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For each of the questions addressed in the two working round tables the most important key messages
resulting from the discussions are presented below. It summarizes re-occurring issues and particularly
interesting insights addressed during the discussion, drawn from the raw material provided in form of cards.
All other points mentioned but not listed below (eg, the wider range of very interesting examples) will not be
lost, as they have been included into an excel database, to further feed into the development of the

Communication on Financing Natura 2000.

WRT I: Financing Natura 2000 — Current Opportunities

Question I: What is already possible with the existing EU funding instruments?

1. The participants paid particular attention to:

New areas / Natura 2000 management activities

In general, there has been a real broadening of financing possibilities under the existing
EU funding framework 2007-2013; more possibilities available now than for the 2000-2007
financing period;

In principle, the current EU funding framework covers most Natura 2000 management
activities

Instruments made targeted funding for forestry, farming, water within the Natura 2000
network available

Funding was broadened for training opportunities

LIFE has been generally broadened and financing became possible for the designation of
marine Natura 2000 sites; it was successful in starting up activities

EAFRD provided in principle a good coverage; it offered new opportunities for financing of
Natura 2000 management plans and became a key financing instrument in several MS
(e.g. UK, Ireland)

However, in practice specific conservation actions lose out due to competitive demands /
priorities under the different EU funding instruments.

Due to financing of Natura 2000 not being compulsory under the different EU funding
instruments, actual opportunities on the ground depend on on the programmes set up by
the Member States under the different funding instruments

2. The participants emphasised the importance of:

Areas / Natura 2000 management activities not covered

Generally reoccurring activities are less covered, including site management activities,
particularly monitoring; limited funding for addressing long-term challenges such as
abandonment

Limited funding for capacity building and communication, particularly technical assistance,

Limited funding for research activities (apart from FP financing)

Limited funding for marine sites, including research and monitoring, and addressing issues
such as no take zones, 'leakage effect', dealing with deep sea trawling, by-catch, and long
liners; research into real alternatives

Limited possibilities for financing in non-EU countries / accession countries (eg, cross
boarder effects of protected areas, migrating species)

Less funding for non-priority habitats and species

Less funding for measures increasing connectivity

LIFE: for continuation of projects




EAFRD: Limited use of funding for stakeholder engagement; non-agricultural / non-forest
land not eligible for funding (e.g. urban green spaces); N2k projects focused on forest
harder to get funding

EFF: Funding does not cover marine protected areas in general, strong focus on fisheries

Structural Funds: Link to socio-economic development needed for receiving funding

Question Il: How successful has integration of Natura 2000 into different EU instruments
been?

1. The participants paid particular attention to:

Reasons — for instruments most commonly used

It is difficult to assess how successful integration has been as no information available on
how much has been effectively spent on Natura 2000 — measurement problem

EAFRD and LIFE+ perceived as the most commonly used/most successful instruments for
financing Natura 2000

EAFRD:

Important/ proven its increasing potential to finance N2K, especially Pillar Il and agri-
environment measures

There has been already existing “tradition” and at least some political will for integration,
particularly for win-win situations

Most significant for compensation payments

Includes suitable measures and programmatic approach; financially huge programmes &
projects

Key tool for Payment for Ecosystem Services for foresters and farmers

LIFE:

Most integrated approach, good for starting activity, most substantial direct funding

Dedicated to nature conservation, covers a range of actions widely usable and centrally
managed, guidance is provided

EFF:

Hopefully upcoming opportunities in the future

Structural Funds:

Successful in funding infrastructures needed for protected areas (e.g. tourism facilities).

Particularly successful in new Member States, not every MS eligible for funding under the
Structural Funds

EP:

Facilitating and informing mechanism but does not address Natura 2000 management
activities

2. The participants emphasised the importance of:

Reasons —not fulfilled

None of the different EU funding instruments have fully fulfilled their potential

In a competitive environment for financing Natura 2000 less attractive than other options.
It is hard to justify nature conservation in socio-economic (cohesion policy) or agricultural
terms (CAP).

At MS level financing under the different EU funding instruments is voluntary, no national
integration strategy exists. Also at Community level no targeting or strategy regarding
implementation exists.

Guidance and monitoring is not well organised at Member States level

EFF:




N2K in marine environment is ‘underdeveloped’ and biodiversity’s potential benefits (e.g.
from no take zones) are inadequately targeted

Lack of money - money for fisheries not for marine protection in general

Structural Funds:

Need to demonstrate economic benefit which is often impossible to the extent required

Links socio-economic development and biodiversity poorly understood, underestimated and
articulated.

Funding only secured where MS already gets a lot of support; complexity leads to low
uptake

Not targeted to the environment; not widely understood in environmental circles

LIFE:

Generally limited budget

Small amount of funding and for specific time limited projects; not systematic; focuses on
case studies; high administrative requirements

EAFRD:

Funding is for limited periods - no long term commitment and re-occurring activities

Diversion of funds within Axis 2 does not work well; Axis 2 Natura 2000 funds should be
clearly ring-fenced

Often current agri-environment schemes do not require substantial biodiversity measures.
Farmers do not always have necessary knowledge and understanding

No ring fencing for Natura 2000; measures applied have little effect (e.g. not targeted or
insufficient); LFA payments have little regard to Natura 2000.

EP:

Not seen as relevant for conservation as other funding instruments; research results not
easily accessible

Academic ethos biased against practical reforms; not systematic; can support but not
deliver

Question lll: What are the lessons learned regarding uptake of existing funding opportunities?

1. The participants paid particular attention to:

Successes

Generally, lessons have been learned on how to make use of the broader funding
portfolio (e.g. different EU funds and also innovative funds like lotteries etc.)

Good MS examples exist of national co-financing in general (eg, Poland)

Example Romania: effectively targeted agri-environment payments for HNV areas - many
of which are Natura 2000 sites

Example Estonia: Good success in Estonia due to good cooperation between all
stakeholders; successful integrated use of different funds

Example Cyprus: LIFE plays important role in funding designation of Natura 2000 sites

Example Wales (UK): Working jointly with fishermen to protect N2k under EFF

Example UK and Ireland: Good uptake of agri-environment measures

Example Slovenia: National level programming established to ensure coordinated approach
to finance N2K across funds

The current funding model has increased participation of local level stakeholders /
increase of local participatory processes

The current funding model has created more links with economic and social aspects

Opportunities under different EU funding instruments have helped to increase awareness
in other sectors.




Many examples of successful uptake- but this does not guarantee a successful outcome

2. The participants emphasised the importance of:

Barriers

Adminstrative barrier / bureaucracy linked to the different EU funding instruments

Linked to it lack of capacity to deal with this burden among stakeholders. This leads to
high admin costs already in the applying process, without any guarantee of success — some
stakeholders might not have resources for this.

Lack of coordination at national ministerial level - e.g. in providing support — lack of
cooperation between sectors

Competition with other non-nature priorities as there is no ring-fencing of funding -
conflicting interests

There is an administrative pressure for "broad brush" measures; political pressure to
spread funding widely but thinly

At times the payments are not sufficient to compensate and do not reflect the real effort by
stakeholders (especially the small farmers)

Lack of N2K management plans and national overall N2K financing strategies makes
effective financing of the network difficult

Requirements for co-financing are becoming a problem for MS (e.g. In the light of current
economic situation)

Lack of knowledge and know-how

Lack of trust between different stakeholder groups and lack of political support

EAFRD:
Axis Il funds could be made more accessible to small farmers (re: co-financing)

No financing for non-productive land

LFA payments should be better targeted to address N2K sites

Structural Funds:

Tendency towards investments projects - not conservation.

Low uptake in several centrally governed countries.

There is a need to make the link to economic development in order to obtain funding.

Question IV: What can usefully be done to make greater use of the current EU opportunities to help
finance Natura 2000- what are the ways of improving integration?

1. The participants paid particular attention to:

Greater use/ Improving integration

Improving integration:

Clearly earmarked/ring-fenced financing for Natura 2000 under different funds

Even introducing a “minimum” financing for N2K under each fund/ minimum budget in
each fund for N2k - protect Natura 2000 share of other funds (eg, cohesion) so that it is not
given away to other sectors

National coordination groups for funding of N2k, including all responsible ministries and
agencies

National programme for N2k - across all ministries + funds. EC could insist that MS
strategically target N2k

Set up conservation commissions to coordinate across the funds

National financing strategies for Natura 2000 (integrating different aspects of Natura
2000)

Integration of the different EU opportunities in a national or regional action plan;
Examples: Slovenia, Romania and in the near future Poland (in process)




Create separate operational programme only for Natura 2000 --> combine this specific
N2k programme with those of other EU funding instruments at national level.

If minimum payments for Natura 2000 are not ensured not much money would flow even
with the existence of an operational programme;

EAFRD and CAP:

Greater use of more specific, localised, targeted agri-environment schemes adapted to
management needed for N2k sites

Introduce element of payment by results to agri-environment schemes

Widen the scope of potential beneficiaries of Axis 2 measures

Transform LFA in High Nature Value category fund or LFA combined with agri-environment
in simple programme with an environmental focus

Structural Funds: Include ecosystem services benefits in definition of economic and
social benefits

LIFE: Increase LIFE funding by at least x5

Adopt programme approach to LIFE focusing on the development of the management
plans and management capacity, with longer term and more flexible projects

Greater use:

Need of dedicated Natura 2000 fund: if N2k is important to EU this must be supported by
dedicated fund; all European money goes into one big environmental fund (this is a dream!)

Funds for designated N2k areas is not enough; biodiversity conservation requires activities
outside the sites (eg, green infrastructure)

MORE: capacity building / awareness / better advice (eg, team of advisers, NGOs)) /
better & more coordinated information flow

Improve quality of national/regional focal points: EU funded training, plus greater
importance must be given to such posts by MS

MORE: flexibility in programming --> more result-based approaches, particularly less
compromises in designing the project foreseen by the current EU funding instruments;
more money should be made available to NGOs and other actors

N2K management plans are seen as a “motor” / requirement establish a successful
financing system for Natura 2000 — both to better estimate that financing needs and also
create a “mixture of funds” to finance activities.

WRT IlI: Financing Natura 2000 - Future options for EU funding instruments

Question I: In what areas could an enhanced LIFE fund or a dedicated Natura 2000 funding be
needed?

1. The participants paid particular attention to:

Enhanced Life/dedicated Natura 2000 fund

Financing outside the borders of Natura 2000 to ensure connectivity, enhancing the
network dimension of Natura 2000

Monitoring and increasing the knowledge base

Financing re-occurring activities and general long-term funding

Capacity building

Need for funding of projects outside the EU, e.g. regarding the protection of migratory
species (e.g. protected in Finland but endangered in Senegal) and on islands (e.g, OCTs)

Focus on projects/areas that have indirect, long-term effect for biodiversity; concentrating
on managing areas and support people's livelihoods

Assessment of socio-economic benefits of Natura 2000, environmental goods and
services, public and private benefits: research and evaluation on these issues needed for
N2k sites, BUT not make it into a specific fund for ecosystem services




Address threats such as invasive alien species or climate change

Marine protected areas

Species action plans, new priority species and habitats that fall outside other funds

Question Il: What innovative instruments could be used to help funding Natura 2000?

1. The participants paid particular attention to:

Most promising instruments

Highlighting the importance of fiscal instruments (for example financial incentives like
taxes on outdoor equipment)

Fiscal credit for Natura 2000 purposes; fiscal credit is much more motivating than fiscal
rebate

Capital funds for loans and guarantees for action

Green funds, cooperation with bank that can dedicate percentage of loan of investment
(e.g., the Netherlands)

Habitat banking mechanism should be adapted to EU habitats and should be in line with
Natura 2000; would allow biodiversity credits to be bought and sold

Trust fund collecting donations; charity

Payment for Ecosystem Services (PES), for example in Danube region: tax break on
sustainable company payments into PES schemes

Specific levies and fees linked to certain sectors, particularly recreation/tourism and real
estate

Using carbon credits to fund conservation projects; attach biodiversity criteria to carbon
banking and emission trading scheme

Operational programmes focusing on "ecological" development based on local natural
capital

Include companies that use natural resources in special tax system (biodiversity offsetting);
involvement of business through CSR activities

None of these are substitute for dedicated EU Natura 2000 funding

2. The participants emphasised the importance of:

Key elements

Transparency of the process and participation of stakeholders, particularly local

Needs technical assistance and long-term/mid-term view

Capacity/team for implementation has to be available

A set of SMART (specific, measureable, achievable, relevant, time-bound) indicators for
control

Instruments need to be linked to awareness raising

Targeted to biodiversity and in line with Natura 2000 needs

Ready accessible

Question Ill: Would a programmatic approach (e.g. operational programmes for Natura 2000 similar to
op. programmes within Cohesion policy) provide a stronger basis for success?

1. The participants paid particular attention to:



Key elements/ underlying factors

Yes, overarching programme that would ensure that the money given for this programme
would be spent on Natura 2000, but also re-enforcing ring-fencing of N2k funding

Yes, one overarching programme for environment, but with clear objectives, measures,
actions and indicators (time-bound)

Yes if linked to an increased budget and clear ring-fencing, adequate coding of where
money is spent

Yes if legal obligation and not voluntary

Yes if strict guidelines/monitoring of implementation, effective management involving set
up of actors

Yes if flexible enough to adapt to the national situation (e.g., federal system)

Need to know the costs, develop indicative proxy costs to prepare estimates

Budget comes from all ministries, not just environment; percentage of each fund goes to
environmental programme

Clear indication and coordination of funding sources

It should be SMART (specific, measurable, achievable, relevant, time-bound)
Cooperation and partnership approach

Ready to apply measures

Retain and strengthen the integrated approach (common solutions do not work)

Question IV: How to ensure that future efforts supporting the conservation / restoration of broader
ecosystems and their services (e.g. financing targeted to these activities) best support the
implementation of Natura 20007

1. The participants paid particular attention to:

Ecosystem services

Identify the link between N2k management measures and the provision of compatible
ecosystem services; the fact that they are generally provided by the network is not
sufficient information

N2k should be incorporated as part of regional spatial planning (economic and social
dimension)

Two funds, one for N2k and one for outside N2k, addressing connectivity

Environment mainstreamed into all funds; ecosystem services as cross-cutting theme
Adding prices to intangible benefits (e.g., green accounting)

Making conservation managers aware of commercial possibilities

Support for implementation of Natura 2000

Positive branding of N2k concept

Integration of N2k into other policy areas (sectoral strategies), also with positive
contribution from research funds for innovation

More consistent environmental legislation application in MS to ensure ecosystem protection
in areas outside Natura 2000

Management design and implementation

Increasing patch size, heterogenic buffering as well as connectivity

Quality control of environmental impact assessment

Enforcement
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