental policy priorities (e.g. Habitats Directive), funded at 80-85% of costs. Also studies, especially related to

projects financed by this fund and/or to ensure their coherence with other Community policies, 100% funded.

COHESION FUND

Agri-environment programme Regulation

2078/92

Less Favoured Areas compensatory

allowances Regulation 950/97

Afforestation of farmland and forest

"improvement" Regulation 2080/92

Development of woodlands in rural areas

Regulation 1610/89

Farm investment aids Regulation 950/97

CAP product support regimes

Regulations – various

The CAP is a combination of market and income support measures and "accompanying" measures (funded from EAGGF Guarantee Section) and

s t ructural measures (EAGGF Guidance Section). R e l evant opportunities are summarised below. Unless indicated otherwise, all regions are eligibl e.

Incentives to farmers for undertaking practices which benefit the environment, including nature

conservation. Also training.

These payments to farmers in designated LFAs may be adjusted in accordance with the use of farm

practices which are compatible with protection of the environment.

Can provide an incentive to fa rmers to re c re ate fo rest hab i t ats on fa rmland or to promote sustainabl e

forest management, although these aims are not mentioned specifically in the Regulation.

"Improvement" of woodland in Objective 1, 5b and 6 regions, including objectives of soil and

water conservation and social and recreational functions. Also awareness and advisory campaigns.

Aids to farmers in all regions for investments which may include safeguarding the environment

and preserving the countryside.

Environmental conditions can be attached to subsidies under certain regimes (e.g. beef, sheep and

goat headage payments).

COMMON AGRICULTURAL POLICY
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It should be emphasised tha t , with the

exception of LIFE, in no case do the Regula-

tions which establish these instruments ma-

ke any specific r e f e rence to the Ha b i t ats or

B i rds Dire c t ive or Natura 2000. In fa c t , t h e

o p p o rtunities often are obscured or limited by the

wording of Regulat i o n s. For example, i nve s t m e n t s

aimed at env i ronmental protection are eligible fo r

s u p p o rt from the Regional Development Fund

( E R D F ) , but these should be "pro d u c t i ve inve s t-

ment and investment in infrastru c t u re linked to

regional deve l o p m e n t " .W h e reas nat u re conserva-

tion can (and should) be regarded as a part of re-

gional deve l o p m e n t , few gove rnment depart m e n t s

would consider it to be an area for "pro d u c t i ve in-

vestment".

In practice, the wording of re g u l ations is open

to interp re t ation in a number of way s.T h u s ,E R D F

has been used to finance nat u re conservation mea-

s u re s , including species management plans and

h ab i t at mapping (Greece) and studies aimed at in-

t e g r ating terri t o rial planning with the aims of the

H ab i t ats Dire c t i ve (Po rt u g a l ) .S u ch initiat i ve s ,a n d

those in other countries,are to be applauded and

e n c o u r ag e d , but they are localised and re l at i ve ly

limited in scope. For example, it is estimated that

nature conservation projects account for only ab-

out 0.34% of Structural Fund spending in Gre e c e.8

The Cohesion Fund is often thought to be fo r

infrastructure projects only but, according to the

R e g u l at i o n , this is the case only for transport pro-

j e c t s.The key cri t e rion for funding env i ro n m e n t a l

m e a s u res is that they should promote EU env i-

ronmental policy pri o ri t i e s , amongst which the

H ab i t ats Dire c t i ve sure ly must be counted. U n fo r-

t u n at e ly, the fact that eligible projects must cost at

least 10 million ECU tends to encourage authori-

ties to use the Fund for large-scale projects invol-

ving expensive tech n o l o g y. H oweve r, Member Sta-

tes can combine several projects in one integrat e d

p rogramme in order to satisfy this funding cri t e ri a .

The widespread f a i l u re of authorities in

the elig i ble countries to use the Cohesion

Fund as a major source of funding for Na-

tura 2000 is especially disa p p o i n t i n g. For ex-

a m p l e, g i ven that many important hab i t ats are

t h re atened in the Cohesion countries by ro a d - bu i l-

ding pro j e c t s , the Fund could support the inte-

g r ation of nat u re conservation pri o rities (Nat u r a

2000 sites,Annex IV species,ecological corridors

and stepping stones) into the planning of nat i o-

nal transport netwo r k s , by means of Geograp h i c

Information Systems or other mechanisms. It has

also been suggested that the establishment of Na-

tura 2000 in Cohesion countries could be co-fi-

nanced by the Fund as an integrated project fo r

the cre ation of a "conservation infrastru c t u re " .

The Fisheries Fund (FIFG) also offers clear

possibilities for promoting conservation in all ma-

rine areas and could be widely used. E l i g i ble mea-

s u res include those which promote a sustainabl e

balance between resources and their exploitation

and which adapt fishing to the demands of EU po-

licies for environmental protection,which inclu-

de the Habitats Directive.

For regions not targeted for special attention

under the EU regional and cohesion policies, the

available range of funding instruments until now

has been narrowe r, being limited pri n c i p a l ly to LI-

F E , the ag ri - e nv i ronment pro g r a m m e, aids for af-

forestation and forest improvement, compensati-

on payments to fa rmers in Less Favo u red A reas and

FIFG in marine are a s. H oweve r, the Commission’s

Agenda 2000 proposals offer important new op-

portunities for these regions,as explained below.

5. The opportunities presented
by Agenda 2000

"Agenda 2000" is the name applied to the

E u ropean Commission’s pro p o s a l s , p rev i ewed in

1997 and presented in March 1998, for re fo rm i n g

the Common Agricultural Policy and the Structu-

ral and Cohesion Funds.These proposals are to be

negotiated during 1998-99 with a view to initia-

ting a new phase of programmes from the ye a r

2 0 0 0 .This re p o rt presents a summary of the va-

rious opportunities in Agenda 2000 for suppor-

ting the aims of the Hab i t ats Dire c t i ve. It does not

enter in detail into the many aspects of the pro-

posals which need improve m e n t ; these are cove r-

ed in other WWF papers dealing with the indivi-

dual re g u l ations proposed under Agenda 2000,

referenced at the end of this report.

5.1 Overall aims of the Stru c t u r a l
F u n d s

A positive aspect of the proposals is that

e nvironmental protection and sustainab l e

d evelopment are included amongst the ge-

8 WWF European Policy Offi c e, 1 9 9 7 ,

Tools for economic and social cohesion in 

the European Union:An env i ronmental 

m i d - t e rm re v i e w.



notable for their natural values.

5.3 Rural Development and the
Common Agricultural Policy

P r o b ably the most significant new op-

portunities for the Ha b i t ats Dire c t ive are fo-

und in the proposed rural development Re-

g u l at i o n. If ap p rove d , this would introduce ru r a l

d evelopment programmes throughout the EU, t h u s

re m oving the current re s t riction to designated re-

g i o n s. In addition to obl i g at o ry ag ri - e nv i ro n m e n t

i n c e n t i ve schemes (which can now include aid to

fa rmers for capital investments in support of en-

vironmental practices),these programmes inclu-

de optional measures for "the preservation of the

e nv i ronment and management of rural areas" and

for "the protection and conservation of rural he-

ri t ag e " .S u ch measure s , along with others inclu-

ded under Article 31 of the proposed Regulation,

must be "re l ated to rural activities", but are not li-

mited to fa rmers only. This Article ther e f o re

o f f e rs gre at potential to Member States for

promoting the aims of the Ha b i t ats Dir e c-

t ive in all rural areas by providing support

for conservation initiatives.

Existing structural measures for ag ri c u l t u re

and rural areas are brought together in this new

Regulation,with the aim of achieving more inte-

g r ated rural development pro g r a m m e s. The fo-

restry measures now have a much gr e at e r

emphasis on conservation and sustainab l e

management and could have a wide a p p l i-

c ation in Natura 2000 ar e a s .N ew eligible ob-

j e c t i ves include improving the ecological value of

fo re s t s , a f fo re s t ation of non-fa rm land and com-

p e n s at o ry payments to individuals or associat i o n s

for the sustainable management of fo rests in are a s

with serious natural handicap s , with a view to pre-

s e rving and improving ecological stability and re-

ducing fire risks, where this role cannot be assu-

red solely by income from silviculture.

The environmental aspects of the Less

Favoured Areas scheme are also significant -

ly re i n f o rc e d . L FA compensat o ry payments are

made conditional upon fa rmers using practices

c o m p at i ble with env i ronmental protection and

c o n s e rvation of the country s i d e, to be defined fo r

e a ch are a .A l s o, the payments may take account of

the costs to fa rm e r s , and income fo re g o n e, " re-

sulting from their obl i g ations under env i ro n m e n t a l

neral aims of the Structural Funds: M e m b e r

S t ates should make a r e n ewed effort to use

the Funds in pursuit of these aims. The re-

gional classifi c ations and objectives of the Stru c-

tural Funds are rationalised under the Commis-

s i o n ’s pro p o s a l s. In simple term s , n ew Objective

1 regions will replace those under the existing Ob-

j e c t i ves 1 and 6, while new Objective 2 re g i o n s

replace the current Objectives 2 and 5b.The total

population covered by these targeted regions will

be re d u c e d , but there are important new oppor-

tunities outside these areas under the proposed Re-

g u l ation for rural deve l o p m e n t , as explained below.

5.2 New opportunities under
specific Funds and instruments

The possibilities for funding nat u re conser-

vation from the ERDF in the new Objective 1 and

2 regions are enhanced by the wording in the pro-

p o s a l s.This allows measures for env i ronmental pro-

tection to be supported in their own right under

the objective "the protection and improvement of

the environment taking account of the principles

of precaution and preventive action".

The proposal for the Social Fund (ESF), w h i ch

applies in all re g i o n s ,m a kes info rm ation and awa-

reness-raising initiat i ves explicitly eligible for sup-

p o rt . S u ch initiat i ves should be re l ated to em-

p l oyment and human resource deve l o p m e n t ,w h i ch

is like ly to be an issue of concern for people in

m a ny Natura 2000 are a s. O p p o rtunities under the

Cohesion and Fisheries Funds and INTERREG are

expected to continue larg e ly as at pre s e n t , w h i l s t

the LEADER initiat i ve is to become ap p l i c able in

all re g i o n s ,r ather than being limited to Objective

1 and 5b regions (further details are to be expec-

ted in future Commission guidelines).

Agenda 2000 also proposes a special fund fo r

c o u n t ries pre p a ring for accession to the EU. T h e

I n s t rument for Structural Policies for Pre - A c c e s s i-

on (ISPA) would be able to fund "env i ro n m e n t a l

m e a s u res enabling the benefi c i a ry countries to

c o m p ly with the re q u i rements of Community en-

v i ronmental law " .Wo rry i n g ly, the Explanat o ry Me-

morandum which accompanies the proposal re-

fers only to legislation re l ating to water quality and

waste manag e m e n t . As in the case of the Co-

hesion Fund, it seems that an important op-

portunity may be missed to use the ISPA to

support the Ha b i t ats Dir e c t ive in countr i e s
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Box 5

legislation". There is an obvious opportunity

here for Member States to increase the LF A

c o m p e n s atory payments within Natura 2000

a re a s as a means of compensating fa rmers for re-

s t rictions which might be imposed on their ac-

t i v i t i e s. M a ny Natura 2000 sites will fall within

existing LFAs and the Regulation also allows Mem-

ber States to designate additional areas, up to ten

per cent of the national terri t o ry, " a f fected by spe-

cific environmental constraints and in which far-

ming should be continued in order to conserve or

improve the environment".

T h e re are also important opportunities fo r

the env i ronment under the proposals affecting CAP

p ro d u c t i o n - re l ated subsidies. Under A rticle 3 of

the proposed "common rules" Regulation, there

is an option for Member States to make di -

rect support (including direct payments and

p rice support) conditional upon complian-

ce by fa rm e r s with certain en v i r o n m e n t a l

re q u i re m e n t s ,which would be defined in

each country or r e gi o n .This mechanism

could be used in v a r ious ways for promo-

ting the aims of the Ha b i t ats Dir e c t ive . Fo r

e x a m p l e, fa rmers could be re q u i red to comply with

A rticle 12, c o n c e rning the protection of Annex IV

species. In this way, a farmer whose actions cause

the deteri o r ation of a site used for breeding and/or

resting by otters, for example, would not be able

to receive CAP subsidies.

F i n a l ly, a significant proposal to give Mem-

ber States gre ater autonomy in the use of subsidies

in the beef and dairy sectors could be used to pro-

mote their adap t ation to particular env i ro n m e n t a l

c o n d i t i o n s , for example, by setting specific stock i n g

density limits and by replacing payments per ani-

mal ("headage" pay m e n t s , w h i ch can encourag e

ove r- s t o cking) with payments per hectare of pa-

s t u re. U n fo rt u n at e ly, no attempt has been made to in-

t roduce similar re fo rms to sheep and goat subsidies.
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Promoting the Habitats Directive through cross-compliance,
compensatory payments and agri-environment support.

If the Agenda 2000 proposals are approved, the CAP will acquire a strengthened set of
mechanisms for steering the activities of farmers and foresters in a more "nature-friendly"
direction. The new package suffers from a certain lack of coherence and consistency but
nevertheless presents significant opportunities for promoting the aims of the Habitats
Directive, as summarised below. It is up to Member States to take advantage of the mea-
sures which will be most effective in their particular circumstances.

• Cross-compliance, in the form of environmental requirements with which farmers must
comply in order to receive payments, is proposed as obligatory for LFA compensatory
allowances and for farm investment aids. For other forms of support for farmers (direct
payments and price support), cross-compliance is proposed as an option for Member
States to use when considered necessary. This option should be used to require a basic
level of environmental responsibility from farmers, such as not harming protected
species and habitats, under the concept of "good farming practice".

• Compensatory allowances are paid to farmers in LFAs with various objectives, including
the maintenance of activities which contribute to the environment. Under Agenda 2000,
these payments may help to cover the costs to farmers, and income foregone, "result-
ing from their obligations under environmental legislation", which could include restric-
tions imposed on farming activities in Natura 2000 areas by national or regional authori-
ties.

• Compensatory payments are also introduced for the sustainable management of forests
in areas with serious natural handicaps, with a view to preserving and improving ecolog-
ical stability and reducing fire risks, where this role cannot be assured by income from
silviculture. These payments could be used by Member States as an incentive to pro-
mote conservation management in forests in Natura 2000 areas, but unlike for LFA pay-
ments, this measure does not include the option of compensation for environmental
restrictions.



6. Obstacles to the Habitats
Directive

The Hab i t ats Dire c t i ve faces two fundamen-

tal obstacles: on the one hand, both the fi-

nancial r e s o u rces and the political commit-

ment which it r e c e ives are insufficient to

a c h i eve its objectiv e s ;and on the other hand,

several far more po werful policies are con -

tinuing to push land uses and other econo -

mic activities in an unsustainable dir e c t i o n ,

often leading dir e c t ly or indir e c t ly to the de-

gr a d ation of the very na t u re which the Di-

rective aims to conserve.

6.1 An unbalanced allocation of
financial resources

Pe r h aps the most obvious obstacle to ach i e-

ving the aims of the Hab i t ats Dire c t i ve is the fa i-

l u re of gove rnments throughout the EU to dedi-

c ate sufficient resources to env i ronmental pro t e c t i o n

and to nat u re conservation in part i c u l a r. This is

partly a result of the way in which EU budgetary

resources are allocated at the Community leve l , bu t

n ational and regional gove rnments must also take

their share of the blame for failing to take advan-

t age of the funding opportunities which exist, i n-

cluding national resources.

At the EU lev e l , C o m munity b u d g e t s

c o n t i nue to be dedicated to supporting

particular economic sector s , m a i n ly agri-

cultural production through the CAP and

the construction of infrastr u c t u re ,e s p e c i a l ly

r o a d s , through the Structural and Cohesion

F u n d s .M e a n wh i l e ,the budgets of measur e s

such as LIFE and the agr i - e nvironment pro-

gramme are far too small to ad d ress the con-

servation aims of the Habitats Directive.

The lack of clearly ava i l abl e resources fo r

N atura 2000 presents not only a practical obstacle. I t

also handicaps the credibility of the ecological net-

work as a new and visionary ap p ro a ch to

n at u re conservation in Europe and acts as a disin-

c e n t i ve to authorities to take an ambitious ap p ro a ch

to proposing areas for inclusion in Natura 2000.T h i s

factor has been illustrated re c e n t ly in some specifi c

c a s e s ,w h e re the ava i l ability of funding from LIFE has

been important in helping to convince regional aut-

h o rities to propose areas about which they we re other-

wise re l u c t a n t .H ow mu ch more advanced would the

N atura 2000 process be today if there we re real we i g h t

behind the LIFE fund, r ather than the 0.08% of the

EU budget which is curre n t ly the case?

G r aph 1 illustrates the massive contrast bet-

ween Community budgets for agricultural subsi-

dies and regional development and those with pri-

m a ri ly env i ronmental aims. For example, C A P

production-related subsidies ha ve a budget

50 times gre ater than either the agr i - e nv i-

ronment programme or the LFA compensa-

tion scheme and over 700 times gr e ater than

L I F E - N at u re . The Agenda 2000 proposals f a i l

to address this fundamental problem of r e-

s o u rce allocation at the global lev e l .
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A p p rox i m ate annu a l A p p rox i m ate annual bu d g e t
in the peri o d budget under Agenda 2000
1994-1999 (MECU) p roposals (MEUR)

Structural Funds 1 23,317 31,200

• ERDF 9,957 Unknown

• ESF 7,278 2 Unknown

• EAGGF Guidance 3,771 Unknown

• FIFG 299 Unknown

EAGGF Guarantee 3 40,437 46,181

• Production related subsidies 38,157 42,122

• Rural development 4 0 1,259

• Accompanying measures 5 2,280 2,800

• Agri-environment programme 721 6 Unknown

LFA compensatory payments 7 600 810

Cohesion Fund 2,164 6 3,000

LEADER 295 Unknown

LIFE Nature 52 8 Unknown

Table 4: Comparison

of EU budgets

1) Includes Community Initiatives (e.g. LEADER).
Under Agenda 2000 includes pre-accession funds.

2) Figure includes ERDF Objective 2.

3) EAGGF Guarantee total ava i l able budget for 1998
and ave r age annual fi g u re 2000-2006 under A g e n d a
2000 (not including pre-accession aid).

4) Outside Objective 1 regions.

5) These are the agri-environment programme,
forest afforestation and forest improvement and
early retirement (currently Regulations 2078/92,
2080/92 and 2079/92).

6) Figure is for period 1993-99.

7) Included in EAGGF Guidance 1994-99 (author’s
estimate) and in Guarantee under Agenda 2000.

8) Figure is for period 1996-1999.



As Table 4 shows,the amounts proposed after the

year 2000 for new measures which might support

the Habitats Directive, such as rural development

programmes outside Objective 1 regions,are still

t i ny compared with the budget for CAP pro d u c-

t i o n - re l ated subsidies. The important proposal to

convert the LFA compensation scheme into a po-

t e n t i a l ly useful instrument for the development of

N atura 2000 is handicapped by the financial re-

sources behind the scheme, which remain hope-

lessly limited.

There is an important question yet to be de-

cided concerning how the budget for the new Rur-

al Development Regulation should be distributed

b e t ween Member Stat e s. The Agenda 2000 text

p roposes allocations based on "objective cri t e ri a

taking into account particular situations and needs,

and effo rts to be undert a ken especially for the

e nv i ro n m e n t , j o b - c re ation and the maintenance

of landscap e " . These principles should be exten-

ded to include a consideration of the conservat i-

on needs of individual regions,based on the pro-

portion of land proposed for inclusion in Natura

2000, for example.

It is essential that objective principles of this

s o rt should be fo l l owe d , and that allocations are

not made simply on the basis of past expenditure

on rural development measures (ag ri - e nv i ro n m e n t

p ro g r a m m e s , L FA sch e m e s , a f fo re s t at i o n , e t c. ) .

M i n i s t e rs must accept the need to r e d i s t ri bu t e

funds in favour of environmental measures and

the conservation of existing na t u re va l u e s ,r at h e r

than limiting their vision to the mere defence of

the budget curr e n t ly re c e ived by their country.

This need is illustrated by the enormous im-

balances curre n t ly existing between regions in the

i m p l e m e n t ation of the ag ri - e nv i ronment and LFA

s ch e m e s. For example, N atura 2000 is expected to

h ave a part i c u l a r ly important impact in many ru r-

al regions in southern Europe where extensive fa r-

ming systems pre d o m i n at e, because of the high

incidence of biodiversity associated with these land

u s e s.Yet it is pre c i s e ly in these regions that the two

schemes have their weakest application.

For example, only some two per cent of the

fa rmland area in Spain was under ag ri - e nv i ro n-

ment ag reements in 1997, c o m p a red with ove r

50% in Austria,Sweden and Finland.This situati-

on is explained partly by an uneven allocation of

resources (the total budget for ag ri - e nv i ro n m e n t

m e a s u res in Germ a ny is nearly eight times gre a-

ter than in Spain); but in the southern Member

States,many national and regional authorities ha-

ve been simply slow to develop effective agri-en-

vironment measures.

In Italy, only ten per cent of farmers in LFAs

re c e i ved compensation payments in 1987, c o m-

pared with nearly 80% in Ireland, partly because

so many LFA holdings in Italy are small and/or part-

time and do not meet the sch e m e ’s cri t e ri a .T h e

L FA compensat o ry payments to fa rmers tend to be

much lower in the southern Member States, with

less potential to influence farm practices,because

the budgets ava i l able for such schemes are l i m i-

t e d .The budget for compensat o ry payments in G e r-

m a ny is ten times gre ater than in Spain, even though

the Spanish LFA is twice as big as the German LFA .

These distortions are explained partly by the

inconsistencies in CAP co-fi n a n c i n g :w h e reas pro-

duction subsidies are financed 100% from the EU

bu d g e t , the ag ri - e nv i ronment programme and the

LFA scheme require a proportion of co-financing

f rom the Member Stat e. E ven though the rate of

EU financing is considerably higher in designat e d

regions, such as Objective 1,than elsewhere, this

system neve rtheless encourages gove rnments in

p o o rer regions to give gre ater pri o rity to pro d u c-

tion subsidies, w h i ch are paid for by EAG G F, t h a n

to ag ri - e nv i ronment and LFA measure s ,w h i ch they

must partly finance themselves.

The Agenda 2000 proposals introduce the

possibility of awarding a higher rate of co-finan-

cing for measures of special env i ronmental meri t ,
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Graph 1:

Comparison of EU budgets



which may help in certain specific cases. Perhaps

of more general interest is the idea floated by the

E u ropean Commission of introducing nat i o n a l

c o - financing for CAP production subsidies.T h i s

p roposal has the potential to cre ate a more leve l

p l aying field between these subsidies and ag ri -

e nv i ro n m e n t ,L FA or rural development measure s.

H oweve r, it should be recognised that indivi-

dual Member States have a large share of re s p o n s i-

bility for the implementation of diffe rent CAP and

S t ructural Fund pro g r a m m e s.T h u s ,g ove rnments in

I reland and Spain have opted for ambitious pro-

grammes of fa rmland affo re s t ation under Regulat i-

on 2080/92 (the re q u i rement for national co-fi-

nancing appears not to have acted as a disincentive

in this case), whilst showing less enthusiasm for ag ri -

e nv i ronment sch e m e s.The affo re s t ation pro g r a m m e

seems to be more at t r a c t i ve to some gove rn m e n t s ,

as it re p resents a considerable injection of public mo-

n ey into certain sectors of the rural economy, p a rt i-

c u l a r ly landowners and fo re s t ry companies.

6.2 Missed opportunities in
implementing EU policy pro g r a m m e s

In spite of the bu d g e t a ry imbalances descri b e d ,

it is clear from Table 3 that nu m e rous EU policy op-

p o rtunities exist for supporting the Hab i t ats Dire c-

t i ve and that Agenda 2000 has the potential to ex-

pand these opport u n i t i e s. The widespread f a i l u re

of national and r e gional gove rnments to take

a dvantage of these measures seems to be due

to a lack of aw a reness of the opportunities and

a lack of a genuine political will to use funds

for na t u re conservation which could other-

wise be promoting construction projects,gr e a-

ter agricultural production or other forms of

" c o nventional" economic dev e l o p m e n t .

Box 6

While examples do exist of the Stru c t u r a l

Funds being used to promote conservation and su-

s t a i n able deve l o p m e n t , these have been localised

and small in scope. The missed opportunities are

far gre ater in scale. A clear case is the Cohesion

Fund,which was established soon after the Habi-

tats Directive, partly in order to help the four re-

cipient countries to comply with EU env i ro n m e n t a l

l e g i s l at i o n , but whose use in support of the Hab i-

t ats Dire c t i ve has been extre m e ly limited. O t h e r

missed opportunities include development pro-

grammes funded by ERDF and EAGGF in Objec-

t i ve 1 re g i o n s , the Fisheries Fund and the LFA sch e-

m e, w h i ch for many years has included the possibility

of targeting on fa rming systems which provide ge-

nuine conservation benefi t s , an option taken up

only by the Netherlands.

E ven measures which offer ve ry obvious op-

p o rtunities for supporting the Hab i t ats Dire c t i ve
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River and wetland engineering works, promoted by EU and national
policies, are a major cause of damage to freshwater ecosystems  and to
terrestrial habitats and species

• Flood control, drainage and road works, co-funded by the EU Structural Funds, are
causing the drainage of over 300ha of wetlands in the east part of Lake Vistonida, in
Greece. This will result in the destruction of several habitat types from Annex I of the
Habitats Directive. The works are being carried out adjacent to a proposed SCI and
partly inside another. Ironically, the LIFE fund is financing a project for the conservation
of the pygmy cormorant (Phalacro-corax pygmaeus) which feeds and roosts in the area
that will be damaged.

• In Spain, dam-building projects threaten numerous habitats and species of Community
interest. Dams such as Melonares (Seville), Breña II (Córdoba), Irueña (Salamanca) and
Andévalo (Huelva) threaten to destroy forest and scrub habitats which, apart from their
own value, are used by the Iberian lynx (Lynx pardina), a priority species on Annexes II
and IV of the Habitats Directive and thought to be the most endangered feline on the
planet.



often are not used to this end. For example, t h e

ag ri - e nv i ronment programme has been used fo r

nu m e rous often confused objectives (re f l e c t i n g

those of Regulation 2078/92), combining the sup-

p o rt of fa rm incomes and the reduction of ag ri c u l-

tural production with va rious env i ronmental aims.

As a re s u l t ,m a ny ag ri - e nv i ronment schemes have no

clear nat u re - c o n s e rvation objectives or benefi t s.

G iven the ap p a rent reluctance of Mem-

ber States to use r e s o u rces such as the Str u c-

tural and Cohesion Funds for achieving na -

t u re conservation goals, it is necessary to

make such possibilities more explicit in EU

re g u l at i o n s. R ather than limiting themselves to

vague statements on environmental protection or

s u s t a i n able deve l o p m e n t , the re g u l ations which

define the objectives of Community programmes

s u ch as the Structural Funds should spell out clearly

the environmental priorities which they support,

including the Hab i t ats Dire c t i ve.This would be an

o bvious and elementary step towards the integra-

tion of env i ronmental concerns into other policies.

6.3 Obstacles presented by other
policies

Land and resource uses inside and outside

Natura 2000 areas are guided to a greater or les-

ser extent (depending on the region) by a range

of EU policies, particularly the CAP, development

programmes funded by the Structural Funds and

the development of pan-European transport net-

works. In regions where EU regional policies ha-

ve less impact (for example, regions that are not

O b j e c t i ve 1, 2 , 5b or 6), n ational policies often

have similar influences.

In many r e gi o n s ,this set of policies pre-

sents profound obstacles to the cost-effec-

t ive implementation of the Ha b i t ats Dire c-

t ive ,by maintaining intensive systems of land

and re s o u rce exploitation and by promoting

the construction of roads, dams and other

i n f r a s t ru c t u re .M a ny of the systems and pro-

jects financed by these policies are dir e c t ly

re s p o n s i ble for the deg r a d ation of hab i t at s

and the decline of species.

Box 7
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CAP livestock subsidies encourage the overgrazing of many "pro t e c t e d "
habitats, including designated or proposed Natura 2000 sites, in
different regions of the EU

• Whernside Peak in North Yorkshire, England, has been so seriously damaged by over-
grazing that it is in danger of losing its designation as a Site of Special Scientific Interest
(reserved for the UK’s most important habitats). CAP headage payments have encour-
aged overstocking of sheep and now act as a direct obstacle to reducing numbers,
which a 2078/92 scheme is trying to achieve. This site is one of several highly valued
habitats in Britain and Ireland that are degraded by excessive grazing by subsidised
sheep.

• The steppeland of La Serena in Badajoz, Spain, is one of the most important sites in
the world for the little bustard (Tetrax tetrax). Sheep numbers have increased dramati-
cally since CAP subsidies were introduced in 1986, causing widespread overgrazing. This
problem, combined with the spread of fencing promoted by CAP farm investment aids,
has had very negative effects on steppeland birds. The little bustard population fell by
75% between 1987 and 1993. A 2078/92 scheme offers incentives to farmers to reduce
sheep numbers but these have had no effect – farmers find it more profitable to keep
their CAP headage payments.

• The mountains of Lefka Ori in western Crete, including a site proposed for Natura
2000 by the Greek government, resemble a lunar landscape due to overgrazing by
sheep and goats supported by CAP headage payments. Overgrazing has been even
more severe during recent years, causing damage to the regeneration of many plant
species, some of which are endemic and are recorded as rare or endangered.



The effects of the CAP in promoting the intensi-

fi c ation of many fa rming systems across the EU

a re widely documented. L i ve s t o ck headage pay m e n t s

h ave promoted an increase in stocking densities in

many regions,often with adverse effects on habi-

t at and species conservation (see Box 7). P ri c e -

s u p p o rt and area payments for crops ranging fro m

c e reals and sugarbeet to olives and tobacco have

p romoted the development of highly intensive pro-

duction systems which have caused massive env i-

ronmental damage in the fo rm of hab i t at destru c-

tion and deteri o r at i o n ,p o l l u t i o n , soil ero s i o n ,e t c.

Since 1992, a pro p o rtion of price support has

been conve rted into direct payments per hectare

or per head of live s t o ck . Whilst reducing the in-

c e n t i ve for intensifi c ation in some sectors, the sy-

stem of direct payments related to real or historic

p roduction levels neve rtheless acts as a major obstacle

to any attempts to reduce the intensity of pro d u c-

tion or to take land out of cultivation where this

is causing serious env i ronmental damag e.

These subsidies thus raise the public costs of

conser vation enormously and render man y

a gri - e nvironment measures ineffectiv e .O n e

of many examples av a i l able from around the

EU is shown in Box 8 .

E AGGF investment aids (Objectives 1, 5a and

5b) have added to the incentive to intensify and

to rationalise production systems, often with ve ry

n e g at i ve env i ronmental consequences. S u ch aids

c o n t i nue to finance pri vate and public irri g at i o n

p ro j e c t s , wetland drainag e, s c rub clearance, p a-

s t u re improvement and land consolidat i o n ,a m o n-

gst other actions which tend to lead to a re d u c t i o n

in natural va l u e s.Whilst schemes of this type, a n d

their env i ronmental impact, h ave been re d u c e d

c o n s i d e r ably in some re g i o n s ,t h ey continue una-

b ated in others (for example, land consolidat i o n

in Galicia,Spain).Measures such as "land impro-

vement" are still included in A rticle 31 of the Rur-

al Development Regulation proposed under 

Agenda 2000.

Box 8

Ironically, while the CAP and regional deve-

lopment policies continue to promote and main-

tain intensive models of resource use which deg-

rade nat u re, some extre m e ly marginal areas are

t h re atened with rural abandonment which wo u l d

lead to the loss of important semi-natural hab i t at s ,

such as grasslands.The attention received by such

a reas is insufficient and measures such as the ag ri -

e nv i ronment programmes are too limited. O f t e n

these measures are ove r s h a d owed by the 

a f fo re s t ation scheme (Regulation 2080/92) which

is economically more at t r a c t i ve to fa rmers in many

of the marginal situations where maintaining ex-

t e n s i ve fa rming would be the pre fe rred env i ro n-

mental option. U n fo rt u n at e ly, the targeting me-

chanisms of EU policies are generally too cru d e

and do not take account of nat u re conservat i o n

p ri o ri t i e s. C o n s e q u e n t ly, the affor e s t ation sche-

me has caused the destruction of ha b i t ats of

C o m munity importance in Ireland and Spain,

where its impact has been considerable.
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CAP crop subsidies conflict with cost-effective conservation

Tablas de Daimiel National Park in Spain was one of the most important wetlands in the
Iberian Peninsula. It is now severely degraded due to the destructive effects of irrigated
agriculture in the surrounding area. Irrigated crops such as maize and sugarbeet, both
enjoying enormous CAP subsidies, have dominated the area in recent years, making mas-
sive demands on the aquifer upon which the wetlands depend. CAP farm investment aids
have helped to promote more irrigation since Spain joined the EC in 1986. During the
drought years of the 1990s, the wetlands almost disappeared.

A 2078/92 scheme has been established with the aim of reducing the extraction of water
and restoring the natural water table. The scheme offers a potential 35,000 ECU to each
of the 2,500 farmers who are expected to join the scheme. In order to receive the first
level of 2078/92 payment, farmers only have to meet the legal limit for extraction set by
the water authorities, thus contravening the Polluter Pays Principle. The very high level of
CAP support for irrigated crops is in direct conflict with the 2078/92 scheme.



A remodelling of these powerful secto-

rial policies is essential in order to r e m ove

constraints to na t u re conservation and in or-

der to achieve models of development that

a re genu i n e ly sustainab l e . At the same time,

the mechanisms for limiting the damag i n g

effects of the policies described a b ove are of-

ten inadequa t e . In part i c u l a r, t h e re are defi c i e n-

cies in areas such as the env i ronmental eva l u at i o n

of pro j e c t s , p rogrammes and policies and in the

development of integrated territorial planning.At

the grass-roots level,advisory services to farmers

and other land managers are a potentially va l u abl e

tool for ach i eving conservation objective s , but the-

se services are quite inadequate in some regions.

Until these wider deficiencies are addre s s e d , it will

be impossible to ach i eve the integration of env i-

ronmental concerns into other policy areas.

7. Conclusions

Of all EU policies, s u rveys have shown that

those which concern the env i ronment are among

the most popular with European citizens. It is iro-

n i c, t h e n ,t h at national gove rnments re p e at e d ly fa i l

to fulfil their legal commitments under EU envi-

ronmental legislat i o n . The fa i l u re of all gove rn-

ments to meet the deadlines ag reed in 1992 fo r

the establishment of the Natura 2000 ecological

n e t work is only the latest in a long and depre s s i n g

line of cases. It seems that most voters are not awa-

re, as ye t , of their political leaders’ c o m p l a c e n c y

regarding environmental commitments.

The Hab i t ats Dire c t i ve was adopted in 1992,

s h o rt ly befo re the introduction of a range of Com-

munity policies with considerable potential fo r

supporting its aims, including the CAP agri-envi-

ronment programme (1993-99), the Cohesion

Fund (1993-99) and the 1994-99 programmes of

the Structural Funds. Other measures,such as the

s u p p o rt scheme for fa rmers in Less Favo u red A re a s ,

h ave included the possibility of promoting con-

servation aims for many years.

Although there are clear limitations to this

existing policy pack ag e, this re p o rt shows that

Member States could have taken advantage of nu-

m e rous opportunities for supporting the deve-

lopment of an effective Natura 2000 network ac-

cording to the timetable re q u i red in the Dire c t i ve.

Some cases of positive action do exist, but the past

six years have been more notable for their delays

and missed opport u n i t i e s. The unwillingness of

d e c i s i o n - m a kers at all political levels to devote suf-

ficient resources to the Hab i t ats Dire c t i ve is a ma-

jor reason for the continuing delays in its imple-

mentation.

While gove rnments drag their heels over the

establishment and protection of the Natura 2000

network,our natural heritage continues to suffer

a process of erosion at the hands of other EU and

n ational policies, p a rt i c u l a r ly ag ri c u l t u re and in-

frastructure policies.The apparent inability of EU

g ove rnments and institutions to correct the con-

flict between the conservation of biodiversity and

policies which support certain economic sectors

is unacceptabl e, g i ven the incre a s i n g ly clear com-

mitments to sustainable development and to inte-

g r ating env i ronmental concerns into all policy

a re a s , as now enshrined in the EU Tre at i e s.The cre-

dibility of the EU itself will be called increasingly

into doubt as the public becomes awa re of the gulf

between the rhetoric and the reality.

8. Recommendations

The Habitats Directive, and the Natura 2000

network which it aims to establish,should not be

seen as a drain on resources but rather as an op-

portunity to put into practice genuinely sustaina-

ble deve l o p m e n t , in which the conservation of bi-

o d i versity is an integral part of socio-economic

p ro g re s s.This aim should be pursued through po-

licy integration and by a more balanced allocat i-

on of financial resources.

We are curre n t ly half way through the esta-

blishment period for Natura 2000 and at a cri t i-

cal moment for the success or fa i l u re of the Hab i-

tats Directive.The disappointments of the first six

years can be made up for if there is a re n ewed com-

mitment and gre ater effo rt in the immediate fu-

t u re.A powerful boost is needed to bre athe life in-

to Natura 2000, in the fo rm of sufficient and clearly

d e d i c ated re s o u r c e s.All parties concerned (gove r-

n m e n t s , bu s i n e s s e s , local people, e t c.) would be

m o re positive about the ecological network if they

could see that the money and mechanisms we re

available for the conservation and sustainable de-

velopment of the designated areas.

D u ring the coming months, t h e re are op-

p o rtunities to provide this boost, as national and

regional authorities draw up their EU policy pro-
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grammes for first years of the new millennium,

under the umbrella of the Agenda 2000 pro p o s a l s

and subsequent agreements. It is up to these aut-

h o ri t i e s , in partnership with citizens and with the

E u ropean Commission, to take account of the Ha-

b i t ats and Birds Dire c t i ves in the design and im-

p l e m e n t ation of eve ry element of the new pro-

grammes and to take full adva n t age of the

o p p o rtunities highlighted in this paper in order

s p e c i fi c a l ly to promote the aims of these Dire c-

t i ve s. Existing policies which re q u i re particular at-

tention include:

• The agr i - e nvironment programme (cur-

rently Regulation 2078/92).

• S t ructural Fund and Cohesion Fund pro-

grammes.

• C o m munity initia t ive s , such as LEADER

and INTERREG.

In addition, the Agenda 2000 proposals in-

clude several new opportunities for supporting the

aims of the Habitats Directive, notably:

• I n c reased possibilities for financing na t u-

re conservation initia t ives from the Euro-

pean Regional Development Fund in the

new Objective 1 and 2 regions.

• Rural development programmes throug-

hout the EU territory which include the

option to suport na t u re conservation in all

rural sectors (Article 31 of the proposed

Rural Development Regulation).

• An env i r o n m e n t a l ly strengthened scheme

for supporting f a rming in Less Fav o u re d

A reas (Articles 13-19 of the proposed Rur-

al Development Regulation).

• M e a s u res for supporting forest manage-

ment with specifically ecological aims (Ar-

ticles 27-30 of the proposed Rural Deve-

lopment Regulation).

• The option to a p p ly environmental con-

ditions ("cross-compliance") to all CAP

subsidies (Article 3 of the proposed C o m-

mon Rules Regula t i o n ) , which could i n-

clude the requirement for farmers not to

cause harm to the ha b i t ats and species pro-

tected by the Habitats Directive.

Member States must make sure that these op-

p o rtunities are not lost during the Agenda 2000

n e g o t i at i o n s. Once ap p rove d , t h ey should make
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use of these opportunities at the national and re-

gional leve l s : the Rural Development Regulat i o n

and the cross-compliance proposal provide in-

s t ruments for a new ap p ro a ch to supporting fa r-

m i n g, fo re s t ry and rural development thro u g h o u t

the EU terri t o ry. N at u re conservation objective s

should fo rm an integral part of this new ap p ro a ch .

Ministers should not ap p rove innovat i ve policies

under Agenda 2000 just to continue with bu s i n-

ess as usual back home.

T h e re is also considerable scope for impro-

ving the content of the Agenda 2000 pro p o s a l s ,a s

detailed in other WWF reports, referenced below.

In part i c u l a r, the opportunities for Natura 2000

summarised above should be made more explicit

and provided with gre ater financial back i n g.A spe-

cial priority should be for the Agenda 2000 pro-

cess to transmit the positive signals of support that

N atura 2000 curre n t ly lacks and urg e n t ly re q u i re s.

This should be provided in two ways:

• Supporting the aims of EU en v i r o n m e n t a l

and nat u re conservation policies, i n c l u-

ding the Ha b i t ats and Birds Dir e c t ive s ,

should be made an explicit objective of all

S t ru c t u r a l , Cohesion and rural dev e l o p-

ment policies, and specific opportunities

should be highlighted in the r e l evant re-

gulations.

• EU budgets should be r e a l l o c ated in ord e r

to provide more finance for measures w h i c h

have potential for directly supporting the

aims of the Habitats and Birds Directi ves,

and which curr e n t ly are hopelessly un-

d e rre s o u rc e d .In particular, CAP production

subsidies and compensation pa y m e n t s

should be reduced progr e s s ive ly in ord e r

to allow the expansion of funds for LIFE,

the agr i e nvironment prog r a m m e , the Less

F avo u red A reas scheme and measures for

sustainable rural development.

Other recent WWF papers on EU Structural

and Cohesion Policies and on the Agenda 2000

reform proposals include:

Structural Funds 1998:WWF’s proposals for

amending the draft general regulation on the

Structural Funds.WWF European Policy Office,

1998.

Agenda 2000 legislative proposals: WWF’s

general reaction to the proposed reforms for the

Common Agricultural Policy. WWF European

Policy Office, 1998.

12 steps towards a sustainable European Union

Cohesion Policy: WWF’s proposals for the

Reform of the Structural Fund Regulations

2000-2006.WWF European Policy Office and

WWF-Deutschland, 1998.

European Funding for Fisheries Development: an

enviromental appraisal. IEEP London and WWF

European Policy Office, 1998.

A new European Community Policy – Sustain-

able Regional Development.WWF European

Policy Office and WWF-Deutschland, 1997.

Tools for economic and social cohesion in the

European Union: An environmental mid-term

review.WWF European Policy Office, 1997.

These reports are available from:

WWF European Policy Office

36 Avenue de Tervuren - B12

B-1040 Brussels

Tel.: +32 / 2 / 743 88 00

Fax: +32 / 2 / 743 88 19

E-Mail: wwf-epo@wwfnet.org

Text by Guy Beaufoy

Natura 2000:
opportunities and obstacles

22



Adresses

WWF Belgium
Jean-Pierre d'Huart 

Luc Dries

Chaussee de Waterloo 608

B-1053 Brussels

Tel: 0032/2/340 09 99

Fax: 0032/2/340 09 33

E-Mail: JPDHuart@wwf.be

E-Mail: luc.dries@wwf.be

WWF CH Geneva 
Walter Vetterli

14 Chemin de Poussy

CH-1214 Venier-Geneve

Tel: 0041/22/939 39 90 81

Fax: 0041/22/341 2784

E-Mail: Walter.Vetterli@wwf.ch

WWF CH Zürich
Heinz Stalder • Andrea Ries

Hohlstr. 110 • Postfach

CH-8010 Zürich

Tel: 0041/1/297 2236

Fax: 0041/1/297 2100

E-Mail: heinz.stalder@wwf.ch

Andrea.Ries@wwf-ch

wwf-switzerland.inet.ch

WWF Denmark
Per Torsten Sorensen

Ryesgade 3F

DK-2200 Copenhagen

Tel: 0045/35/36 36 35

Fax: 0043/1/35 39 20 62

E-Mail: PTSorensen@wwf.dk

WWF Finland
Jari Luukkonen

Lintulahdenkatu 10

FI-00500 Helsinki 50

Tel: 00358/9/ 774 010 0

Fax: 00358/9/ 774 021 39

E-Mail: jari.luukkonen@wwf.fi

WWF France
Christine Sourd

188, rue de la Roquette 

F-75011 Paris

Tel 0033 /1/ 55 25 84 84

Fax: 0033 /1/ 55 25 84 74

E-Mail: CSourd@wwf.fr

WWF Germany
Hilmar Freiherr v. Münchhausen

Hedderichstrasse 110

D-60591 Frankfurt am Main

Tel: 0049/69/60 500 347

Fax: 0049/69/61 72 21

E-Mail: muenchhausen@wwf.de

from April 1st 1999:

Rebstöcker Straße 55

D-60326 Frankfurt am Main

Tel: 0049/69/7 91 44-0

WWF Greece
Panagiota Maragou

26 Filellinon Street

GR-105 58 Athens

Tel: 0030/1/331 4893

Fax: 0030/1/324 7578

E-Mail: p.maragou@wwf.gr

WWF Hungary
Viktoria Siposs

Hanji Schmidt

Nemetvolgyi ut 78/b

HU-1124 Budapest

Tel: 0036/1/214 5554

Fax: 0036/1/214 9353

E-Mail:VSiposs@wwf.zpok.hu

E-Mail: HSchmidt@wwf.zpok.hu

WWF Italy
Paolo Lombardi

Manuela Osmi

Via Garigliano 57

I-00198 Rome

Tel: 0039/6/844 971

Fax: 0039/6/53 00 612

E-Mail: mosmi@wwfnet.org

WWF-Netherlands
Leen de Jong

Postbus 7

NL-3700 AA Zeist

Tel: 0031 3069 37 333

Fax: 0031 3069 12 064

E-Mail: LdeJong@wwfnet.org

WWF Austria
Simone Lughofer • Bernhard Drumel

Ottakringerstr. 114-116 • Postfach 1

A-1162 Vienna

Tel: 0043/1/488 17 0

Fax: 0043/1/488 17 277

E-Mail: simone.lughofer@wwf.at

E-Mail: Bernhard.Drumel@wwf.at



Adresses

WWF-Spain
Guy Beaufoy

Santa Engracia 6-2 Izd.

E-28010 Madrid

Tel: 0034/91/308 23 09

Fax: 0034/91/308 32 93

E-Mail: info@wwf.es

WWF-Sweden
Lisbritt Ingelog • Ola Jennersten

Ulriksdals Slott

S-1170 81 Solna

Tel: 0046/8/624 74 33

Fax: 0046/8/85 13 29

E-Mail: lisbritt.ingelog@wwf.se

E-Mail: ola.jennersten@wwf.se

WWF-UK 
Gail Murray • Carol Hatton

Panda House • Weyside Park

UK-GU7 1XR Godalming

Tel: 0044/1483/426 444

Fax: 0044/1483/426 409

E-Mail: GMurray@wwfnet.org

E-Mail: CHatton@wwfnet.org


	Front Cover
	Contact Details
	1. The Habitats Directive: a commitment to conserve nature
	2. The nature of Natura 2000
	Table 1
	Box 1

	3. The needs of Natura 2000
	3.1 Protection and conservation of the network
	Box 2

	3.2 Beyond conservation and towards sustainable development
	Box 3
	Table 2
	Box 4


	4. Policy opportunities for supporting the Habitats Directive
	Table 3

	5. The opportunities presented by Agenda 2000
	5.1 Overall aims of the Structural Funds
	5.2 New Opportunities under specific Funds and instruments
	5.3 Rural Development and the Common Agricultural Policy
	Box 5


	6. Obstacles to the Habitats Directive
	6.1 An unbalanced allocation of financial resources
	Table 4
	Graph 1: Comparison of EU budgets
	Box 6

	6.2 Missed opportunities in implementing EU policy programmes
	6.3 Obstacles presented by other policies
	Box 7
	Box 8


	7. Conclusions
	8. Recommendations
	Graph 2: Agri-Environment expenditure from EAGGF (1997)/per ha agricultural land

	Other recent WWF papers
	Addresses

