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1. Introduction

1.1. Characteristics of the Natura 2000
network

Natura 2000 is an
EU wide network
of nature protec-
tion areas establi-
shed under the
1992 Habitats Di-
rective1. As stated
in the European
Commission strategy to protect Europe's most
important wildlife areas, the aim of the net-
work is to assure the long-term survival of Eu-
rope's most valuable and threatened species
and habitats. It comprises Special Areas of
Conservation (SAC) designated by Member
States under the Habitats Directive, and Special
Protection Areas (SPA) designated under the
1979 Birds Directive2. The establishment of
protected areas also fulfils a Community obli-
gation under the UN Convention on Biological
Diversity3.
The selection of Natura 2000 sites is based ex-
clusively on scientific criteria, such as the size
and density of populations of target species
and the ecological quality and area of target
habitat types present on the site. The Directive
does not lay down rules regarding the consul-
tation process to be followed in selecting the
sites. This is for Member States to determine.
The directives do not say how much land and
marine areas are to be included in Natura 2000
network. This will depend on the biological
richness of the different regions. If, for
example, a Member State is particularly rich in
specific species and habitats, it is expected to
designate sites in proportion to this wealth of

biodiversity.
Although the establishment of Natura 2000 is
not yet complete, an area equivalent to more
than 15% of EU territory has now been propo-
sed for conservation under the network (Annex
1). 
Natura 2000 is not a system of strict nature re-
serves where all human activities are excluded.
Human activities can continue on Natura 2000
sites, provided the future management is com-
patible with the objectives of biodiversity pro-
tection.
New activities or developments within Natura
2000 sites are not prohibited a priori, but are to
be judged on a case by case basis. Procedure
is defined in the Habitats Directive for assess-
ment and subsequent decisions relating to de-
velopment proposals that are likely to have an
impact on designated sites.
Member States must ensure full compliance
with the legal requirements of Natura 2000, re-
gardless of whether they are in receipt of struc-
tural funds. However, it is particularly
important to ensure compliance in situations
that involve Community funded programmes.
In the light of this concern the Commission has
already informed Member States that failure to
present lists of Natura 2000 sites could result
in the suspension of payments under certain
structural funds programmes. The threat of sus-
pension of payments from such programmes
was a precautionary measure to ensure that
Community funded programmes would not
contribute to irreparable damage to sites before
they have been officially proposed for protec-
tion under Natura 2000 policy.

The Sixth Community Environment Action Pro-
gramme specifies an objective to "protect and
where necessary restore the structure and fun-
ding of Natura systems and halt the loss of bio-

1 Directive 92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992 on habitats
2 Directive 79/409/EEC of 2 April 1979 on the conservation of wild birds
3 Cartagena Protocol on Biodiversity, 1992 /Montreal 01/29/2000
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diversity, both in the European Union (EU) and
on a global scale by 2010”4. The Commission es-
timates the annual costs of managing the Natura
2000 network at €6,1 billion per year, disregar-
ding marine protected areas.
The EU budget finances Natura 2000 from LIFE-
Nature funding and from the structural and rural
development funds. Current EU policy measures,
particularly those covered by rural development
policies such as the agri-environment schemes,
as well as the dedicated LIFE Nature fund, are
already providing financial support to the esta-
blishment of Natura 2000. 
LIFE is a financial instrument with the object of
contributing to the implementation, updating
and development of Community environment
policy and legislation. To this end, LIFE basically
funds projects in two thematic areas: Environ-
ment and Nature.
LIFE-Nature includes actions on:
- conservation of natural habitats and of wild
fauna and flora of EU interest;
- conservation of wild birds;
- setting up the Natura 2000 European network.
LIFE is a programme centrally managed by the
Commission. Project proposals are received via
Member States following a call for proposals and
are evaluated by the Commission with the sup-
port of external expert teams. A number of Tech-

nical Assistance Offices are in charge of monito-
ring the implementation of projects throughout
the Community. Discussions concerning future
financing of Natura 2000 are ongoing.
In some Member States rural development and
regional development programmes have often
worked against EU nature conservation priorities.
The Commission, in its Communication on the
financial perspectives for 2007-2013 (COM
(2004) 0487), states that "the Commission will re-
quire Member States to show how they have
taken the financing needs of the environment,
including relevant aspects of Natura 2000, into
account in developing their national pro-
grammes under the structural funds…". 
The Member States are responsible for the mana-
gement of Natura 2000 sites. The Commission
works with Member States and key stakeholder
groups on implementation issues. This is done
through the Habitats and Ornis committees,
which have a statutory role in the implementa-
tion of the nature directives.

4 Decision  No 1600/2002/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council laying down the Sixth Community Environment Action Programme (OJ L 242,
10.9.2002)



7I Natura 2000 Network I

NUMBER OF 
NATURA 

2000*

NATURA 2000
SITES IN HA

NATURA
PERCENTAGE
OF NATIONAL
TERRITORY

RESPONSABLE
AUTHORITY /
AUTORITIES

IMPLEMENTATION

FRANCE

1 674 sites :
1 335 SCI5

369 SPA

9,365 million ha 8,5 % Ministries 
of Environment 
and  Agriculture

In the “Code de 
l’environnement”
et “Code rural”

FINLAND

2 282 sites :
1 715 SCI
467 SPA

4,9 million ha 
(3,6 million ha 
land area)

14,5 % Ministry of
Environnement

In 1997 by the
Nature Conservation Act,
supplemented in 2004

CZECH 
REPUBLIC

902 sites6 :
864 SCI
38 SPA

1,046 million ha 13,3 % Ministry of
Environnement,
Agency for Nature
Conservation and
Landscape
Protection

Act n° 114/1992 
Coll., on Conservation
and Landscape
Protection

AUSTRIA

215 sites:
166 SCI
96 SPA

1,23 million ha 14,7 % Autorities of
the Provinces

Nature conservation laws
and various further laws
(e.g. hunting, fishery, spatial
planning) of the provinces
plus special ordinances
for the sites

HUNGARY

522 sites:
467 SCI
55 SPA

2 million ha 21 % Ministry of
Environment and
Water, Ministry of
Agriculture and
Rural Dévelopment

Nature Protection Act,
Government and
Ministerial decrees

UNITED
KINGDOM

871 sites:
613 SCI
258 SPA

4,1 million ha
(3 million ha 
land area)

12,4 % Department of
Environment, Food
and Rural Affairs

In 1994 through the Conservation
(Natural Habitats, &C.) Regulations
1994 (as amended), for Great 
Britain8. In 1995 through 
theConservation (Natural Habitats, &C.)
Regulations (Northern Ireland), 
and in Gibraltar by the Nature
ProtectionOrdinance (Amendment) 
Regulations 1995. 
The Offshore Marine Conservation
(Natural Habitats, &C.) 
Regulations 2007

ESTONIA

pSCI7 509
66 SPA 
(partly
overlapping)

Total area
1, 423 mil ha
(including marine
areas, 49% of 
it is land area)

16 % of land area Ministry of
Environment

Nature Conservation Act from 2004, 
before that Act for protected
natural objects from 1994

5 SCI - Sites of Community importance which correspond to the SAC adopted as such by the European Commission.

6 The process of setting Natura 2000 is still in progress and about 270 new SCIs and a new SPA has been proposed (April 2008)

7 pSCI- Proposal of Sites of Community importance

8 England, Scotland and Wales

*Source: EU Commission
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1.2. The parallel audit

At the EUROSAI WGEA Seminar, September
2005 in Vienna, Austria, an exchange of views
between participants resulted in a project to
audit the "Natura 2000 network". EUROSAI
members confirmed their interest in participa-
ting in a parallel performance audit on this
topic, which the French Court of Audit (FCA)
and the European Court of Auditors (ECA) had
already audited.
At the 4th EUROSAI WGEA seminar in Luxem-
bourg, November 2006, ECA, FCA, and some
other SAIs agreed to conduct a common audit.
In February 2007, a letter was e-mailed by EU-
ROSAI Secretary (as coordinator of WGEA) to
the SAIs of EU Member States which are also
members of EUROSAI WGEA, in order to obtain
a broad participation in the audit.
The letter is presented in Annex 2.
SAIs of Austria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Fin-
land, France, Hungary, and United Kingdom
participated in the audit, coordinated by the
French Cour des Comptes.

2. Assessment framework

The scope of the audit on implementation of the
European Natura 2000 network was to examine
whether and how the provisions of the Euro-
pean Directives, and especially Article 6 of the
Habitats Directive, were observed in an effective
and efficient way. 
Article 6 of the Habitats Directive is based on
four points :

1- necessary conservation measures (e.g.
management plan);

2- avoidance of deterioration and distur-
bance of species;

3- assessment of any plan or project that

might have a significant impact;
4- compensatory measures if a project

has overriding public interest.

The audit examined three key elements, namely
compliance, governance and funding. Each is
discussed below.

2.1. Compliance

The audit questions were :

� What were the main problems met in trans-
posing and complying with the Natura 2000 Di-
rectives ?
� How did Member States react to infractions?
Where were the origins of the problems ? 
� Were there delays in implementing the natio-
nal network; and if so what were the reasons
for those delays, and any consequences ?

2.2. Governance

The audit questions were :

� Had Member States set up the required struc-
tures and organisation for adequate and efficient
governance of Natura 2000 in their countries ?
� Did the "feedback administrative process"
between central authorities and local govern-
ments work in an efficient way ?
� Had anyone noticed conflicts of interest? Bet-
ween which entities ?

2.3. Funding, cost efficiency and ef-
fects of the Natura network

The audit questions were :

� How were European and national funds ma-
naged ?
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� Had Member States established
the necessary audit criteria and indi-
cators to evaluate whether the pu-
blic funds invested in Natura 2000
were contributing effectively to
meeting the objectives set in the Di-
rectives ?
� How cost-effective was the Na-
tura 2000 management process ?
� What effects has Natura 2000 po-
licy had ?

3. Audit finding
3.1. Compliance

3.1.1. Main problems met in
transposing and complying
with the Natura 2000 Direc-
tives

In France, the Birds Directive and the Habitats
Directive have been transposed in the relevant
legal framework,"Code de l’Environnement" and
"Code rural". A large number of implemention
measures have been published in official circu-
lars. Some additional measures have be taken to
supplement the Natura 2000 policy, for example,
specific provisions concerning designation of
Natura 2000 sites within Natural Parks, Natural
Reserves and classified landscapes.
The French authorities faced many difficulties in
transposing the Birds and Habitats Directives,
and in particular, in convincing NGOs and asso-
ciations.
The Government underestimated the reluctance,
of French interest groups (for example those re-
presenting hunting and fishing interests) and
their determination to fight the project.
French Nature Protection NGOs mainly accused

the French Government of jeo-
pardising the status of biodiver-
sity or the preservation of
species at certain sites while im-
plementing the Natura 2000 net-
work. For other interest groups,
site proposals did not consider
the specificities of the sites desi-
gnated, as regards local environ-
mental, hunting or agricultural
specificities. 
The French authorities therefore
had to postpone decisions on
designations declared to EU
Commission.

In Finland, the Natura 2000
process has been ongoing since
Finland's accession to the EU
(1995). The Directives were im-
plemented by a renewed Nature
Conservation Act in 1997.  Chap-

ter 10 of the renewed law deals with Natura
2000 policy; some other laws, in addition to the
Nature Conservation Act, complete the legal
structure.
The main problem in implementing the Direc-
tives was that the legal measures concerning the
non destruction and non deterioration of sites
(Article 6/2) were not integrated into the Nature
Conservation Act before 2004.
There is no special decision establishing a pro-
cedure to designate the sites as specific areas of
conservation. The Finnish authorities are pre-
sently considering whether the procedure
should be incorporated into the Nature Conser-
vation Act.
The results of the Finnish audit revealed certain
difficulties among Finnish authorities in unders-
tanding the aim and scope of the European law.
A considerable hurry in the preparation of the
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network didn't make the situation any better.
The audit also mentioned unwillingness on the
part of the EU Commission to communicate
with this Member State about the interpretation
of the Directives.

In the Czech Republic, the "European
amendment" to Act No 114/1992 (nature conser-
vation and landscape protection act) came into
force three days prior to the Czech Republic's
accession to the EU. In practice, however, seve-
ral provisions of this amendment came into ef-
fect only after delimitation of the territories to
which they are applicable, i.e. between October
2004 and January 2005 (SPAs) and in April 2005
(SCIs).
Further regulations whereby the Czech Republic
transposed the two Directives came into effect
only after the Czech Republic's accession to the
EU (e.g. 38 Government regulations delimiting
bird areas and Decree No 175/2006 Coll., amen-
ding Decree No 395/1992 Coll., implementing
certain provisions of Act No 114/1992 Coll., on
nature conservation and landscape protection).

In Austria, which is a federal state with nine
different provinces, legislation and implementa-
tion of nature conservation laws, including the
establishment of the Natura 2000 network, are
the exclusive responsibility of the provinces. To
a limited extent, the Federal Ministry for Agri-
culture, Forestry, Environment and Water Mana-
gement coordinates activities, especially with
regard to contacts with the EU. Implementation
of the two EU Directives in Austria affects many
of the individual provinces' laws, which have to
be separately adapted within each province. The
most important are the laws concerning nature
conservation, hunting, fisheries, national parks
and spatial planning. Due to major differences
between these laws, implementation requires
not only formal but also substantive adaptation
in each case.
The nominated sites are defined by special or-
dinance. Once nominated to the EU, these sites
– together with their habitats and species –
enjoy increased protection under the nature
conservation laws, even before the respective
ordinances have been issued. The implementa-
tion of Article 6 of the Habitats Directive is des-
cribed below :

- article 6 (1), preservation measures
and management plans: at the time of the audit,
no province had available management plans
that meet the requirements included in the audit
of the Austrian SAI for all Natura 2000 areas. But
further management plans are being prepared
and for most of the areas at least studies exist,
and preservation measures can be taken on that
basis;

- article 6 (2), prohibition on deteriora-
tion: with one exception, all nature protection
laws stipulate a prohibition on deterioration and
regulations for its enforcement and surveillance;

- article 6, (3 et 4), assessment of com-
patibility: assessment of compatibility for pro-

Examples :
- Forest management plans and fo-

rest management schemes are not subject
to review of their potential impact or
consequences for the areas included in the
Natura 2000 network. This is not in accor-
dance with Articles 6(3) and 13 of the Ha-
bitats Directive;

- Section 90(2) and (12) of Act No
114/1992 Coll. contains exemptions that
are not permitted by the Habitats Directive
(at variance with Article 13 of the Habitats
Directive). 
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jects which could have a negative impact on no-
minated sites was regulated by all nature pro-
tection laws. In some provinces the proceedings
were applied by the provincial administration,
in some provinces by the local authorities. En-
vironment ombudsmen were party to the pro-
ceedings and exercised their rights. In general
all public authorities were obliged to assess
compatibility no matter what the proceedings
concerned (road building, mining, events, busi-
ness or industry). In case of doubt expert opi-
nion was required and a decision had to be
obtained from the nature protection authority.

In the United Kingdom, the Habitats Direc-
tive has been implemented in Great Britain9

through the Conservation (Na-
tural Habitats, &c.) regulations
in 1994 which came into force
on 30 October 1994, in Nor-
thern Ireland through the
Conservation Natural Habitats,
&c./ Regulations (Northern Ire-
land) 1995 which came into
force on 13 November 1995,
and were incorporated into the
laws of Gibraltar on 25 August 1995 by the Na-
ture Protection Ordinance (Amendment) Regu-
lations 1995.
In August 2007, the Offshore Marine Conserva-
tion (Natural Habitats &c)/ Regulations 2007
came into force in 2007. These regulations ex-
tended conservation protection measures to off-
shore marine habitats. 
In the United Kingdom there were delays in the
implementation of the Habitats Directives.  This
was due to difficulties in understanding exactly
what the Directives required and how these in-
tentions could be achieved.  The United King-
dom did not think that the Directives adequately
explained what was required and the scientific

classification used was different to that in use in
the UK.

In Estonia, the majority of the provisions of
the Birds and Habitats Directive, necessary for
establishing Natura 2000 have been transposed
into Estonian legislation. The implementation of
the Birds and Habitats Directive has been adjus-
ted to the national nature conservation system.
There are no standalone legal or institutional
structures for Nature 2000 network in Estonia.
The positive aspect of the transposition measure
chosen in Estonia is the avoidance of parallel
structures, whereas the negative side lies in the
fact that the Estonian law does not reflect with
the adequate accuracy the characteristics of the

Natura areas. 
The Estonian Nature
Conservation Act provides
that nature conservation
shall be based on the prin-
ciples of balanced and sus-
tainable development.
Therefore in each individual
case alternative solutions
shall be weighed in order to

find which, from the position of nature conser-
vation, is more favourable
Unfortunately, this rule does not apply to all

Natura 2000 areas, where other elements of sus-
tainable development, such as the economy and
social sphere, are secondary concerns. Also, the
Forest Act holds that the aim of it is to ensure
the protection of forest as an ecosystem and its
sustainable management. In the context of the
Forest Act the forest management is sustainable,
if it ensures biodiversity, forest productivity, re-
forestation and viability and multiple uses of fo-
rest satisfying the ecological, economic, cultural
and social needs. Again it has to be noted, that
in Natura 2000 areas the ecological values enjoy

9 England, Scotland and Wales.
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clear dominance over other elements of sustai-
nable development.

- Article 6 (1) of the Habitats Directive
has been transposed adequately within the Na-
ture Conservation Act. The drafting and enforce-
ment of management plans in Estonia is
obligatory, but there are no deadlines foreseen
for drafting them. The majority of the manage-
ment plans for Estonia’s protected and special
conservation areas are still incomplete.

- Article 6 (2) has generally been trans-
posed well. The problem stems from the contra-
dictions between the Nature Conservation Act
and the Forest Act, particularly in the field of li-
mited management zone10. Additionally, the dis-
cretionary powers invested in the governor of
the special protected area are too wide and uns-
pecified.

- Article 6 (3) has not been transposed
completely. In Estonia the Natura assessment is
integrated in the environmental permit proce-
dure. Thus, in the case of activities on a Natura
2000 site or nearby, which do not need a permit,
no assessment is obligatory. This situation
conflicts with the Habitats Directive.

- Article 6 (4) has been transposed with
the Nature Conservation Act and with the Envi-
ronmental Impact Assessment and Environmen-
tal Management System Act. Transposition is

partial, because there is one requirement mis-
sing in the Nature Conservation Act –justifying
that the overriding public interest has to be im-
perative as provided in the directive.

Majority of the management plans for Estonian
protected and special conservation areas are still
missing, however, concerning national parks
and nature conservation areas, which are now
Natura 2000 areas, the requirements existed al-
ready before EU accession.
A problematic aspect is the limited power of the
Environmental Inspectorate to suspend an acti-
vity, which could potentially damage a site. The
European Court holds that the member states
have no right to tolerate the activities or inacti-
vity, which endangers the goals of the Directive.
In Estonia there are weaknesses in the supervi-
sion of Natura areas and with the powers of the
inspector. 
According to the Environmental Supervision Act,
the Environmental Inspectorate has no right to
suspend the activity (even if the permit is mis-
sing) unless obvious or apparent damage has
been done. When the activity becomes dama-
ging for the habitats and species is a matter of
opinion.

10 According to the Estonian Nature Conservation Act, Estonian protected areas could include three zones: strict nature reserve, conservation zone and limited
management zone. A limited management zone is a land or water area of a protected area where economic activities are permitted, taking account of the res-
trictions provided by the Nature Conservation Act. In case of protected park, only limited management zone regime applies.
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3.1.2. EU Commission's reactions to the
implementation of Directives in Member
States

Significant difficulties between the French au-
thorities and the EU Commission11 resulted from
national misunderstandings; the EU Commission
reproached the French government for the
considerable delays in establishing the protec-
tion system (20 to 25 years after notification of
the Directives), as well as the weaknesses of
proposals.
The EU Commission brought actions in the Eu-
ropean Court of Justice (ECJ) in order to get the
French authorities to fulfil their obligations12.
This had satisfactory consequences with regard
to the French position, and in 2006, fearing a re-
buked from the ECJ, the French Ministry of En-
vironment, worked hard to avoid sanctions.

In Finland too, the government had to face
difficulties with the EU Commission. Finland
received a first formal notice for failing to
implement the Birds Directive from the
Commission in 1996, and a second one in
1997. There has also been an issue with the
insufficient coverage of the network. The
most recent proceeding was in 2006, when
a first written warning from the EU Commis-
sion called on Finland to comply with the
2003 Court of Justice judgment concerning
the Birds Directive in the autonomous island
of Aland.

In the Czech Republic, the government postpo-
ned the discussions concerning further bird
areas at the end of 2004, due to numerous dis-
putes between the Ministries of Agriculture, In-
dustry and Trade, and Environment. Most of the
disputes were solved by April 2005 when 39
SPAs were established.

Because of three proposed but outstanding
SPAs the Czech Republic faces the threat that the
Commission may initiate infringement procee-
dings and, if the situation is not remedied, a
high lump-sum fine, or further penalties, may
be imposed. One of these SPAs is to be officially
established on 1st June 2008, the two remaining
areas have the status of proposed SPA.

In Austria, three infringement procedures were
noted.

1. Infringement procedure 1999/2115
deals with the Austrian choice of protected areas
for birds (SPA), as some areas are not the most
appropriate ones in terms of ornithological cri-
teria, and the nominated areas are still insuffi-
ciently protected by regulations. 
The infringement procedure requires firstly that
the provinces Burgenland and Styria either no-
minate new SPAs or enlarge the nominated
SPAs, and secondly that the whole of Austria en-
acts the ordinances13 for SPAs. Recently Austria
sent a comment to the Commission in reply to
a reasoned opinion of the Commission from De-
cember 2006. Austria's argument regarding the
nomination or size of specific SPAs is mainly
scientific/ornithological, the legal protection of
nominated SPAs is announced for the near fu-
ture.

2. Infringement procedure 1996/2089
deals with the incompleteness of the list of no-
minated sites of Community interest (SCI). Ac-
cording to the Commission, six alpine and ten
continental habitats, as well as twelve continen-
tal species are still insufficiently covered by the
nominated sites. Nearly all provinces (except
Vienna) are addressed.
In May 2007 Austria answered the second sup-
plementary reasoned opinion of the Commis-
sion from March 2007. Austria argues mainly

11 The EU Commission has to check the implementation of the Directives and the Court of Justice of the European Communities has powers of sanction.
12 There are currently several cases pending at the Court of Justice concerning insufficient designations; not only France is concerned, but Greece, Spain, the
Netherlands, Finland, Ireland and Italy as well (source: Court of Justice of the European Communities, Luxembourg, February 2007).
13 An ordinance is a regulation.
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from a formal/legal point of view that there was
no legal basis for the preliminary lists of sites
and additional lists with reserves. According to
Austria's reply, the Commission's argument was
not scientifically based, and the onus of proof
lies with the Commission.

3. Infringement procedures C 507/04
and C 508/04 referred to some shortcomings
concerning the implementation of the two EU
Directives into the laws of individual provinces.

In May and July 2007 the European Court of Jus-
tice gave judgments penalising Austria.

In Hungary, legislation relating to Natura 2000
was transposed by October 2004 together with
the list of SPA and pSCI-s sites. The land regis-
try/cadastral numbers of these sites were publi-
shed in 2005 and declared by 2006. For those
nationally protected sites declared simulta-
neously as Natura 2000 sites the legislation al-
ready in place remained in effect, while new
sites were regulated by the new government de-
cree dealing with Natura 2000.

A letter of formal notice was addressed, howe-
ver, to the government of Hungary relating to
certain articles of the Birds Directive in 2006. Le-
gislation was modified as a consequence, al-
though no evaluation has been sent from the
European Commission to Hungary about accep-
tance of efficiency of the required transposition
measures14.
In line with the EU requirements, Hungary has
managed to further develop the Hungarian re-
gulations pertaining to nature conservation with
a view to preserving the biological diversity of
Europe. Within this framework it has adapted

the Hungarian legislation to the EU Birds and
Habitats Directives by the end of the first half of
2007. At the same time, however, making these
regulations up-to-date and accurate is an on-
going task due to the changing economic and
public administrative environment. The Panno-
nian biogeographical seminar15, held in Septem-
ber 2005, found that 89% of habitats and species
were covered appropriately by the proposed
network of Hungarian SCIs, and the majority of
remaining insufficiencies were of an administra-
tive nature, i.e. lack of designation of already
existing sites for a given species.

The United Kingdom received a formal notice
for failing to implement the Habitats Directive
from the EU Commission in 1998. This resulted
in infringement action, in 2004 C 6/04. The ECJ
issued a judgment that the UK had failed to cor-
rectly transpose the Habitats Directive in a num-
ber of areas with regard to strict species
protection (Articles 6, 11-16 of Council Directive
92/43/EEC).
This was followed by C-131/05, which found

that the UK failed to adopt all measures to en-
sure that all species, not just those native to the
UK, are protected by the Directives and transpo-
sing legislation (Article 6 of Council Directive
79/409/EEC, Articles 12-13 in conjunction with
Article 2 of Council Directive 92/43/EEC).
In response the UK has now implemented the
Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) (Amend-
ment)-Regulations 2007 and the Offshore Ma-
rine Conservation (Natural Habitats,
&c.)-Regulations 2007.

It appears that following the initial activity to
transpose the Directives in 1994, and actions
taken between 1995 and 2001 to address the in-

14 In April 2008 a letter of formal notice was sent by the EU Commission but it only referred to three remaining issues on hunting legislation. 
Concerning the deficiencies revealed in relation to the transposition of 92/43/EEC the answer of the Hungarian Government is in progress.

15 Formal discussion between EU Commission and the member state on the efficiency of designation of Natura 2000 sites for individual species and habitat
types within a biogeographical region.
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sufficiency of sites, progress towards full imple-
mentation of Natura 2000 slowed down. In dis-
cussing progress implementing the Directives,
the Department advised of four areas in which
progress had been hindered.

• The United Kingdom had produced
very detailed legislation and policy guidance.
This was very time-consuming.  However, the
Department and the conservation agencies be-
lieved that this now provides a comprehensive
and robust structure to deliver Natura 2000;

• It was suggested that the Directives
were not written with a view to application in
the marine environment and consequently
transposing them in an offshore context had not
been straightforward.  The transposition was
further hindered by the complex nature of ma-
rine law as not all breaches could be enforced
through United Kingdom domestic law.
Breaches in relation to freight and shipping
were subject to international legislation, and fi-
shing was subject to the common fisheries po-
licy, where redress was through the European
Commission;

• There had been high levels of turno-
ver of staff at the Department delivering Natura
2000. Current staff had been in post for two
years, there had been a number of staff changes
in the legal department responsible for prepa-
ring the Regulations;

• Drawing up regulations had involved
a significant amount of consultation, particularly
with government departments whose policies in
some cases did not support the promotion of
Natura 2000.  For example, the Department of
Transport and the shipping industry had
concerns that under the Offshore Marine Regu-
lations prohibitions on releasing organisms into
the sea would adversely impact upon the freight
trade and affect competition with other member
states.  Freight ships carry sea water as ballast.

This could be taken on board in one country
and then released in another country, transpor-
ting organisms alien to that marine area.

In Estonia, the European Commission reques-
ted Estonia to provide additional sites in respect
of 26 habitat types (of 64) in the biogeographi-
cal seminar. Eight habitat types needed additio-
nal scientific investigation. Estonia sent its
revision proposal in March 2007, however this
still did not satisfy at the time of the audit all
mentioned deficiencies which should be clari-
fied within the next revised proposal in the fu-
ture. 

3.1.3. Delays in implementing the natio-
nal framework and reasons for those de-
lays

None of the countries audited were able to keep
to the schedule proposed in the Directives, ex-
cept the pre-accession countries for which a
special regime for the implementation of Euro-
pean rules exists. However, even these countries
encountered difficulties in keeping to deadlines.
At the beginning of the Natura 2000 process of
the majority of Member States underestimated
the contributions required from national budgets
to fund nature conservation.

In Austria, Finland and France, the main pro-
blems were : 
- tightness of the timetable, 
- difficulties in interpreting and transposing the
Directives, 
- inadequate training of human resources, 
- problems with the introduction of digital maps
and the poor quality of the EU-database, 
- failures in communication and consultation, re-
sulting in :

o conflicts with landowners,
o negative attitudes of farmers towards
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the EU, and
o misunderstandings between authori-

ties and local NGOs.

In Finland, as a whole the hurry in the process
put the nature conservation administration
under serious pressure. One crucial delay in the
process was caused by the massive amount of
complaints (13,480 complaints and 1,067 state-
ments) that the ministry of the environment re-
ceived from land-owners and other
stakeholders, and later appeals (1.600) that were
made to the Supreme Administrative Court.

The United Kingdom considered there had
been a lack of clarity in determining how the
Special Area of Conservation selection criteria
should be applied. In addition it suffered from
a lack of scientific information and, like Finland,
had encountered the problem of a different
scientific tradition as regards its nature conser-
vation classification system compared to the
Central European tradition on which the EU-di-
rectives were based16. 

The state of designations proposed by French
authorities to the EU Commission should now
be considered more satisfactory. By April 2006
the French Government had nominated to the
EU Commission more than 1300 sites, all of
which have been approved and published by
the EU Commission.
This is also the case in Finland. In Finland, there
were 1857 sites in 2007. Most of these are ac-
cepted by the EU Commission. 97 % of these
were already protected nationally before Natura
2000.

In the Czech Republic, a government regula-
tion containing new legislation and a list of the
Natura 2000 sites should have been published

by the date of accession of the country to the
EU, i.e. by May 2004. The most important part of
legislation, the previously mentioned amend-
ment of the nature conservation and landscape
protection act came into force just 3 days before
the accession. The list of SCIs was officially pu-
blished by the Czech government in April 2005,
SPAs were officially approved between October
2004 and January 2005. The negotiations bet-
ween the Ministry of Environment and Agency
for Nature Conservation and Landscape Protec-
tion on one side and the local authorities, lan-
downers and other government departments on
the other side seem to be the main reason for
this delay.

The list of SCIs has been changed during the
subsequent moderation process, about 270 new
sites were proposed to the list. The moderation
process for the continental biogeographical re-
gion as well as the negotiations of the newly
proposed SCIs were still in progress at the time
of the audit.

By June 1999, the United Kingdom had speci-
fied 340 proposed Special Areas of Conserva-
tion. However, the subsequent moderation
process across Member States determined that
the coverage in the United Kingdom was insuf-
ficient. 
According to the European Commission, the
proposed sites in the United Kingdom did not
adequately cover the geographical range or eco-
logical variation shown by some habitats and
species, and in some cases the proportion of the
total national resource covered by the sites was
too low.  In addition, the United Kingdom had
only selected habitats and species which it
considered were of outstanding European im-
portance, whereas the European Commission

16 There is not a direct read across between the National Vegetation Classification (NVC) standard that had historically been used in the United Kingdom and
the Corrie Classification used by the European Commission.  As a consequence, many of the categories of vegetation and habitat types referred to by the Euro-
pean Commission could not be readily identified within the United Kingdom.
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required all habitats and species listed in the An-
nexes to its Directives and which existed in any
of the sites to be identified and recorded.  
In total the United Kingdom has designated 871
sites. There are ongoing discussions with the
Commission regarding the sufficiency of sites
identified and listed in Commission Decision
2005/813. Recent submissions (August 2007) of
sites by the United Kingdom have addressed
most of these shortfalls: however two peat bog
sites and possibly Salmon sites in which the
Commission is interested remain undesignated. 

In Hungary, as far as the schedule of the desi-
gnation of the Natura 2000 network is concer-
ned, the government agencies and ministries
underestimated the timeframes necessary for the
designation of Natura 2000 sites by topographi-
cal numbers both before and after the accession.
It was not known at the time of the audit whe-
ther EU support funds will be available at the
required level and by the required schedule. In
connection with justified compensation it is
questionable whether the support funds are suf-
ficient to operate the Natura 2000 network on
1.3 million hectares in Hungary efficiently,
based on an approach of motivation rather than
penalisation. 

During the Natura 2000 establishment process
in Estonia, the problems encountered related to
the quality of the habitats inventory. Therefore
the number of habitats covered within the Na-
tura 2000 network may not be enough to ensure
the favourable conservation status of the habi-
tats described in Annex I of the Habitats Direc-
tive.
Estonia delivered the proposal Natura 2000 net-
work in April 2004. The proposal consisted of 66
SPA and 509 SCI. The boreal biogegraphical se-
minar concluded that the representation of a

third of habitats could be improved. A revised
list of sites for designation was not submitted
until March 2008. This list has not satisfied all
the shortcomings that were raised at the biogeo-
graphical seminar.
Estonia had problems with the inconsistent qua-
lity of information in the Natura database. Seve-
ral mistakes were made in the inventories of
sites, and in many cases the sites mentioned in
the database do not exist in nature. The selec-
tion of sites and inventories was carried out has-
tily and experts did not receive enough training.
The range and total area of valuable habitats in
the whole country was not established before
the selection of sites for the Natura 2000 net-
work. The proposed network was formed
mainly on the basis of existing protected areas.
As the range and total area of habitats in the
whole country was not considered, there is no
certainty that enough sites have been included
in the network for ensuring favourable condi-
tions of habitats in the whole country as requi-
red by the Directives.
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3.2. Governance

The Directives allow each Member State to
choose the governance structure that best fits its
specific social context. This has also influenced
the way in which the network is managed.

3.2.1. Structures and organisation for go-
vernance of Natura 2000 network

France has given preference to contractual as-
pects as a means of facilitating the negotiation
between Government and landowners; the Na-
tura 2000 governance process is based on
contractual agreement; conservation measures
are taken under the "Natura 2000 contract"
which represents a form of free agreement bet-
ween government and landowners and contains
precise requirements concerning the manage-
ment of the Natura 2000 site. 
Before the contract is signed, the two parties
agree on the "DOCOB" (document d’objectifs),
which includes economic, social and cultural
provisions for active management and preven-
tive measures. The DOCOB is drawn up by the
Prefect17, after consultation with municipalities,
regional representatives, landowners and far-
mers.

A Natura 2000 steering committee (Comité de
pilotage) is set up on behalf of the Prefect to re-
view the requirements of the DOCOB and as-
sess its implementation.

In Finland, the Ministry of the Environment is
responsible for Natura 2000 policy. In the prepa-
ration of the Natura 2000 network there were,
however, shortages in leadership of the process.
The general management of the environmental
administration didn't take a strong enough a
role, but left the officials in the nature conserva-
tion sector alone. At the beginning of the pro-
cess the State did not understand the possible
conflicts that Natura might cause and thus did
not allocate enough resources to communica-
tion with land-owners. 
The Finnish proposal for Natura 2000 sites was
made in two phases and later completed over
several phases. First major proposal covered
state-owned areas and was send to EU Commis-
sion in 1996. Second phase dealt with private
owned lands. This created a lot of criticism
among land-owners and created political pres-
sure. This is why a ministerial working group,
with real decision-making power, was establi-
shed in 1997. The decision regarding private-
owned sites was made in 1998. 
There are several methods to protect nature
areas in Finland. The State may purchase the
land from private owners, or compulsorily pur-
chase it, or a landowner may suggest putting the
land under protection. In all these cases, full
compensation is paid by the State to the lan-
downer. Most of the Natura 2000 sites were, ho-
wever, already protected and owned by the
State. 
Management of the Natura sites in Finland has
begun with framework plans, which identify the
areas that need a detailed management plan
most urgently. Planning the management has

source : Portail Natura 2000

17 Local representative of Government
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been highly participative and it has been driven
by the state organisations (Forest and Park Ser-
vices or Regional Environmental Centres).

In the Czech Republic, the authorities in charge
of Natura 2000
are the Ministries
of Environment
and Agriculture,
Agency for Nature
Conservation and
Landscape Protec-
tion (ANCLP), and
National Parks,
which participate
with ministries in
implementing the
Natura 2000 net-
work.

In its management of funds specifically intended
for implementation of the Natura 2000 network,
the ANCLP acted at variance with the budgetary
rules by expending funds amounting to EUR 30
000.  For example, there were many formal im-
perfections in contracts concluded for mapping
(some contracts were concluded on or after the
date of performance, though the work was al-
ways performed); several contracts were conclu-
ded with the same subject of performance
without detailed specification of the work; un-
realistic contracts were concluded with certain
mappers - the mappers would be obliged to
map up to 64 ha every day for a period of five
months in order to perform the work within the
agreed deadline (also in these cases the work
was often done before the contract was signed). 
Other important authorities in managing some
of Natura 2000 sites beside ANCLP are national
parks administrations, which have responsibility
for public administration and organisation of

professional and practical management of natu-
ral and landscape environment in the territory
of the national parks (the whole territory of the
national parks is covered by Natura 2000,
though all of them were established before Na-

tura 2000 net-
work was set up
in the Czech Re-
public). The Mi-
nistry of
Environment and
the national park
administrations
have in some
cases failed to en-
sure the timely
preparation of
m a n a g e m e n t
plans for some of
national parks.

In Austria, due to the federal structure there was
no central authority for the specification, admi-
nistration or financing of the Natura 2000 net-
work. The official negotiations concerning the
coordination of the provinces were conducted
via a platform called "Verbindungsstelle der
Bundesländer" (Länder Liaison Office). A so-cal-
led "Gemeinsamer Ländervertreter" (Common
Länder Liaison Officer) was appointed to repre-
sent the provinces at the federal ministries and
the EU. 
He also had operational duties such as prepa-
ring and delivering files concerning all pro-
vinces.
The areas were safeguarded in different ways.
In part, the provinces purchased or leased the
land. In most cases, however, they entered into
contracts with the landowners. These contracts
assure a nature-compatible use of the areas, in
line with management plans. The payment of
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compensation was part of the individual
contracts.
In Austria generally, solutions based on contrac-
tual agreement are preferred to legal constraint.
Landowners and other interested parties (e.g.
hunters, local NGOs) are involved in the nego-
tiations to assure a high level of acceptance for
the planned measures.

In the United Kingdom, the Department of En-
vironment, Food and Rural Affairs (the Depart-
ment) is responsible for implementing Natura
2000. Financial incentives are offered to landow-
ners to encourage them to adopt environmen-
tally beneficial land practices. The Department is
supported by the devolved administrations in
Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland. The key
bodies responsible for preparing, implementing
and managing Natura 2000 sites in the UK are :

• Natura 2000/Ramsar Steering Commit-
tee which was set up to provide strategic direc-
tion to the implementation of Natura 2000;

• Joint Nature Conservation Committee
provides scientific advice and knowledge on na-
ture conservation; co-ordinates the input of the
statutory nature conservation agencies to UK
and international issues; oversees the common
monitoring standards and research;

• statutory nature conservation agencies
identify sites, consult, manage and enforce the
regulations.  They act as statutory advisors to the
competent authorities and have a general over-
view of the implementation of the Habitats Re-
gulations;

• local authorities, whose functions in-
clude land use planning, coastal protection and
the designation of local nature reserves and ac-

ting as competent authorities; and,

• Ministry of Defence (which owns si-
gnificant areas of land) and Environment Agen-
cies18 have specific responsibilities regarding
implementation of the Habitats Regulations.

In Hungary, the growing number of Natura
2000 tasks and the completion of an increasing
number of legal obligations were not matched
by capacity enhancement in the Ministry of En-
vironment and Water of the institutions supervi-
sed by the Ministry.
In addition, two of the twelve environmental au-
thorities and one of the ten National Park direc-
torates were downsized and merged with other
authorities or directorates. There is a pro-
gramme, however, to enlarge the staff of envi-
ronmental authorities and nature conservation
by 450 people in the coming years.

Many difficulties come, however, from the mul-
tisectoral nature of Natura 2000 management;
the responsibility for fulfilling international envi-
ronmental commitments and also the enforce-
ment of restricting regulations are assigned to
the Ministry of Environment and Water, and
compensatory payments are supposed to be
paid by the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural
Development, which has other competing prio-
rities for payment of funds.

In Estonia, the Ministry of Environment is res-
ponsible for the establishment and implementa-
tion of Natura 2000 network. The Ministry of
Environment governs and manages Natura areas
through its county environmental departments
and State Nature Conservation Centre (SNCC).
As a result of the reform of the nature conserva-
tion administration in 2005 the functions of go-
verning and managing the conservation areas

18  The Environment Agency is the principal environmental regulation body in England, controlling emissions to air, water and land. The Scottish Environmental
Protection Agency is the regulatory body for Scotland.
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were separated. Presently all the conservation
areas, including Natura 2000 areas, are governed
by the county environmental departments, who
decide the conditions of conservation and of the
natural resource utilisation in protected areas.
SNCC, established in 2006 under the administra-
tion of the Ministry of Environment, carries out
the management of Natura 2000 areas together
with its regional centres and in cooperation with
the county environmental departments of the
Ministry of Environment. Earlier the governance
of the conservation areas was divided between
the county environmental departments and
conservation areas administrations. Estonian na-
ture information system (EELIS) is administered
by Estonian Environmental Information Centre.
Up till now the information system includes
only the outside borders of Natura 2000 areas.

3.2.2. "Feedback administrative process"
between central authorities and local go-
vernments

The French audit concluded that there were
insufficient measures in place for managing and
organising the administrative scheme at every
level before 2002: the weaknesses of the desi-
gnation process and the unreliability of landow-
ners and NGOs within the institutional
framework (ministries, Prefects…) had impaired
the fluidity and efficiency of the overall system
for 25 years.
European legislation made a very marked sepa-
ration between environmental and agricultural
issues (at least until 2006), and this led to sepa-
ration of French Natura 2000 management bet-
ween two ministries: Ministry of Ecology and
Sustainable Development on the one hand, and
Ministry of Agriculture and Forests on the other.
This situation caused a great deal of difficulty as
regards interpretation and coordination of Ha-

bitats Directive implementation by the Minis-
tries, at both central and local level.
Lack of leadership and imprecise definition of
responsibilities made it impossible to adopt a
clear position on when, how, and why to create
a Natura 2000 site.
For a very long period between the beginning

of the implementation process and 2006 it was
not possible for the French authorities to meet
deadlines.
By 2002 a new body of circulars and decrees
had been integrated into French legislation with
a better affirmation of the leadership of the Mi-
nistry of Environment; these new rules have per-
mitted the implementation of the institutional
scheme to be achieved and have made local sta-
keholders the true decision-taking managers of
Natura 2000 sites. Local government (local au-
thorities, departments and regions) and Natural
Parks are responsible for Natura 2000 site pro-
posals.

According to the audit conducted in 2006, it ap-
pears that the Natura 2000 framework in France
is complicated but efficient.

In Finland, the state is responsible for nature
conservation. At the regional level, regional en-
vironmental centres, which are led by the mi-
nistry of the environment, are responsible for
practical work related to nature conservation. 
Although municipalities have no formal role in
nature conservation, better cooperation with
municipalities,  might have made the prepara-
tion of the Natura process more appropriate.
Cooperation with municipalities might also have
helped to create better relationships with lan-
downers and helped to resolve the conflicts
which arose in the selection of Natura 2000
sites.
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In the Czech Republic, the main responsibility
for nature conservation lies on the state. The
local governments, municipalities and landow-
ners take part in nature conservation as well.
The proposal of SPAs and SCIs has been nego-
tiated with local governments. The communica-
tion between the central authorities and local
governments seems to be sufficient in general,
nevertheless some disputes occurred, as men-
tioned in the next chapter of this report.

In Austria, due to the Austrian federal system,
no feedback process between federal authorities
and the provinces has been established or felt
necessary. In the case of queries from the Com-
mission to the Federal Republic of Austria, the
competent federal entities (Federal Chancellery,
Ministry for Agriculture, Forestry, Environment
and Water Management) make direct contact
with the provinces.
There are no standards or guidelines dealing
with nature protection applicable throughout
Austria. Some provinces have developed stan-
dards, e.g. for management plans, but these are
only applicable within the province.

In the United Kingdom, the audit found that
in principle the framework and governance ap-
pear to be robust. However recent changes wi-
thin the Natura 2000/Ramsar Steering
Committee (which plays a key role in providing
the strategic direction for the delivery of Natura
2000) may affect the ability of the Natura 2000
Steering Committee to act efficiently as a deci-
sion taking body. A separate committee has
been established to lead on marine issues.  De-
cisions regarding Natura 2000 may therefore
have to go through two committees, which
could be time-consuming and may result in the
marine and terrestrial committees taking diffe-
rent approaches. Additionally a restructuring of

the Department has placed the Marine and Ter-
restrial Biodiversity sections within two separate
divisions, each reporting to different Ministers.  

The Department performs two key roles: it is ac-
countable for and represents the United King-
dom to the European Commission, and it is also
the devolved administrative body for England.
Some key staff questioned the distinction bet-
ween these roles and whether the Department
would focus on its role in England to the detri-
ment of its work on behalf of the United King-
dom or vice versa.
The audit was not able to provide information
on Gibraltar’s performance in relation to imple-
menting and managing Natura 2000. 

In Hungary, ten (formerly twelve) environmen-
tal nature protection and water management
inspectorates are responsible for issuing permits
or fines on activities relating to Natura 2000. Na-
tional Park directorates were formerly respon-
sible for nature protection authority work but
now their duties cover only the operation of na-
tural parks and the supervision of protected
areas. However, the rate of protected areas in-
creased from 9% to 21%, while the staff of Na-
tional Park directorates was not raised to fulfil
these tasks. The local environmental authorities
and directorates have good communication with
the central authorities, the ministry and the chief
inspectorate. However administrative channels
and communication between local inspectorates
and local national Park directorates are still de-
veloping. 

In Estonia, nature conservation administration
was reformed in 2005. As a result a new institu-
tion the State Nature Conservation Centre
(SNCC) was created in January 2006, taking over
the management responsibilities of the conser-
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vation areas from county environmental depart-
ments and conservation areas administrations.
Earlier the functions of governing and managing
the conservation areas were in the hands of one
institution, but now the duties concerned are di-
vided between two regional institutions. The
reallocation of the governing and managing
functions has been time-consuming, and it is
only now that the profile of the duties of the
newly founded organisation is becoming settled.
The co-ordination procedure with regard to the
conservation areas has become too time-consu-
ming and inefficient, since there are two institu-
tions involved: county environmental
department (as a governor) issues the environ-
mental permit after approval from SNCC. The si-
tuations, where the governor and SNCC have
different standpoints on issuing a permit are
more complicated. For this reason the gover-
nance scheme should be more efficient. Also,
the exchange of information between the cen-
tral government and the regional units (county
environmental departments, SNCC) should be-
come more efficient. 

3.2.3. Conflicts in preparing the Natura
2000 network

In France, conflicts between different adminis-
trative authorities have long endangered Natura
2000 implementation, as both the Ministry of
Agriculture and Forest and the Ministry of the
Environment competed for leadership of Natura
2000. In addition, insufficient leadership by local
managers and a confused decentralised ap-
proach have led to difficulties which are not yet
resolved; moreover, conflicts between environ-
mental or hunting NGOs and local or central au-
thorities have significantly spoiled the debate
about Natura 2000 and delayed the creation of
sites.

In Finland, the leadership was clearly in the
hands of the Ministry of the Environment. This
position was also determined by the Nature
Conservation Act. However, the Ministry of Agri-
culture had different interpretations of the Di-
rectives and the significance of Natura. This
caused tensions during the selection of Natura
2000 sites. 
Despite the long tradition of nature conservation
in Finland, the selection of Natura 2000 sites
caused a great deal of conflict. One reason for
conflicts was the insufficient information that
was provided in the beginning of the process to
the land owners by nature conservation admi-
nistration. Part of the problem was that EU Com-
mission did not provide any information
material to the issue. 
Particular controversies arose between the Cen-
tral Union of Agricultural Producers and Forest
Owners and nature conservationists as well as
the nature conservation administration during
the selection of Natura 2000 sites. Natura 2000
suffered from negative attitudes towards EU that
were present in the Finnish countryside. In plan-
ning the management of sites the State has paid
a lot of attention to communication and public
participation. 

In the Czech Republic, the responsibility for Na-
tura 2000 lies mainly with the Ministry of Envi-
ronment and the Agency for Nature
Conservation and Landscape Protection
(ANCLP). There were several disputes between
the above mentioned organisations and other
government departments (e.g. the Ministry of
Agriculture, Ministry of Industry and Trade) and
local governments regarding the specification of
some Natura 2000 areas. Most of the disputes
were solved “by the time”. The most serious one
(regarding the proposed SPA territory in nor-
thern Moravia) has been almost solved. The ne-
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gotiations of two proposed SPA areas and newly
proposed SCI areas are still in progress.

In Austria, at the beginning of Natura 2000 net-
work implementation, support within local com-
munities was rather low, particularly regarding
restrictions on ownership rights in the fields of
hunting, fisheries and agriculture.
These fears were partly based on incorrect infor-
mation and had to be dealt with in long and
time consuming information campaigns prior to
the nomination of the sites.
In the audited provinces existing protected sites
were nominated as a matter of priority.
Violations of the legal framework were prose-
cuted and fines were imposed. Surveillance va-
ried between provinces - mostly it was
performed by site custodians or by officers of
the local authorities. NGOs were also involved
in this surveillance system and informed the au-
thorities of any observed violations. Usually
there were no serious problems, because lan-
downers and land managers were well informed
as a result of the information campaigns.
Implementation measures did not meet serious
difficulties, as landowners and land managers
had good information.
Communication with stakeholders was impro-
ved in each province after the troubles encoun-
tered during the first round of negotiations and
the first attempts of contracting with the lan-
downers and /or regional NGOs.

In the United Kingdom, there were no signifi-
cant conflicts in preparing the Natura 2000 net-
work. The United Kingdom has a long history of
countryside conservation and the delivery of
Natura 2000 was aligned with the processes al-
ready in place for protecting Sites (or Areas) of
Special Scientific Interest (Areas in Northern Ire-
land). In addition widescale consultation was

carried out prior to the submission of any sites.
The key delays were due to consultation and
negotiation with landowners, and withdrawal of
planning or other consents19.

In Hungary, the main conflicts were due to ca-
pacity shortages in state nature conservation,
and the related deficiencies in the authorities' li-
censing activities.
Another possible source for the conflict that af-
fected the Natura 2000 network was the large
scale industrial projects planned to be imple-
mented close to the Hungarian national borders.
The emergent conflicts of interests highlighted
the desirability of reinforcing the relationship of
environmental protection and physical planning
and licensing, both nationally and internatio-
nally, as it is one of the best tools for preventing
conflict.
The Natura 2000 network did not hamper agri-
cultural activity, although farmers who only ac-
quired their own land with the political changes
in 1990 had concerns about it. It remains to be
seen whether agri-environmental schemes will
support them satisfactorily. More conflict was
experienced with speculative buyers of land and
also with some of the actors of the open surface
mining industry, especially gravel mining, since
a change of land use is permitted only if it does
not adversley impact on the condition of the Na-
tura 2000 site in question.

In Estonia, the majority of the problems during
the creation of Natura network stem from the
opposing landowners (particularly in some re-
gions) and from the conflicting interests with the
real estate development and forest management.
In some cases this has lead to the omission of
the valuable habitats from the Natura 2000 net-
work. In recent years the pressure for a more
intensive forest management in state owned fo-

19  In the UK where organisations carry out operations such as peat extraction, or dredging, they are required to have permission to do so: we call this a
“consent”.  To stop any operations which might be causing damage to Natura 2000 sites, it was necessary to withdraw these “consents” or permissions.  Where
consent is withdrawn the organisation can be entitled to compensation for loss of earnings.
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rests has grown. The economic interests of the
state-owned State Forest Management Centre
have influenced also the establishment of Natura
2000 network in the state forest20.

In four countries, France, Finland, the Czech Re-
public and the United Kingdom, the audits
found that the task of preparing the Natura 2000
network exceeded the resources (financial and
human) at the disposal of the nature conserva-
tion administration, at least in the early stages.

3.3. Funding, cost efficiency and ef-
fects of the Natura 2000 network

3.3.1. Funding

In France, the EU budget supported the Natura
2000 process mainly through EAGGF funds, and
additionally, through the LIFE fund for local pro-
grammes.
For the period 2002 to 2006, the French network
also received national subsidies. As indicated
above, the French audit highlighted the com-
plexity of the financial structure, due to the di-
vision of financial resources between the
Ministry of Agriculture and Forests (MAP) on the
one hand and the Ministry of Ecology and Sus-
tainable Development (MEDD) on the other.
Each of them has local departments committed
to undertaking the financial implementation of
Natura 2000 on the ground.
To a lesser extent, local government in the form
of local authorities, regional government or local
public bodies can also grant subsidies to crea-
ting and managing a Natura 2000 site.
Within the Ministry of Agriculture, Natura 2000
policy is also involved with agri-environmental
measures and it is not possible to identify indi-
vidual expenditure items dedicated to Natura
from funds granted to agri-environmental mea-
sures. 

From the beginning, important difficulties have
resulted from these two methods of manage-
ment, and a French governmental accounting fi-
gure which would represent the global financial
expenditure of Natura 2000 does not exist.

In Finland, most of the nature conservation is fi-
nanced through the national budget and the Mi-
nistry of the Environment. There has been a
framework for purchasing land for nature
conservation purposes (1996-2009). It covered
altogether 552 million euros. The EU funds allo-
cated through LIFE programme have been
considerable compared to other countries (see
table 2.).

20  The state forest is managed by the State Forest Management Centre, which receives 99% of income from forest cutting. Economic interests have prevailed
over nature protection interests. The area of managed forest has reduced in state forest by establishing the Natura 2000 network
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The agri-environmental measures are allocated
through the Ministry of Agriculture. These sums
are large (almost 300 million euro per year), but
only marginal sums go to the Natura 2000 sites,
since most of the farmland was excluded from
the Natura 2000 network. 
The European Regional Development Fund
(ERDF) is managed by the Ministry of Interior;
the European Agricultural Guidance and Gua-
rantee Fund is managed by the Ministry of Agri-
culture and Forestry. Managing and paying
authorities are regional environmental centres,
regional councils, and employment and deve-
lopment centres. 

In the Czech Republic, the process of establi-
shing the Natura 2000 network started in 2000.
From this year some national resources have
been dedicated directly for mapping and moni-
toring Natura 2000 by Ministry of Environment;
the average expenses were € 1,2 mil. per year
(between 2000 and 2005).
Other funds connected with Natura 2000 sites
came from the national budget e.g. the Nature
Conservation Programme or the River System
Restoration Programme. These programmes
started before Natura 2000 network was establi-
shed in the Czech Republic and were aimed to
the existing Czech protected areas. Even after
establishing the Natura network there are no
special indicators showing how much money
from the programmes is dedicated for the Na-
tura 2000 sites. The Agency for Nature Conser-
vation and Landscape Protection (ANCLP)
estimated the total spend from these sources in
connection with the Natura 2000 sites at about
€ 6,5 mil. per year in 2004 and 2005. Before
2004 Natura 2000 wasn´t established in the
Czech Republic which is the reason why ANCLP
estimated expenses only for 2004 and 2005.
As regards European funds granted to Czech
agriculture, part of those funds is dedicated to

agri-environmental measures, with one part sup-
porting the Natura 2000 system. (This structure
is the same as in other countries for this type of
funds.)
The Czech audit, like the audit in France, en-
countered some difficulties in trying to identify
the amounts going to Natura 2000 through agri-
environmental measures. 
Some projects were funded from the Phare and
Life Programme, as mentioned in table 2.

In Austria, the audit examined more specifically
six provinces expenditure, for which the total
amount is 25 million euro, 27,71million euro for
Austria as a whole (per year).
The provinces financed the measures for the Na-
tura 2000 network from their own budgets ear-
marked for nature conservation. Funds from
other areas such as water management, rural de-
velopment, spatial planning, etc. were also used.
The federal state's main contribution to Natura
2000 expenditure was in the form of co-finan-
cing for the national parks, most of which are
also Natura 2000 sites, and as co-partner to LIFE
projects.
Alongside financing for provinces' obligations,
the Habitats Directive provides for an EU finan-
cial contribution to the measures for NATURA
2000 sites.
So far, the provinces have used different EU fi-
nancing sources to co-finance certain costs for
NATURA 2000 sites. Austria focused on agri–en-
vironmental measures (ÖPUL)21.

In some provinces (Burgenland and Lower Aus-
tria) financing by ÖPUL was very substantial. In
Lower Austria ÖPUL payments amounted to 70
% of the total expenditure, whereas in Tyrol the
percentage was insignificant (about 4 %). 
The utilisation of ÖPUL is dependent on the
agricultural use of areas in the Natura 2000 sites.
In this respect, there were very few agricultu-

21  Austrian Programme for supporting a sustainable, extensive agriculture that protects natural habitats.
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rally utilised areas in the Natura 2000 sites of
Tyrol. 

In the United Kingdom, it is not possible to
fully identify all expenditure on Natura 2000-
based activity to date. The audit was unable to
disaggregate expenditure on purely Natura 2000
activity from other conservation and protection
activity. Funding comes from a wide variety of
sources; the cost of implementing the directives
has fallen upon a number of government de-
partments and agencies which were not able to
provide cost data related to Natura-based acti-
vity. The contributions of local authorities and
non-governmental organisations could not be
calculated; and the cost of managing sites was
only reported once sites had been formally
identified. In addition each of the four devolved
administrations has different funding mecha-
nisms. However, the identification, management
and surveillance of Natura 2000 were usually
funded from seven main sources :

•national conservation agencies spent
on average around €50,5 million on Natura 2000
based activity.  It was estimated that over €425,7
million had been spent on implementing Natura
2000 since 1994;

•the Ministry of Defence estimated that
it spent around €6 million each year on nature
conservation;

•LIFE Funding 2001 to 2006, an amount
of €33,2 million;

•between November 1994 and Novem-
ber 2006, the Heritage Lottery Fund awarded
grants of almost €372 million towards projects
that focused on nature conservation. It was not
possible to identify the expenditure that related

to Natura 2000 sites from the data held;

•up to 1 April 2007 a total of around
€55,5 million was set aside by the Department
to cover compensation claims in respect of per-
missions under Regulation 50 of the Habitats Re-
gulations 1994;

•in reviewing consents which might ad-
versely impact on Natura 2000 sites in England
and Wales the Environment Agency has estima-
ted that it will cost around €2,2 billion; and

•National Rural Development Pro-
grammes: in England the total expenditure on
agri environment schemes in 2006/07 was €380
million22. Of this €170,7 million was funded from
European funds and €209,3 million from the Ex-
chequer.

For the implementation of the Natura 2000 net-
work, Hungary received support from the Pre-
accession Funds (Phare), Transitional Facility,
Structural Funds and the National Rural Deve-
lopment Plan (Ministry of Agriculture and Rural
Development) in accordance with the budget
structure of the EU. It was neither a requirement,
nor a need, to separately register and evaluate
funds spent on the development of the Natura
2000 network with the given budget structure of
the EU and Hungary. Data collection was ham-
pered by the horizontal nature of the Natura
2000 administration, as well as by the lack of an
independent EU or member state level Natura
2000 priority or thematic action programme for
Natura 2000.
These circumstances did not allow a full evalua-
tion of the costs of establishing and operating
the Natura 2000 system. The preparation of eco-
nomic analyses was given less importance.

22  Conversion from pounds sterling to euro is at the rate of 1, 4866 provided by Reuters on 18.7.2007.
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In Estonia, a significant amount of national fun-
ding for the creation and management of Natura
2000 network comes through the Estonian Envi-
ronmental Investment Centre. The rest of natio-
nal funding is allocated by the state budget and
is managed by the Ministry of Environment.
Since 2001 the support for the restoration and
management of semi-natural communities has
been financed mainly from the state budget. 
The EU funds ERDF and LIFE-Nature program
are used to finance the conservation activities in
Natura 2000 areas. The implementing authority
for ERDF in Estonia is the Environmental Invest-
ment Centre, which involves the Ministry of En-
vironment in the evaluation process of the

projects. The rural development program (for
Natura sites) includes the support of the “semi-
natural communities’ management23 and the
support given for the agricultural land within the
Natura 2000 area. The implementing authority
of these measures is the Estonian Agricultural
Registers and Information Board. 

23  Semi-natural communities or semi-natural habitat types are habitat types of HD Annex 1, e.g. 
1630 Boreal Baltic coastal meadows
6210 Semi-natural dry grasslands...
6280 Nordic alvars
6530 Fennoscandian wooded meadows
They are called semi-natural because these habitat types need regular management (moving and grazing).
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National budget
Agrienvironmental 

measures
Other funds ERDF INTERREG LEADER

FRANCE

23,77€ million 24

from 2000 to 2004
“Contracts” funded 
by Environnement 
Ministry 
1,68€ million25

from 2002 to 2005

FINLAND

21,2€ million 
per year by 
the Ministry of 
the Environnement, 
in addition to that
finances from other
ministries*

up until 2006 
8€ million

LIFE Nature : 
1995-2006 : 
37 € million
LIFE Environnement : 
1995-2006 : 
24€ million

up until 2006
9€ million 

up until 2006
0,4€ million

up until 
2006
0,4€ 
million

CZECH
REPUBLIC

1.2€ million 
per year 
(direct expenses)
6,5€ million 
per year 
(estimate of 
ANCLP for 
2004 and 2005)

LIFE : 0,55€ million 
(approved project, 
should be spent  
by the end of 2007)
PHARE : 1,35€ 
million 
(spent in 2004 
and 2005)

0,7€ million 
(approved, 
projects, 
should be spent
by the end 
of 2008)

AUSTRIA

4,65€ million 
per year

14,71€ million 
per year

LIFE: 8,35€ million 
per year

HUNGARY

No funds eamarked
to Natura 2000, 
fundind was trough
general budget
on environment

No funding eamarked
to Natura 2000 until
2006; it benefited, 
however indirectly,
from other funds
(National Rural
Development Plan)

LIFE III : 
12,1€ million 
between 2001 
and 2006

KIOP 
(Environment
Protection and
Infrastructure
Operationnel
Programme)
KEOP
(Environment and
Energy 
Operationnel
Programme)

INTERREG III A/B 
12,3€ million 
(indirect 
utilisation )
and INTERREG III 
B CADSES

UNITED
KINGDOM**

* Finland: Is overlapping with other nature conservation tasks and total budgetary appropriations for buying land for nature conservation
purposes: 1996-2009 € 552 Million (so called old nature conservation areas and Natura 2000 areas)

** In the UK, the audit was unable to establish specific costs to Natura 2000 network.

24  This amount includes European and national funds.
25  This amount includes European and national funds.

Table 2 : Financial resources to Natura 2000 network
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3.3.2. Audit criteria and indicators for eva-
luating Natura 2000 policy

In France, the reform of French financial legis-
lation (LOLF) came into force in 2006.
This legislation involves a new public accoun-
ting and public management approach which,
for NATURA 2000, has received concrete imple-
mentation through two programmes. 
A first programme managed by MEDD (manage-
ment of natural environment and biodiversity)
and a second one, managed by MAP (sustai-
nable management of agriculture, fishing and
sustainable development).

In Finland, an evaluation is currently being fi-
nalised in order to meet the reporting obliga-
tions under EU Directives.

In the Czech Republic, monitoring of the state
natural environment from the viewpoint of
conservation does not include systematic eva-
luation of the impact of specific management
actions. 
The Agency for Nature Conservation and Land-
scape Protection does not monitor changes in
ecosystems once actions have been completed
or finally evaluated. The Agency for Nature
Conservation and Landscape Protection has
drawn up "Draft Evaluation of Effectiveness of
the Nature Conservation programme (a national
programme also involving non-NATURA sites)"
which has not been put into practice yet.

In Austria a system of criteria and indicators
was under construction at the time of the audit
to meet reporting obligations under the EU Di-
rectives.

In the United Kingdom, each of the finance
sources is subject to audit in accordance with

national regulations. Whilst the Joint Nature
Conservation Committee compiles six yearly
monitoring reports regarding the condition of
sites, the responsibility for evaluating the effec-
tiveness of the UK’s approach rests with the go-
vernment of each devolved administration. The
audit concluded that there was no systematic
approach to evaluating the efficiency or effecti-
veness of the management of NATURA 2000
sites across all home countries. However, this is
an area that the National Audit Office could look
at in the future.

In Hungary, monitoring of species and habitats
of Community interest is done through the Na-
tional Biodiversity Monitoring System, initiated
in 2001. New species and habitat types were
added to the monitored biota26. The framework
of a Nature Conservation Information System
has also been prepared. The lack of a nature
conservation agency (recently closed down) to
process data and evaluate information to help
the ministry’s work slows down the assessment
of the use of Natura 2000 network considerably.

In Estonia, one of the duties of State Nature
Conservation Centre (SNCC) is the performance
evaluation to determine whether the established
conservation procedure achieves  the conserva-
tion goals. The audit did not ascertain whether
the SNCC has drawn up evaluation instructions.
The Ministry of Environment had not prescribed
at the time of the audit any evaluation perfor-
mance criteria or indicators for the SNCC. At the
time of the audit, the SNCC had been in opera-
tion for only one year. 
The Estonian Ministry of Environment and the
Environment Information Centre is responsible
for the implementation of the state environmen-
tal monitoring program, which should gather
the information as to whether the favourable

26 Biota (ecology) is the total collection of organism of a geographic region or a time period, from local geographic scales and instantaneous temporal scales all
the way up to whole planet and whole-timescale spatiotemporal scales. The biota of the Earth lives in the biosphere.
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status of habitats is secured. Until now the Esto-
nian University of Life Sciences has been in
charge of the public surveillance, starting next
year the duty will go over to the SNCC27.

3.3.3. Cost efficiency of the Natura 2000
network

In the national audits, how the different SAI's
dealt with the question of cost efficiency was
dependent upon their national audit framework.
Thus, some focused on the costs while others
were also dealing with cost-efficiency.

In France, the cost-efficiency management
process was not studied before 2006; the former
audit of Natura 2000 (October 2004) by the
French Court highlighted the substantial costs of
Natura for the preceding period (2000 to 2004)
and the weaknesses of results obtained by
French authorities.
The reform of financial legislation (LOLF) and
the assessment of public programmes by rele-
vant tools (indicators) will allow the cost-effi-
ciency of the global system to be evaluated over
the next few years. 
Total expenditure, including national and Euro-
pean funds, has been estimated at €25 million
for the period 2002 to 2005.
These amounts include payments by the Minis-
try of Environment (€1,7 million) and payments
by Ministry of Agriculture(€23,7million). 
The French system is expensive, considering the
cost of a contract: the unit cost for a contract28

signed between government and a stakeholder
is on average €25 000 to €30 000.
The efficiency of the French system hitherto has
not been demonstrated.

In Finland, the total administrative cost of pre-
paring the Natura 2000 network (1994-2006)

was about €12, 4 million. This amounts to €2,50
per hectare, and €3,50 if only the land-area is
counted. In the light of the Finnish audit, the
cost does not seem excessive. 
In Finland, Natura 2000 represents an approach
that is slightly different to the traditional Finnish
nature conservation approach where areas to be
protected were purchased by the State at the
market value. The audit concluded in a hypo-
thetical calculation that the Finnish State would
have had to pay €400 million more, if all the Na-
tura sites had been protected with the traditional
conservation strategy. Natura allows a more
flexible conservation mechanism, which does
not necessarily require purchasing the land, and
which thus seems to be more cost-efficient than
the traditional protection. This calculation relates
to the creation of the areas only. Thus, the cost-
efficiency related to the management of the sites
is still unclear.

In Austria, in the year 2003/2004, cost estimates
for financing the Natura 2000 network were cal-
culated by all provinces on the basis of a uni-
form calculation formula. The estimated annual
costs for Austria totalled €181 million, more than
half of which was accounted for by agricultural
and forestry operating costs.
As there was no continuous monitoring of the

sites, it was not possible to evaluate efficiency
and effectiveness of the invested funds

In the United Kingdom, as the system for de-
livering Natura 2000 has been merged with exis-
ting conservation processes, it has not been
possible to disaggregate with any accuracy the
costs of Natura 2000 sites for the United King-
dom as a whole.

The audit in Estonia and in the Czech Repu-
blic did not evaluate the cost efficiency of the

27  Previous monitoring system does not provide information for favourable condition of habitats. State monitoring system has been renewed for monitoring ha-
bitats, but needs further improvement in order to provide reliable information.
28 A contract is signed for a period of five years.
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Natura 2000 process.

3.3.4. The impacts of Natura 2000 strategy

In the selection of Natura 2000 sites in Finland
and in France, there were significant conflicts
with landowners. Due to the information and
communication weaknesses in the Natura net-
work preparation process public trust in envi-
ronmental authorities was eroded. 
The Natura 2000 process also had positive ef-
fects, however. In Finland it has encouraged the
development of communication skills and
willingness to communicate in the environmen-
tal administrations. It has also changed the atti-
tude of environmental administrations and
facilitated a voluntary conservation strategy
which is widely accepted among Finnish lan-
downers. 
Although Natura 2000 brought only 3 % of to-
tally new sites to the Finnish nature conserva-
tion network, it has nevertheless increased the
stability of nature conservation. 
In all the countries audited, conservation work
has become more systematic and general infor-
mation about habitats has improved. Natura
2000 has also drawn attention to some habitats
that were not well protected before, mainly in
Finland. Natura 2000 has also accelerated the in-
troduction of GIS29 and other tools in environ-
mental administrations.

In general, protection significantly increased in
Austria, due to implementation of the Natura
2000 network. Approximately 60 % of the pre-
sent Natura 2000 sites were better protected
after their nomination than they had been be-
fore. About 30 % of nominated sites had not
been protected before at all. Natura 2000 led to
a new approach to nature protection, with a
switch from protecting only defined areas to

protecting and maintaining habitats and species
all over the country.

In Hungary, the Natura 2000 network relied
heavily on the nationally protected sites, 90% of
those were designated as pSCIs or SACs. In ad-
dition a number of new sites were added that
brought the coverage of sites to 21% of the
land’s surface. National resources for staff, insti-
tution building, compensation schemes have not
been increased significantly as yet, although
Community funds (Phare, Life, KIOP, Transition
Facility Programmes, etc.) have helped to ease
the lack of national funding so far.

The Czech Republic audit did not evaluate the
effects of Natura 2000.

In Estonia, the area of protected territory increa-
sed from 10, 5% to 16% by establishing the Na-
tura network. The aquatic territory covered by
Natura 2000 is 646 000 ha.

29  GIS: Geographical Information System
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Natura 2000 parallel audit
conclusions

In signing this joint report, each Head of the par-
ticipating Supreme Audit Institutions validates
the content of the sections describing the imple-
mentation of Natura 2000 EU policy in his/her
country.

Furthermore, having compared the difficulties in
implementing Natura 2000 EU policy in his/her
country and in the other countries participating
in the parallel audit, he also agrees to identify
the following common findings.

1. Main findings relating to compliance

Most of the audited countries were not able to
implement the Directives within appropriate ti-
mescales.  This led to numerous infringement
processes against Member States. One of the
main reasons was that Member States and the
European Commission (EC) failed to correctly
estimate the magnitude of resources required to
implement the two Directives. This statement
applies in particular to the phase of selection
and designation of sites. Member States unde-
restimated the requirements in terms: of “vo-
lume” of scientific knowledge and data, of the
time needed to provide information to, and
consult with, multiple local stakeholders and for
establishing appropriate management plans.

It is recommended that the EC should provide
more guidance to the new member states and
emphasize the scale of resources needed to im-
plement this policy properly.

In some of the participating countries, the main
source of delays in implementing the Directives

was the resistance of affected constituencies to
accept this policy. Applying the EC’s coercive
powers was eventually necessary to complete
the network constitution. As a result some Mem-
ber States had to invest additional resources in
information and consultation processes; this ef-
fort proved generally to be successful.

2. Main findings relating to govenance

The approach taken largely varies among the
countries. Hoverer the players are generally the
same ones: State and/or national agencies, re-
gional or local government, landowners or far-
mers, and local associations or NGOs.
Management approaches, such as regulations
versus contracts, and the balance of influences
between departments in charge of Agriculture
or Environment largely vary among the coun-
tries. Such diversity in the way of governance is
allowed by the Directives and eases their adap-
tation to the specific local context of each EU
member state; it is thus acceptable.

In some participating countries, the responsibi-
lities were split between departments, for
example Environment or Agriculture depart-
ments. This led to unnecessary coordination
needs and sometimes inconsistencies in imple-
mentation methods.

Many audits found that there was no systematic
approach to how site condition was being mo-
nitored.  It is recommended therefore that the
EC develop further guidance material regarding
monitoring tools used to assess the effectiveness
of Natura 2000 network in securing favourable
status of habitats and species of Community im-
portance. This will allow fair comparison bet-
ween Member States.



3. Main findings linked to cost, funding
and effects

The parallel audit has not been able to precisely
identify the cost to the participating countries of
implementing the Natura 2000 EU policy, al-
though the costs of implementation have cer-
tainly been high. 

Data needs to be collected at national level, wi-
thin a similar framework, which makes clear dis-
tinctions between:

- Initial investment and operational
(functioning) expenditures;

- European and national funding re-
sources; and

-Part of agricultural European funds de-
voted to Natura 2000 policy.

Although it is recognized that collecting such
data will be difficult, it would be advisable to
set up, at a national level, appropriate indicators
to compare the cost and efficiency of the diffe-
rent methods used to achieve the Natura 2000
goals.

An estimation about the effects of Natura 2000
policy on the state of the nature conservation
was made in some audits.  The general finding
was that the Natura 2000 network has strengthe-
ned nature conservation, and for some countries
created more stability compared to the previous
nature conservation mechanisms. 

The audits revealed that there is still a need for
decision makers in a majority of participating
countries to get a full understanding of the im-
portance of biodiversity. It is a permanent chal-
lenge for policy makers to gain (and keep) the
support needed from the public at large for the
importance of this policy and its economical, so-
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cial and cultural benefits, since they are mainly
of a collective nature.

* * *
The Heads of SAIs, signatories of the present re-
port, have agreed to communicate these fin-
dings (and the report) as appropriate to the
relevant bodies responsible for management
and adaptation of the EU Natura 2000 policy in
their country. Also , if it has not been done, to
communicate the findings pertaining to their
“national” audit of the implementation of Natura
2000 EU policy.

The coordinated audit has enabled the participa-
ting SAIs to compare national processes on an
European level; it has given an overview of
common difficulties and delays in implementing
the two EU directives and the reasons for these
delays. Therefore, this audit brings added value
to the national reports and a higher level of in-
formation for decision makers on national and
European level.

The report will raise awareness of nature protec-
tion goals in general and the Natura 2000 net-
work specifically. It can contribute to the
discussion about nature protection and biodi-
versity policies in the European Union and in
the INTOSAI and EUROSAI working groups on
environmental auditing. �



 



37I Natura 2000 Network I

Annex 1 : Natura 2000 Network
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Annex 2 : APM Natura 2000

NIK
Supreme Chamber of Control
Poland
EUROSAI WGEA

The fourth Eurosai WGEA Seminar held in Luxembourg from 27 to 29 November 2006 has
confirmed and extended the large support of the Group members for the parallel audit on Natura 2000.
This is why I would like to thank all Group Members for the interest shown in this project and, in par-
ticular, those who have provided personal contributions by presenting their SAI's work on Natura 2000
during the Luxembourg Seminar.

The enclosed audit questions, which are based on the audit planning memorandum published
on the EUROSAI WGEA site (http://eurosai.nik.gov.pl/en/site/aktualnosci), and programme calendar for
2007, should be regarded as a framework that would contribute to the smooth execution of the audit
work and ensuring the comparability of main audit findings across Member States. 

These findings will be used by the co-ordinator to set up the common report which will com-
prise three parts: Compliance, Governance and Cost Efficiency. 

I would be grateful if you could confirm the participation of your SAI in the Natura 2000 parallel
audit (if this has not yet been done), keeping in mind the programme for the audit work. 

Written contributions in the form of audit results should be submitted before the deadline to
the project co-ordinator, Mrs Marie Ortiz, French Court of Accounts (mortiz@ccomptes.fr), with a copy
to Mr Armando do Jogo, European Court of Auditors (armando.jogo@eca.europa.eu).

Yours sincerely,

Zbigniew Wesolowski
WGEA Coordinator

Addressees: Presidents of the SAIs of EU Member States which are also Members of the Eurosai
WGEA.
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A. Audit questions for Natura 2000 Pa-
rallel Audit

Standard reporting findings

Each participant should first perform prelimi-
nary work aiming to acquire sufficient back-
ground to be able to answer the following
questions.

1. How is European legislation imple-
mented in "my" country? Description of trans-
position of European legislation (Birds30 and
Habitats31 directives, especially compliance with
Article 6); scope of national rules: decrees and
other internal texts or internal rules and guide-
lines; 

2. How does the national organisation
work32 ? Description of the national framework
and main procedures used by government and
other managers involved in the system: mana-
gement procedures and practices, impact assess-
ment of plans and projects for the sites33, role of
central decision makers, local landowners, asso-
ciations, etc (including some precise examples
of local Natura 2000 experience);

3. How much does it cost34? Analytical
procedure of public supplies and human re-
sources; description of typology and sources of
financial means used in the Natura 2000 policy.
Description and process involving European
funds: EAGGF, LIFE, ERDF, etc, and/or national
funds: government funds, local funds, as well as
other subsidies granted by local governments. 

Specific audit objectives and evaluation
criteria

The scope of the audit on implementation of the
European Natura 2000 network is to examine

whether and how the provisions of the Euro-
pean directives, especially Article 6 of the Habi-
tats Directive, are observed in an effective and
efficient way.

1. Compliance
Compliance of national framework with Euro-
pean rules and specifically, observed rules of
procedure for transposition of the European
Birds and Habitats directives - description of
principal inherent risks and difficulties.

1. What were the main problems met in
transposing and complying with the Natura
2000 Directives?

2. How do Member States react to infrin-
gements? Where are the origins of the problems?

3. Delays in implementing the national
network. Reasons for those delays, conse-
quences.

2. Governance
Governance will be assessed from the aspects
of efficiency of national organisations, of  Natura
2000 implementation and capacity for resolving
difficulties.

1. Have Member States set up the requi-
red structures and organisation for adequate and
efficient governance of Natura 2000 in their
country?

2. Does the "feedback administrative
process" between central authorities and local
governments work in an efficient way?

3. Did you notice conflict of interest?
Between which entities? 

4. Did the management systems put in
place by the government allow effective resolu-
tion of difficulties arising from implementation
of the directives (managing choice and classifi-
cation of sites, conflicts of interest, meeting
deadlines)?

30  Council Directive 79/409/EEC of 2 April 1979.
31  Council Directive 92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992.
32  See Articles 3 and 4 of Habitats Directive.
33  Article 6(3) of Habitats Directive.
34  Article 8 of Habitats Directive.
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3. Cost efficiency
Value for money audit: cost efficiency of EU and
national aid financing the Natura 2000 network
(European instruments and funds, national sub-
sidies and coordination between them); perfor-
mance of the financial system organisation in
accordance with objectives assigned by EU. 

1. How are European and national funds
managed ? 

2. Have Member States established the
necessary audit criteria and indicators to eva-
luate whether the public funds invested in Na-
tura 2000 are contributing effectively to
achievement of the objectives set in the Direc-
tives ?

3. How cost-effective was the Natura
2000 management process ?

B. Timetable

SAI participants are supposed to carry out their
own audits, keeping in mind that the results are
expected to be presented by the end of 2007 at
the next Eurosai WGEA meeting to be held in
Slovakia.

Planned calendar

July 2007 (before summer break): contributions
are sent to FCA and ECA;

From July to October 2007: coordination and
synthesis by FCA and ECA;

October 2007: audit results are presented by
FCA at the Eurosai WGEA Seminar in Slovakia.


