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SUMMARY

There can be little debate that society is in the midst
of a serious biodiversity crisis with evidence at both
global and European scales pointing to significant
declines across taxonomic groups as a result of human
activities.

This decline of biodiversity represents more than just a loss in the ‘intrinsic’ value of
nature: it also undermines socio-economic values. Although difficult to ascertain on
a global scale, it is estimated that the cumulative loss of biodiversity and associated
ecosystem services, such as the purification of water, carbon sequestration and
pollination by insects, could be equivalent to 7% of the 2050 world Gross Domestic
Product (GDP) annually. Conversely, there is an increasing body of evidence
showing that protecting natural capital can provide significant positive socioeconomic benefits. For instance, a forthcoming study for the European Commission
conservatively estimates that the economic benefits of the EU Natura 2000 network
are in the order of € 200 to € 300 billion / year, which is 1.7% to 2.5% of EU GDP.
Furthermore, a recent study from the European Commission estimates the cost
of not implementing the existing body of environmental legislation and future
biodiversity targets to be € 50 billion / year.
In recent years, there has been a growing recognition of this problem by politicians
at national and international levels. In March 2010, EU leaders endorsed a
2050 long-term vision on biodiversity together with a headline target to halt
biodiversity loss and ecosystem degradation by 2020. To help to achieve this goal,
the European Commission adopted a new 2020 Biodiversity Strategy in May 2011,
which was endorsed by the European Council later that year. Fundamental to the
achievement of the target is the full implementation of the EU Birds and Habitats
Directives, including the adequate management and financing of the Natura 2000
network. This is also likely to result in significant benefits for society. Although no
direct cost-benefit analyses have been carried out to date, preliminary estimates
suggest that the benefits accrued from the network may be several orders of
magnitude greater than the costs.
To date, there has been no dedicated fund at EU level designated to finance the
Natura 2000 network. Instead an integrated approach has been agreed between
Member States and the European Commission allowing all EU funds to contribute
to Natura 2000 financing. To ensure this operates adequately, national and regional
planning tools will be developed, as referred to in Article 8 of the Habitats Directive,
called ‘Prioritized Action Frameworks’ (PAFs). The PAFs are an essential tool for
relevant authorities to find solutions to the funding requirements of the Natura 2000
network in their country/region and identify key actions and potential funding
sources. The first PAFs will need to be developed by national and regional authorities
throughout 2012 in order to be used by Member States in the preparation of their
Operational Programmes for the 2014–2020 funding period.
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This is therefore a crucial period for biodiversity. Key stakeholders, including NGOs,
can contribute to the development of PAFs by pro-actively engaging with the relevant
authorities and providing input, ideas and expertise to ensure optimal financing
arrangements for Natura 2000 during the upcoming funding period.
Furthermore, on-going discussions on the reform of the EU Budget are crucial to
the financing of Natura 2000 and the future role of PAFs. While it is necessary that
future EU funds are capable of financing Natura 2000 management measures, it is
equally important to ensure that these opportunities are taken up by Member States
during the 2014–2020 programming period. PAFs can and should play a key role in
this process, supporting Member States to better include the needs of biodiversity
when developing their programming instruments, such as the Operational
Programmes. Therefore, it is also necessary that final EU funding regulations
support and strengthen the PAFs as an essential tool to help Member States best
utilise EU funds to finance Natura 2000 and to ensure adequate investment in
Europe’s natural capital.

Recommendations

Environmental NGOs ask EU Member States to develop national
and regional PAFs by early 2013 with as much support from stakeholders
as possible.
We also ask the European Parliament, the European Commission and
Member States to ensure the EU Budget reform supports and strengthens
financing for Natura 2000 and biodiversity.
Environmental NGOs encourage relevant stakeholders to pro-actively
support the development of PAFs during the upcoming year, engage with
the national and regional authorities as soon as possible, and provide input,
ideas and expertise to the process.
Member States should ensure there is sufficient coordination between the
relevant authorities developing the PAFs and those responsible for sector
specific programming.

Our Natural Capital: A profitable investment in times of crisis | page 3

LOSING OUR NATURAL
CAPITAL: AVOIDING
A DEEPER CRISIS

According to the United Nations
Environment Programme (UNEP),
a green economy is one in which
growth in income and employment
is driven by public and private
investments that reduce carbon
emissions and pollution, enhance
energy and resource efficiency, and prevent the loss
of biodiversity and ecosystem services . This makes
biodiversity protection a key element of the green
economy and a basic requirement for all sustainable
economic development.
1

The biodiversity crisis
According to recent evidence, there can be little debate that we are witnessing
a serious biodiversity crisis2. This has been referred to as the ‘sixth extinction
crisis’, following the previous five known extinction waves in geological history 3.
However, unlike the natural mass extinction events in geological history, the current
extinction challenge is one for which a single species, ours, – appears to be almost
wholly responsible.
Humans are the only
responsible for the
6th extinction crisis –
biodiversity loss

In the case of Europe, 44% of freshwater molluscs, 40% of freshwater fish, 23% of
amphibians and 20% of reptiles are threatened with extinction, and since 1990
butterfly populations have declined by almost 70%. In fact, only one in six protected
habitats and species have been effectively protected. Wetlands, grasslands and
extensive farmland areas continue to decline, while habitat fragmentation,
degradation and destruction due to land use changes, together with pollution, overexploitation, spread of invasive alien species and climate change, continue to exert
significant pressure on biodiversity across the continent 4.
When one considers the enormous value of nature to society, for example, through
supporting food production, providing protection from natural disasters, and helping
to maintain our physical and mental health, it is not difficult to predict that this
crisis will have significant negative impacts on our long-term wellbeing. Moreover,
nature has spiritual, emotional and religious value that goes beyond economic
valuation.
Socio economic benefits of biodiversity
Besides its intrinsic value, biodiversity also provides a wide range of socioeconomic benefits resulting from the different services ecosystems support,
most of which cannot be substituted by technological solutions5. Some of these
services have concrete monetary value, represented either by the incomes gained
through the marketing of goods (e.g. timber, forest fruits, fish) or avoided costs of
reconstruction following natural disasters. Others have the potential to be assigned
a ‘hard’ monetary value once markets are set up, for example through payments for
ecosystem services (PES). Others have welfare value, which can be captured by the
stated ‘willingness to pay’ of those benefiting.
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The study ‘The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity’ (TEEB)6, initiated by
the G8+5 countries in 2007 7, concludes that “biodiversity needs to be preserved

not only for societal, ethical or religious reasons but also for the economic
benefits it provides to present and future generations - we should aim to
become a society that recognizes, measures, manages and economically
rewards responsible stewardship of its natural capital”8. It is estimated that the
Compared to approximately
€ 5.8 bn costs for the
European Natura 2000
network, estimated benefits
can reach up to
€ 300 bn annually

cumulative loss of biodiversity and associated ecosystem services between
2000 and 2050, could be equivalent to 7 per cent of the 2050 world Gross
Domestic Product (GDP) annually9.

A report commissioned by the European Commission estimates that 35% of jobs in
developing countries and 7% of jobs (14.6 million) in the EU are dependent
on ecosystem services10. Furthermore, a forthcoming study for the Environment
Directorate-General (DG) conservatively estimates that the flow of benefits from
the Natura 2000 network are in the order of € 200 to € 300 billion / year –
or 1.7% to 2.5% of EU GDP11. Visitor expenditure resulting from the estimated
visits per year to Natura 2000 sites providing direct and indirect economic impacts,
is estimated to be in the range of € 50–85 billion per year and directly and indirectly
supports between 4.5 and 8 million full time equivalent jobs12.
Finally, a recent study from the European Commission estimates the cost of not
implementing the existing body of environmental legislation and future biodiversity
targets to be € 50 billion / year13.

The economic value of protecting nature in Europe
The implementation of the EU Natura 2000 network of protected areas was
considered to have positive impacts on GDP in Spain, with an estimated increase
in GDP between 0.1–0.26 per cent at the national level.
In France, the estimated net benefits associated with key Natura 2000
management activities were calculated to be € 142 / ha / year, i.e. around seven
times higher than the costs associated with the management of Natura 2000 sites.
A recent assessment in Finland indicates that € 1 of public investment in national
parks and recreation areas can on average provide € 7.2 return in visitor spending
and can in some cases be even as high as € 20.
Similarly, the protection of Natura 2000 sites throughout Scotland has been
estimated to have a positive cost-benefit ratio of around 7 over a 25-year period.
The cultural value and benefits arising from tourism at the Burren National Park,
Ireland, have been estimated to be over 300 higher than the government support
to the area.*
*

Gantioler S., Rayment M., Bassi S., Kettunen M., McConville A., Landgrebe R., Gerdes H.,
ten Brink P. Costs and Socio-Economic Benefits associated with the Natura 2000 Network.
Final report to the European Commission, DG Environment on Contract ENV.B.2/SER/2008/0038.
Institute for European Environmental Policy / GHK / Ecologic, Brussels 2010
www.ieep.eu/topics/biodiversity/financing-biodiversity/2010/10/costs-and-socio-economicbenefits-associated-with-the-natura-2000-network
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The way forward to protect biodiversity in Europe
In March 2011, EU leaders endorsed a 2050 long-term vision on biodiversity together
with the following 2020 headline target:

Halting the loss of biodiversity and the degradation of
ecosystem services in the EU by 2020, and restoring
them in so far as feasible, while stepping up the EU
contribution to averting global biodiversity loss.
In order to help Europe reach this goal, the European Commission adopted a new
2020 Biodiversity Strategy in May 2011. This Strategy, together with its six targets,
has been endorsed by the European Council in 201114.
The effective protection and management of the Natura 2000 network of
protected areas is fundamental to achieving the 2020 target. Created in 1992, under
Article 3 of the Habitats Directive15, the terrestrial network is now almost complete,
covering 18% of the land area of Europe16. It is regarded as the cornerstone of the
EU’s efforts to conserve biodiversity.

NOW IS
AN OPPORTUNE
TIME!

Although still not fully implemented, the instruments for biodiversity
protection in Europe have already shown their effectiveness. In August 2007,
the journal Science published an analysis showing that the Birds Directive has
made a significant difference in protecting many of Europe’s most threatened birds
from further decline. The ground-breaking paper shows that the Birds Directive
has clearly helped those species considered to be most at risk, partly through the
designation of Special Protection Areas (SPAs)17.
With the designation of the Natura 2000 sites almost complete, Member States
are now turning their attention to site management. Together with the growing
evidence of the benefits gained from protecting our natural capital, now is an
opportune time to ensure that sufficient financial resources, and an effective
framework for allocating these resources, are in place for the management of the
Natura 2000 network.

Our Natural Capital: A profitable investment in times of crisis | page 6

References
1

www.unep.org/greeneconomy/AboutGEI/WhatisGEI/tabid/29784/Default.aspx

2

Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity (2010) Global Biodiversity Outlook 3.
Montréal, 94 pages. www.cbd.int/gbo3/; EEA (2010) EU 2010 Biodiversity Baseline
www.eea.europa.eu/publications/eu-2010-biodiversity-baseline

3

http://wwf.panda.org/about_our_earth/biodiversity/biodiversity/

4

1 – European Environmental Agency, 2010. EU 2010 biodiversity baseline,
EEA technical report No 12/2010, EEA, Copenhagen, 2010.
www.eea.europa.eu/publications/eu-2010-biodiversity-baseline
2 – Cuttelod, A., Seddon, M. and Neubert, E. 2011. European Red List of Non-marine Molluscs.
Luxembourg: Publications Office of the European Union.
www.iucnredlist.org/documents/Europe/EU-Moll-Report_web.pdf
3 – Van Swaay, C. A. M., Van Strien, A. J., Harpke, A., Fontaine, B., Stefanescu, C., Roy, D., Maes, D.,
Kühn, E., Õunap, E., Regan, E., Švitra, G., Heliölä, J., Settele, J., Warren, M. S., Plattner, M., Kuussaari,
M., Cornish, N., Garcia Pereira, P., Leopold, P., Feldmann, R., Jullard, R., Verovnik, R., Popov, S.,
Brereton, T., Gmelig Meyling, A., Collins, S. (2010). The European Butterfly Indicator for Grassland
species 1990–2009. Report VS2010.010, De Vlinderstichting, Wageningen.
www.bc-europe.org/upload/VS2010-010%20European%20Butterfly%20Indicator%201990-2009.pdf

5

Ten Brink (ed.) 2011. The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity in National and International
Policy Making. EartchScan, London. 390 p.

6

See the European Commission (EC) webpage on the economics of ecosystems and biodiversity:
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/economics/index_en.htm

7

G8+5 group of leaders consists of the heads of government from the G8 nations (Canada, France,
Germany, Italy, Japan, Russia, the United Kingdom and the United States), plus the heads of government
of the five leading emerging economies (Brazil, China, India, Mexico and South Africa).

8

TEEB Synthesis report, 2010.
www.teebweb.org/Portals/25/TEEB%20Synthesis/TEEB_SynthReport_09_2010_online.pdf

9

Ten Brink et al. 2009. The Cost of Policy Inaction – in Monetary Terms (Ch6),
in L. Braat & P. ten Brink (eds.) The Cost of Policy Inaction – The case of not meeting the 2010
biodiversity target, 171 p and Annexes.
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/enveco/biodiversity/index.htm

10 Full study available at: http://ec.europa.eu/environment/enveco/biodiversity/pdf/
Social%20Dimension%20of%20Biodiversity.pdf
11 Including carbon sequestration and storage, water provision and purification,
national hazards prevention, tourism and recreation.
12 European Commission Staff Working Paper on Financing Natura 2000.
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/natura2000/financing/index_en.htm
13 The costs of not implementing the environmental acquis - Final report ENV.G.1/FRA/2006/0073.
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/enveco/economics_policy/pdf/report_sept2011.pdf
14 Environment Council Conclusions from 21st June and 19th December 2011:
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/comm2006/2020.htm
15 Including also the protected sites from the 1979 EU Birds Directive.
16 There are also substantial marine areas covering 198,760 km2. There are still some remaining gaps
to be filled, especially for the offshore marine environment. However, the objective is to ensure that the
establishment phase for Natura 2000 is largely complete by the end of 2012.
17 Paul F. Donald, Fiona J. Sanderson, Ian J. Burfield, Stijn M. Bierman, Richard D. Gregory,
Zoltan Waliczky. International Conservation Policy Delivers Benefits for Birds in Europe.
Science, 10 August 2007.
www.sciencemag.org/content/317/5839/810.full

Our Natural Capital: A profitable investment in times of crisis | page 7

SECURING
RESOURCES
FOR BIODIVERSITY
AFTER 2013

The first target of the EU
Biodiversity Strategy refers to the
full implementation of the EU Birds
and Habitats Directive. In short, we
can say that there is no chance of
reaching the 2020 target if the
Natura 2000 network is not in
place, adequately managed and
financed.

The EU strategy calls on the European Commission
and the Member States to “provide the necessary
funds and incentives for Natura 2000, including through EU funding instruments,
under the next multiannual financial framework”. This demand was reiterated by
the European Council in December 2011, when they called on the Commission
and Member States to “[ensure] predictable, adequate and regular funding for the
proper maintenance and functioning of the Natura 2000 network”, and stressed
“the importance of achieving biodiversity objectives i.a. through the establishment
of appropriate measures consistent with Prioritized action frameworks”18.
To ensure that the Natura 2000 network fully delivers its potential socio-economic
benefits, sites must be adequately managed. It has been estimated that a minimum
of € 5.8 billion per year is needed to finance the management of the Natura 2000
network 19. This means about one Euro per month per European citizen. On the
other hand, the benefits which flow from this network are estimated to be in the
order of € 200 to € 300 billion / year20.
The Prioritized
Action Framework is
the tool for of a strategic
multiannual planning to
finance Natura 2000

Despite the value for investment and added value there is no single EU fund for
biodiversity, apart from the very insufficient Nature and Biodiversity component
(less than 0.1% of the EU budget) of LIFE+, the current financing instrument
specifically for the environment21. As biodiversity is a horizontal issue which
cuts across most European policies, the integration of this nature conservation
component in all relevant EU budget lines, supported by innovative funding
mechanisms (see box), has been identified as being the best way to finance
Natura 200022.

Complementing public funding –
potential innovative funding mechanisms
To complement and add to the existing funding streams for Natura 2000,
new and innovative funding mechanisms could also be explored, for example
by engaging more with the business and financial sectors. This would mean
using more private sector resources alongside EU and national public funding.
A number of possibilities exist, for example through following the beneficiaries
or polluters pay principles (eg creating payments for ecosystem services – PES).
In principle, the development of innovative financing instruments could also be
actively supported by EU sectoral polices and related funds. For example, funding
under EU Cohesion Policy could be made available to support pioneering and
testing innovative payment schemes that benefit both sustainable socio-economic
development and biodiversity, including Natura 2000.
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FISHERIES FUND

SOURCE: WWF, 2012

Financial Shares
for Natura 2000 from
national and EU funds

RESEARCH FUND
LIFE

Optimal shares
for Natura 2000 from
national (25%) and
EU funds (75%) should
cover the total minimum
amount of € 5.8 bn
annualy

NATIONAL
FUNDS

STRUCTURAL
FUNDS

CAP

75%

FROM EU BUDGET
FUNDS

25%

FROM NATIONAL
FUNDS

€ 5.8 BN

PER YEAR

For further information see
FOR NATURA 2000
“Unlocking the Potential of the EU Budget:
Financing a Greener and More Inclusive Economy”, WWF, 2011
www.wwf.eu/eu_budget/?199867/Unlocking-the-Potential-of-the-Eu-Budget

However, experience shows that the integrated approach for financing Natura 2000
does not work properly. The current financing available for Natura 2000
within EU funds covers only between 10% and in the best case 20% of the
current needs23. The European Commission has suggested developing strategic
multiannual planning to finance Natura 2000 from EU and national funds24.
This approach is also supported by EU Member States and relevant stakeholders25.
These discussions have lead to the idea of a planning tool to drive the necessary
investment in conservation and to mobilise EU and national resources. These
national and regional planning instruments have been formulated as Prioritized
Action Frameworks (PAFs), in line with the legal provisions of Article 8 of the
EU Habitats Directive26 (see next chapter).
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Recommendations

The EU budget 2014–2020 should co-finance 75% of the costs of implementing
Natura 2000, shared between key EU funds, including Rural Development,
Cohesion, Fisheries and Maritime, Horizon 2020 (Research and Innovation),
Environment and Climate Action (LIFE). Approximately 2–3% of the EU budget
should be allocated to this purpose. Remaining funds should come from Member
State sources, including innovative financial instruments (i.e. public and
private sources).

2–3%

OF THE EU BUDGET
IS NEEDED TO SECURE THE
BENEFITS OF THE EUROPEAN
NATURA 2000 NETWORK

In order to improve the transparency and results of the integrated approach,
the European Commission, European Parliament and European Council shall
ensure that all available EU funding instruments include clear opportunities to
support the co-financing of Natura 2000 in the future. Actions and related budget
figures available for Natura 2000 must be clearly visible. Prioritized Action
Frameworks (PAFs) should be appropriately referred to in all relevant EU
funding regulations.
Environmental NGOs ask relevant authorities in Member States to develop
national and regional PAFs with the support of the European Commission during
the upcoming year. They should be available to support the planning process
for regional and national Operational Programmes for Rural and Regional
Development ensuring that financial resources for measures are included as
identified in the PAFs.
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A MORE STRATEGIC
APPROACH TO
FINANCING NATURE

The Prioritized Action Frameworks
(PAFs) are the national and
regional planning tools that help
to secure financial resources for the
management of Natura 2000 and
ensure that the funding available
meets the needs of the network.
PAFs are planning and financing
tools in which the Natura 2000 investments are
prioritized, costs are identified and matched with the
appropriate funding source (EU and national funds).
There is a legal basis for PAFs under Article 8 of the
EU Habitats Directive.
Why are PAFs necessary? What can PAFs be used for?
PAFs will help identify clear financing needs and will promote a more systematic
use and uptake of different EU funds for Natura 2000. PAFs can also help identify
and plan the necessary use of national funds to co-finance Natura 2000 measures.
They have been a missing tool and by improving coherence and coordination, PAFs
could help improve, clarify and build-up stakeholder knowledge as to which funds
are available for different Natura 2000 management activities. The PAFs will help
Member States fulfil their EU funding programming obligations, as they must
include environmental aspects within the Partnership Contracts and Operational
Programmes. This type of enhanced coordination at the national level could also
indirectly reduce administrative burdens for key stakeholders. Finally, PAFs could
(directly or indirectly) support and/or initiate monitoring of EU funds’ performance
in delivering biodiversity goals, or at least help to identify suitable funding sources
to support these monitoring activities. The development of PAFs should be based
as much as possible on information available in appropriate management plans/
measures for Natura 2000 sites27.
Who should develop the PAFs?
Knowledge and information regarding the funding needs for Natura 2000 sites
are available at the national and/or regional levels, therefore national or regional
authorities are best placed to develop a PAF; as also they will be the end users.
Sufficient consultation with relevant sectors and stakeholders at the national and
regional level is an important element to ensure a positive final result. The European
Commission should contribute to this process by providing guidance, ensuring best
practice and case studies are shared, and supporting the process at the European
level. Given the short timeframe in this first stage (first PAFs to be ready by the end
of 2012), relevant stakeholders are encouraged to be proactive in order to be able to
influence the process.
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What should a PAF look like?
PAFs are a tool to help national and regional authorities improve the financing of
Natura 2000. Therefore, there should be a degree of flexibility in their development
based on the subsidiarity principle. In any case, guidance from the European
Commission would be needed to ensure coherence and consistency, and to support
monitoring. Member States would have the discretion to draw up these frameworks
as they consider best, but it would be advisable to include both the finance/economic
ministries and relevant nature authorities in the process. In order to be effective,
a PAF should include the following information:
–– The main national challenges to fulfilment of the requirements of the EU
Nature directives – e.g. a summary of most threatened habitats and species.
–– The key conservation priorities that need to be addressed during the period
2014–2020 and how these can be achieved. It should demonstrate the role
of incentives, regulation, advice, land purchase etc. and the relationship to
national/regional Natura 2000 funding priorities for that period.
–– A description of Natura 2000 measures to be financed. All existing
management measures should be indicated, with their estimated costs,
based on a common methodology.
–– The contribution of each EU fund (budget and measure) to the
national/regional Natura 2000 network.
–– The contribution of Member States’ fund(s) (budget and measure) to the
national Natura 2000 network for the next Financial Perspective.
–– An implementation plan.
–– A monitoring and evaluation plan.
–– In particular, for the first stage of development of the PAFs
(to be completed by the end of 2012), it would be better for the PAFs to include
measures which can be easily translated into the upcoming national and
regional Operational Programmes.

NATIONAL/REGIONAL PRIORITIZED ACTION FRAMEWORKS (PAFS)
FOR FINANCING NATURA 2000

Basic Natura 2000
Financing Architecture

Coordination,
transparency
& outlining
funding needs
Common Strategic Framework
Including a reference to PAFs

National
funding

Future
CAP

Future
Cohesion
Funding

Future
EMMF

Future
FP8

Natura 2000
habitat and
species
conservation

Natura 2000
compensation and
management

Natura 2000
management
and
restoration

Natura 2000
compensation and
management

Natura 2000
research
to support
management
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SOURCE: WWF, 2012

Future
LIFE+

When should the PAFs be developed?
The PAFs can be very useful tools for Member States in the development of their
national programmes for the use of the EU funds for the next financing period. They
should be ready by the end of 2012 in order to have the maximum impact. They will
also be useful at a later stage during the 2014–2020 programming period, when they
are expected to be updated on an ongoing basis according to experience.
How should PAFs be developed?
To unlock their full potential, the development of the PAFs requires discussion
with several sectors, including agriculture, regional development and fisheries, to
identify common goals and ways forward. Enough time should therefore be allocated
for the preparation of the PAFs, so Member States are encouraged to start as soon
as possible with their development. Given the limited resources of national nature
conservation administrations, costs for developing such plans should be eligible for
technical assistance or other budget streams.
Exemplary programmes have already been developed, for instance the 2007–2013
Slovenian Natura 2000 Site Management Programme 28, which sets out
investment needs and provides information on how different funding streams can be
used to cover them.

SLOVENIA:
A POSITIVE
MODEL OF
FUNDING

Slovenia, with the highest coverage of Natura 2000 sites in the EU (35.5%),
has already taken an integrated, planned approach to financing. The Slovenian
Natura 2000 Site Management Programme, adopted in 2007, uses different EU
co-funding sources to finance the network, and provides a concrete example of
how implementation of a coordinated approach to Natura 2000 governance
can be achieved. The Slovenian Natura 2000 Site Management Programme
2007–2013 was developed using national funding over a 2.5 year period,
allowing adequate time for thorough consultation. The plan:
– Defines the Natura 2000 conservation objectives and measures
needed to achieve them.
– Identifies the competent sectors and their related management plans,
and allocates responsibility for implementation.
– Links to other strategic plans and government development programmes.
– Identifies financial resources.
– Attempts to use local and regional development opportunities linked
to Natura 2000, and lists the main research gaps.*
*

Funds for the
implementation of
the Slovenian Natura 2000
Site management Program

WWF and IEEP, 2009. Innovative use of EU funds to finance management measures
and activities in Natura 2000 sites. WWF, Brussels, Belgium, 2009

11.0%

14.3%

LIFE+ (€16,1 MILLIONS)
RURAL DEVELOPMENT (€21,0 MILLIONS)
STRUCTURAL FUNDS (€57,3 MILLIONS)

35.7%

NATIONAL BUDGET (€52,5 MILLIONS)

SOURCE: WWF, 2012

39.0%
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The guided tour on Natura 2000 site landscape park Rački ribniki-Požeg in Slovenia. The area is a complex of
lowland wet forests, meadows and fishponds where extensive fish breeding take place. The locality is important for birds, amphibians, dragonflies and water plants.
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How should PAFs be approved?
As they are principally a tool to facilitate inter-sectoral discussions at all levels,
there is no need for a complex approval procedure at the EU level (i.e. from DG
Environment within the EC). The Coordination Group for Nature and Biodiversity
could be a suitable forum in which to present and discuss the PAFs with relevant
stakeholders at EU level, while the Habitats Committee could provide the most
suitable forum for their approval. As it is intended to be an inter-sectoral tool, WWF
and partner NGOs expect other stakeholders, including NGOs, to have a say in their
development at all stages. As the process has to move quickly to ensure the PAFs are
ready in time to help national and regional authorities shape the future operational
programmes, relevant stakeholders are encouraged to pro-actively approach the
responsible authorities developing the PAFs, and provide input, ideas and knowledge
from their experience.
How can the implementation of the PAFs be monitored?
The European Commission could follow up the implementation of the PAFs through
existing processes, e.g. the mid-term evaluation of EU funds and the Article 17
monitoring report under the Habitats Directive. This link with existing processes
would also optimize the use of resources and capacity. Furthermore, within the
framework of the Common Strategic Framework, a specific Working Group on
Financing Natura 2000 could be established, chaired by DG Environment and
including members of relevant DGs (e.g. DG Agriculture, DG Mare, DG Regio),
Member States and stakeholders. This Working Group could support Member
States in the development of their national Operational Programmes with respect to
Natura 2000, and have an overview of the development, implementation and review
of the PAFs.

References
27 www.ieep.eu/assets/791/Assessment_of_Natura_2000_Co-financing.pdf
28 BIBIČ, Andrej, 2007. Natura 2000 site management programme: 2007–2013:
operational programme / [text Andrej Bibič, Breda Ogorelec; translated by Blaž Trebar, Zlatko Midžić;
photographs Matjaž Bedjanič... [et al.]; drawings Marjan Vaupotič, Jurij Mikuletič]. –
Ljubljana: Ministry of the Environment and Spatial Planning, 2007.
www.natura2000.gov.si/uploads/tx_library/NATURA_2000-ANG-01.pdf
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INTEGRATION OF
BIODIVERSITY
WITHIN EU FUNDS

The model to secure funding for
Natura 2000 from EU and national
funds is the integrated approach,
using the various EU sectoral funds.
The ongoing discussion about the
Multiannual Financial Framework,
and the upcoming decisions about
national and regional allocations
of the different EU funds for the
after 2014 are unique opportunities to establish a more
strategic approach for financing of Natura 2000.

The Multiannual
Financial Framework
and the Common
Strategic Framework

The European Commission presented their proposal for the future 2014–2020 EU
budget in June 201129. Within the new budget proposal, the financing of climate
change and environmental protection is envisaged to be delivered largely by
‘mainstreaming’ within the 2014–2020 EU budget. However, a key question remains,
namely, how to ensure that the environment and climate change are taken on board
within the key policy areas and funding instruments currently being drafted.
The proposal contains some good ideas for a framework to address environmental
priorities; in particular it refers to the establishment of a Prioritized Action
Framework within Part 2 (Policy Fiches). For example, it states that “the effective

management and restoration of Natura 2000 protected areas is central to
the attainment of the Europe 2020 target of halting and reversing the decline
of biodiversity in the EU set by the European Council in 2010. At EU level,
a strengthened integrated approach using the various EU sectorial funds,
ensuring their consistency with the priorities of the Natura 2000 action
frameworks, together with an enhanced LIFE Biodiversity strand, will
provide a strong basis for the new Natura 2000 financing strategy”30. Despite

this increasing recognition of the positive relationship between maintaining and
restoring Europe’s natural capital, IEEP recently stated: “biodiversity goals do not

feature prominently in the Commission’s proposals and nature conservation
objectives seem poorly integrated in the funding priorities of different policy
sectors”31.
The future
EU budget should
ensure biodiversity
is protected and
adequately financed

This also reflects the general intention that the Multiannual Financial Framework
should only provide an overall framework and key figures for the budget headings,
whilst leaving the concrete implementation to the sectoral policies. It may also
be related to the push for strict alignment of the proposal with the Europe 2020
Strategy, which falls short in addressing biodiversity, although some in the European
Commission have stated that the EU ambitious target on biodiversity (together with
the energy and climate targets) is at the heart of the Europe 2020 Strategy 32.
Another big weakness of the MFF is the budget allocation for LIFE+ which needs to
increase significantly to fully meet the biodiversity challenge (only € 3.2 billion in the
proposal at 2011 prices, or 0.3% of the MFF).
For the sectoral policies, the proposal introduces a Common Strategic Framework to
improve coordination between funds and could be a very important document within
which to include the PAF and ensure the integration of biodiversity into sectoral
policies.
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The Common Strategic Framework (CSF) is introduced by the common provisions
regulation33 (and mentioned in the MFF proposal of June 2011) and will “translate
the targets and objectives of EU 2020 into investment priorities”. It will
include the five EU funds co-managed by the EC and Member States: the European
Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EARDF), the European Regional
Development Fund (ERDF), the European Social Fund (ESF), the Cohesion Fund and
the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF). The CSF appears to be the best
framework under which to establish the PAFs as a horizontal planning instrument to
ensure coordination. The CSF is foreseen to be published at the beginning of 2012.
It gives detail concerning each of the 11 thematic objectives of the CSF funds, the
key targets and objectives, the integrated delivery of objectives by the funds and
key actions. Despite current discussions on the legal status of the CSF, it should be
ensured that PAFs are clearly introduced within it, as an integrative tool to secure
financing for biodiversity. Possible solutions would include a strong reference in the
Common Strategic Framework to include financing for Natura 2000 in all funds, as
mentioned above.

Recommendations

More explicit and concrete links between biodiversity and the green economy, as
promoted by the Europe 2020 Strategy, should be recognised. This would help to
underpin the case for mainstreaming biodiversity and the instruments required,
including financing for Natura 2000.
The European Commission, European Parliament and European Council
should ensure the future Multi-Annual Financial Framework (MFF) provides
the framework to adequately finance Natura 2000 (see following chapters).
Specifically, the MFF should include a reference to strengthening the integrated
approach to Natura 2000 financing through the PAFs.
Environmental NGOs ask the European Council and European Parliament
to increase the currently foreseen budget for the future EU Environment and
Climate Action fund (LIFE) up to 1% of the MFF (€ 10–12 billion) and ensure that
a minimum of € 1 billion is available annually for biodiversity projects, with the
vast majority of those funding Natura 2000.
Moreover, the Common Strategic Framework should establish the Prioritized
Action Framework as the tool to ensure coordination between the key co-managed
EU funds for financing Natura 2000.
Environmental NGOs ask the European Commission to include a clear and
explicit reference to the PAFs in the proposal for a Common Strategic Framework,
furthermore, the European Council and European Parliament should mention
their support to this reference in the proposal.
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Future EU funding for the
environment – LIFE

Funding Natura 2000 from LIFE+ during the current period 2007–2013
As EU financial instruments do not cover all environmental priorities, and the
integration option has so far been unable to meet all of the financing needs of
Natura 2000, a specific financial instrument for the environment was created to help
develop and implement EU environmental policy and legislation, namely LIFE+.
The total financial resources available for the current LIFE+ programme which
runs from 2007 to 2013 are € 2.14 billion, of which 50% is allocated to the nature
and biodiversity component. The total budget, therefore available specifically for
Natura 2000 is less than € 1 billion for the overall period (2007–2013), or less than
0.1% of the EU budget 34.
LIFE+ is a very effective funding stream, especially for financing Natura 2000,
or best-practice and demonstration projects for the implementation of the EU
Nature Directives. However, it requires co-financing projects at 50%, with 75% cofinancing in exceptional cases. This 50% co-financing rate excludes many potential
beneficiaries, as projects typically have a budget of €2 million or higher. Combined
with the narrow focus (e.g. on best-practice and demonstration projects), there are
many places in Europe where LIFE+ is needed but cannot be taken up. Furthermore,
the LIFE+ regulation is administratively complex and project applicants need
considerable project management capacity.

A strong LIFE fund
and legal references to
financing biodiversity in
other funding streams are
needed for the integrated
funding approach

The current LIFE+ programme provides an opportunity to finance the development
of Prioritized Action Frameworks. In particular, the 2011 guidelines for the
development of LIFE+ Nature and Biodiversity projects includes in its indicative
list of themes ‘Article 8 projects’, aiming to “providing strategic funds to help the
Member States carry out the necessary work foreseen under this Article ”. This
indicative list of themes also includes the ‘Natura 2000 management and restoration
programmes’ which include a number of elements that are very useful in the
development of PAFs nationally or regionally35. 86% of respondents to a recent public
consultation on the future of LIFE+ considered that there was a need for a specific
EU financial instrument for environment and climate action. A majority of 55% also
thought that the LIFE+ budget should be increased 36.
Future financing of Natura 2000 through the LIFE fund 2014–2020
The European Commission presented their proposal for the future EU financial
instrument for the environment and climate protection (i.e. the continuation of
LIFE+) in December 2011. The Commission proposed allocating € 3.2 billion over
2014–2020 to a new LIFE Programme for the Environment and Climate Action.
This new proposal includes some changes compared to previous versions, including
a co-financing rate increase from 50% (max 75%) to 70% (max 80%). Unfortunately,
VAT and permanent staff costs would no longer be eligible for funding, which would
neutralise the increase in co-financing, and – if maintained – is likely to drastically
reduce the possibilities for civil society actors to benefit from the LIFE programme.
The 50% share for action grants in the field of biodiversity is still available. It now
refers to the Environmental sub-programme with a planned budget of € 2.7 bn.
The Commission’s proposal mentions the PAFs in article 11: “The specific

objectives of the sub-programme for Environment for the priority area
Biodiversity shall in particular be: (…) to support the further development,
implementation and management of the Natura 2000 network set up in Article
3 of Directive 92/43/EEC, in particular the application, development, testing
and demonstration of integrated approaches for the implementation of the
Prioritized Action Frameworks referred to in Article 8 of Directive 92/43/EEC”.
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A strong reasons for the PAFs is provided with the fact that LIFE should be better
coordinated with all other funds in order to gain synergies (Art. 8.3).
Finally, the new concept of “integrated approaches” can play an important role in the
future financing of Natura 2000 as the legal proposal underlines that the integrated
projects shall help to coordinate with and mobilise resources from other funds
(Art. 19.3).

Recommendations

Environmental NGOs ask for an increase in the overall budget of LIFE from
approximately 0.2% to 1% of the EU budget, of which at least one billion € per
year should be dedicated to biodiversity, and the majority of this to financing
the Natura 2000 network. This is to ensure that LIFE can, together with funds
leveraged through an EU co-funding rate of 75%, contribute more than € 1 billion
per annum to the costs of managing Natura 2000 (15–20% of Natura 2000
estimated costs).
Environmental NGOs ask the European Commission, European Parliament and
Member States to ensure that the objectives of the priority area of Biodiversity,
under the Environment sub-programme include support for the implementation
of Prioritized Action Frameworks, not only of integrated approaches, but also for
more “traditional projects”. In particular, PAFs can in future be substituted for the
current national priorities in respect of the Natura 2000 management measures.
The future LIFE fund
should ensure a budget
of € 1 bn per year
to finance biodiversity

In relation to integrated projects, environmental NGOs understand that these
should not replace bottom-up projects, and asks the European Commission,
European Parliament and Member States to ensure that the provisions related to
partnership in the preparation and implementation of integrated projects, grants
a stronger role to NGOs. The role of NGOs can be key to providing experience,
capacity and acceptance, and can help projects to be more cost-efficient.
Environmental NGOs ask the European Commission, European Parliament
and European Council to ensure the future EU Environmental Fund regulation
includes a reference to the Prioritized Action Frameworks specifically in Article 8,
as the key tool to ensure coordination among EU funds for financing Natura 2000.
This would ensure that the earmarked portion of the EU environmental fund
finances the Natura 2000 management needs that are not covered by other funds,
and it would help to leverage additional money, including from national funds.
Environmental NGOs also ask for an increase in the co-financing rate in the case
of projects defined as a priority within national and regional PAFs, and to simplify
the selection process for such projects, and/or increase their chances of being
selected.
Environmental NGOs ask Member States to use the development of Prioritized
Action Frameworks to define which concrete Natura 2000 measures should be
financed through the future EU Environmental Fund and how coordination and
complementarity with funding from other sources will be secured. This could also
support a more strategic use of this fund when selecting and monitoring projects
and reduce the heavy administrative burdens currently experienced.
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Future funding for the
EU Common Agricultural
Policy – CAP

The relevance of the current CAP for financing Natura 2000
The current rural development policies are seen in many Member States, especially
in the older Member States, as being the most important financial instrument to
contribute to Natura 2000 funding. However, the existing instrument lacks a clear
focus on Natura 2000, and it is often very difficult to see its direct positive impact
rather than its broader scope of greening agriculture in general.
There are several measures within the current Rural Development
Regulation 1698/2005 for 2007–2014 which can contribute positively to the
implementation of Natura 2000, including the agri-environment schemes
(Article 39), the Natura 2000 payments (currently in Pillar II, Articles 38 and 46)
and the diversification of rural areas (Article 57), which provide possibilities for
developing management plans and implementing biodiversity measures.
An important instrument is the agri-environment measure (AEM) provided by
Axis 2 of the regulation under which Member States are required to dedicate a
minimum of 25% of the rural development budget. There are different approaches to
agri-environment programmes with many making important contributions to nature
and biodiversity conservation37. However, the AEM is limited by being voluntary as
well as not being properly targeted towards the more concrete needs of Natura 2000.
The most important and clearly tailored measure provided by the rural development
programme is the Natura 2000 payments (Article 38). The main objective of these
payments is to compensate farmers for restrictions incurred as a result of fulfilling
the Natura 2000 management requirements. Nevertheless, they are often dependent
on the availability of management measures or plans, which are still under
preparation in many cases (in some regions and Member States). This is one of the
main reasons why only 14 out of the 27 Member States have used this instrument
with mixed results38 and why the absorption of funds has slowed down.
Some Member States have been more innovative than others in using the existing
common regulations for Natura 2000 purposes, especially by addressing the need
for drawing up management plans as a pre-condition for accessing Natura 2000
payments. For instance, according to the monitoring indicators for the current
rural development programme, the measure provided by Article 57 (Conservation
and upgrading of the rural heritage) has been the instrument used most by nature
authorities in Germany to finance the development of management plans and
concrete biodiversity investments with considerable flexibility in terms of landscape
and beneficiaries. Therefore, in Germany such a measure was a very valuable tool in
contributing to Natura 2000 achievement.
The future CAP and Natura 2000

The current European
Commission proposal
for rural development
policy does not
particularly strengthen
the role of Natura 2000
in providing public goods
such as biodiversity,
landscape, soil and
climate resilience,
water protection etc.

The EU failed to meet its target of halting biodiversity loss by 2010 but EU leaders
agreed a new 2020 target with agriculture identified as a key area for action39. The
Commission’s proposal for the future CAP was expected to provide further integration
of Natura 2000 and other policies, as well as recognising it as an important piece
of European legislation. However, it has been rather individually approached,
undermining its potential environmental, social and economic contribution.
The proposal for rural development policy40 does not particularly strengthen the
role of Natura 2000 in providing public goods such as biodiversity, landscape, soil
and climate resilience, water protection etc. In particular, Natura 2000 and the
environment are not mentioned under point 3 of the legal elements of the proposal,
although they are mentioned as one of the Union’s priorities for rural development
(Article 5).
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A first estimation of Natura 2000 cost for agriculture gives the figure of € 2 billion,
representing 35% of the total Natura 2000 cost set at € 5.8 billion per year41.
The fact that environmental measures, especially Natura 2000 and AEM, are not
financially earmarked (i.e. no minimum spending provided in the text of proposed
legislation) by the Commission for the current proposal, creates concerns about
the uptake and commitment of Member States to allocate funding to implement
the Natura 2000 measure. Instead, it states that “Member States should maintain
the level of efforts made during the 2007–2013 programming period and have

to spend a minimum of 25% of the total contribution from the EAFRD to each
rural development programme for climate change mitigation and adaptation
and land management, through the agri-environment, climate, organic farming
and payments to areas facing natural or other specific constraints measures ”

(preamble (28)(...).
Article 8 (together with Annex III) provides an opportunity for Member States to
approach some of the most sensitive cross-cutting elements such as assisting small
farms and encouraging shorter supply chains. Although Natura 2000 is mentioned as
one of the six EU priorities in agriculture, it is not considered as a cross-cutting issue.
This would have been a very important tool for supporting PAFs at regional level. It
is to be noted that, as stated in Article 9.c.(iv) of the proposal regarding the content
of Rural Development Programmes (RDPs), Member States should demonstrate
that “a pertinent approach towards innovation, the environment, including

the specific needs of Natura 2000 areas, and climate change mitigation and
adaptation is integrated into the programme”.

€ 2 BN

THE ESTIMATED COST
OF NATURA 2000
IN RELATION TO
AGRICULTURE

Merging the two current measures addressing Natura 2000 on agricultural and
forested land (R 1698/2005, Articles 38 and 46) creates potential for better
coverage of the Natura 2000 management requirements (in the case of
beneficiaries managing both agricultural and forested land) and simplifies the
bureaucratic process when submitting an application for support. At the same time,
the same proposed measure (Article 31) still addresses support for obligations
deriving from the Water Framework Directive and Natura 2000. This could
potentially lead to competition between the two objectives of the measure, as
both pieces of legislation require a significant financial allocation (Natura 2000,
€ 2 billion per year, and the Water Framework Directive, €10 billion per year, from
the Rural Development fund)42.
There is an additional element in this article (Article 31.6b) which presents potential
for strengthening the protection of Natura 2000 area, by providing support for
“other delimited nature protection areas with environmental restrictions

applicable to farming or forests which contribute to the implementation of
Article 10 of Directive 92/43/EEC. These areas shall, per rural development
programme, not exceed 5% of the designated Natura 2000 areas covered by its
territorial scope”).

However, further clarifications are required to explain the connections between
such areas and the proposed Ecological Focus Areas under the greening of direct
payments (Pillar 1) as well as the criteria for considering such areas eligible. The
inclusion of agri-environment measures (AEM) is mentioned as being compulsory in
the rural development programmes (Article 29). The range of potential beneficiaries
is extended to include groups of farmers who are able to carry out AEM commitments.
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Article 18 of the proposed Regulation includes the possibility to cover tangible
and/or intangible investments which “are non productive investments linked to

the achievement of agri- and forest- environment commitments, biodiversity
conservation status of species and habitat as well as enhancing the public
amenity value of a Natura 2000 area or other high nature value area to be
defined in the programme.”

Finally, Article 57, instead of taking lessons learned from the past, has been
somewhat watered down and is now split into several articles. As part of a much
broader article (21), it creates competition between a range of necessary national
level activities (e.g. renewable energy, broadband infrastructure, local basic services
and others) which will need to be delivered by local municipalities. This makes
transparency and monitoring of the financial options for Natura 2000, almost
impossible.

Recommendations

Environmental NGOs ask that future funding for the EU Common Agricultural
Policy contributes €2 billion per year to the financing of Natura 200043.
Environmental NGOs ask the European Parliament to ensure that the future
European Agriculture Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) clearly states that
Member States are expected to use this fund to cover Natura 2000 compensation
measures and agriculture-related measures identified in their national and
regional Prioritized Action Frameworks.
As the proposal for the new regulation has not improved transparency and
clarity of the funds available for Natura 2000, environmental NGOs consider
it urgent to make a clear reference to PAFs in the future Regulation, in order to
formulate the needs in the relevant national programmes, with a clear reference to
operationalizing spending across the different fields. Moreover, clarity is needed in
terms of the eligible area and beneficiaries to ensure conservation land managers
can use EAFRD to undertake nature protection measures on protected farmland
areas. Environmental NGOs ask the European Commission, European Parliament
and Member States to ensure these elements are included in the future EAFRD.
Common Agricultural
Policy remains the most
important funding source
for biodiversity and
should contribute
€ 2 bn per year

In particular, environmental NGOs ask the European Commission, European
Parliament and Member States to ensure that the future EARDF includes:
– An integrated approach to financing Natura 2000, and its consideration
as a cross-cutting element of the rural development policy;
– At least 25% of earmarking for rural development environmental measures,
especially Natura 2000 and agri-environment measures, explicitly provided
in the text of the article, and not just in the preamble.
– The inclusion under Article 8 (thematic sub-programmes) of the environment
acquis, including Natura 2000 (but also High Nature Value Areas, the Water
Framework Directive and climate mitigation and adaptation) as an opportunity
to strengthen the support for the Prioritized Action Frameworks.
– The text of Article 21.1.a) concerning the drawing up and updating of
protection and management plans relating to Natura 2000 sites and other
places of High Nature Value to be transposed into a distinct article.
Environmental NGOs ask that the beneficiaries from Article 21 (including
the development of Natura 2000 management plans) are not limited to
farmers and/or municipalities, but should also include relevant environmental
stakeholders, like environmental agencies/institutions or NGOs.
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Future funding for
EU Cohesion Policy

The relevance of the current Cohesion Policy for financing Natura 2000
The current funding period 2007–2013 has revealed some good opportunities
for using regional funds to support biodiversity and Natura 2000. Based on
the indicative financial allocations across all 335 operational programmes for
the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), € 2.7 bn is in principle
available for the “promotion of biodiversity and nature protection (including
Natura 2000)”. Most of these funds are allocated to the new Member States and
regions falling under the convergence objective. All kinds of nature related measures
(e.g. management plans and restoration works) can be financed but the variety of
measures applied across regions makes it difficult to evaluate the direct biodiversity
benefits. Some important trans-boundary activities are possible under the crossborder and transnational programmes. The scope of nature investments in more
developed regions, however, is very low and mostly linked to tourism developments,
as the regulation only allows for “development of infrastructure linked to
biodiversity” which is in contrast to convergence areas where there is greater
flexibility towards biodiversity financing. 44
Overall, it is positive that biodiversity is reasonably well represented in
the Operational Programmes across the EU. A recent study of a sample of
46 Operational Programmes across all objectives has revealed that biodiversity
is recognised amongst the objectives in 86% of the examined programmes and
funds are allocated to 61% of the programmes. 45 This is an impressive result as it is
commonly understood that Cohesion Policy is an economic development tool and
it is often questioned if and why nature conservation should play a role in regional
development.
The same study reveals that although indirect opportunities exist through, for
example, risk management and climate adaptation, these are not often used or are
very difficult to track in terms of their contribution to biodiversity.

The EU Cohesion Policy
has an enormous
potential to finance
biodiversity and
ecosystem services,
including Natura 2000

Major problems encountered during implementation are very much related to a lack
of technical support and difficulties with the co-financing arrangements.
For future financing and in order to integrate the opportunities from ERDF into
a PAF framework it is very important to have a clear and transparent scope of
the possible biodiversity support from the ERDF in all regions. Biodiversity must
be recognized as an opportunity instead a burden for development, backed with
arguments that for European regions covered by 20% and sometimes even up to 50%
by Natura 2000 areas, respect for and recognition of natural capital is an important
part of the unlocked development potential of a region.
The future Cohesion Policy and Natura 2000
The existing draft of the future regulations provides some promising opportunities
but also puts biodiversity priorities at risk through its very narrow scope of
interventions towards the EU 2020 growth and jobs paradigm.
The most important area for future biodiversity funding within the next financial
period is the thematic objective ‘Protecting the environment and promoting
resource efficiency’ with the investment priority “protecting biodiversity, soil

protection and promoting ecosystem services including Natura 2000 and green
infrastructures”46. Applying this investment priority is the key opportunity to
including an ERDF component in the PAFs.
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Compared to the previous financial period, the strength of this investment is that
it can provide funding for biodiversity across all European regions. The weakness,
however, is that the regulation foresees a dedicated earmarking of funds (in richer
regions 80% and in poorer regions 50%) to only three thematic objectives out of
the set of 11 proposed. The obligatory focus on research, technological development
and innovation, competiveness of small and medium-sized enterprises and the shift
towards a low carbon economy leaves fewer opportunities to strengthen the objective
of protecting the environment and promoting resource efficiency including through
investments in biodiversity.
This means that the decision as to whether to include the environment in
Operational Programmes is left to the region or Member State. Moreover territorial
cooperation policy recommends focusing the programmes on four thematic
objectives to be chosen by programme area.
The current proposal is very weak in securing funds for biodiversity and the
challenge will remain as to how to ensure that all programmes contribute to the
financial needs of biodiversity and Natura 2000.
15% of ERDF funds
are already allocated for
environmental activities
in many European
regions, this should be
a minimum figure for
the future programmes

Solutions include a strong reference in the Common Strategic Framework to include
Natura 2000 funding in all funds. Another option is to earmark money for the
thematic objective on environment or make it obligatory in all programmes as Article
8 of the common provisions regulation 47 asks that “…environmental protection…
(is) promoted…in the preparation and implementation of all…programmes”.
It should be noted that environmental spending in many less developed regions
already reaches 15% of ERDF, providing a minimum figure for environmental
earmarking.
For the first time the Cohesion Fund’s regulation proposes to invest in “protecting
and restoring biodiversity, including through green infrastructures” under
the thematic objective on environment; this is a good opportunity for large scale
restoration activities.
Better use of the funds in future will also depend on improved transparency to track
how the funds were allocated. Therefore a clearer categorisation of the expenditures
is needed.
In addition to this, the new regulations include an initiative that could be further
explored to better implement the PAF framework. It is related to Article 93 of the
common provisions regulation, providing the opportunity to develop a joint action
plan. Such a plan could be the way/tool to highlight and concentrate Natura 2000
investment needs and to have them managed directly by nature authorities.
In general, we need to highlight and strengthen opportunities for funding under
Cohesion Policy beyond the current Europe 2020 objectives and targets, with a
view to achieving specific environmental targets such as those set out in the EU
Biodiversity Strategy. Also, more explicit and concrete links between biodiversity
and the green economy (e.g. synergies between Natura 2000 and sustainable
regional development) are needed to underpin the role of Natura 2000 in the context
of the EU 2020 Strategy.
It should also be stressed that financing management measures for Natura 2000 will
provide climate change co-benefits, in relation to both adaptation and mitigation.
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Recommendations

Environmental NGOs ask the future funding for the EU Cohesion Policy to
contribute € 1.5 to € 2 billion per year to the financing of Natura 2000. The future
regulation should specify that Member States are expected to use this fund to
cover the Natura 2000 management and restoration measures identified in their
national and regional Prioritized Action Frameworks.
Environmental NGOs ask Member States to consider the opportunities for
biodiversity financing in the current proposal when preparing Prioritized Action
Frameworks. Furthermore, the Commission should make sure that the investment
priority ‘protecting biodiversity, soil protection and promoting ecosystem services
including Natura 2000 and green infrastructures’ is included in all relevant
Operational Programmes by ensuring that the thematic objective on environment
benefits from 15% of ERDF earmarking.
Environmental NGOs ask that cross-border cooperation enhances the joint
management of protected areas and also considers these investments as a priority.
Partnership Contracts with Member States should include a strong reference to
the preparation of PAFs and specify the contribution of Cohesion Policy.
Clear categorisation of expenditures should allow for proper tracking of
expenditures related to Natura 2000 and biodiversity.

Future funding for
maritime and fisheries

The Commission’s Communication on the 2012 reform of the Common Fisheries
Policy (CFP)48 proposes the following new measure:

Fast-track procedures to adopt fisheries measures needed under environmental
management (Natura 2000).
Additionally, the European Commission included the following paragraph in their
proposal for the future regulation on the Common Fisheries Policy:

24. (whereas) Member States should be in a position to present substantiated
requests to the Commission to draw up measures under the Common Fisheries
Policy for measures identified by Member States as necessary to comply with
obligations as regards Special Protection Areas pursuant to Article 4 of Council
Directive 2009/147/EC of 30 November 2009 on the conservation of wild
birds, Special Areas of Conservation pursuant to Article 6 of Council Directive
92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992 on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild
fauna and flora… 49
and Article 12 on “Compliance with obligations under Union environmental
legislation” states:

1. In special areas of conservation within the meaning of Article 6 of Directive
92/43/EEC, of Article 4 of Directive 2009/147/EC and of Article 13(4) of
Directive 2008/56/EC, fishing activities shall be conducted by Member States
in such a way so as to alleviate the impact from fishing activities in such special
areas of conservation.
2. The Commission shall be empowered to adopt delegated acts in accordance
with Article 55, to specify fishing related measures to alleviate the impact of
fishing activities in special areas of conservation.
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These, alongside other less obvious potential opportunities (i.e. within Part III of
the proposal ‘Measures for the conservation of marine biological resources’) shows
a clear intention for future CFP measures to comply with the obligations of EU
environmental policies. Therefore, funding opportunities need to be available for the
introduction of Natura 2000 measures under the CFP.
This intention is reiterated in the Commission’s proposal for a European Maritime
and Fisheries Fund (EMFF), namely in Article 38 which focuses on the protection
and restoration of marine biodiversity and ecosystems in the framework of
sustainable fishing activities, and in Articles 81 and 82 under the development and
implementation of an Integrated Maritime Policy. Prioritized Action Frameworks are
specifically mentioned in Article 38 of the European Commission’s proposal50.
National and regional PAFs should make good use of these opportunities. Especially
because so far uptake has been very disappointing, although the potential for using
CFP funds for Natura 2000 has been in place for some time and is a priority. Member
States should use these opportunities, keeping in mind their obligations to protect
sites. Concretely, PAFs need to be sufficiently ambitious in relevant Member States,
and the European Commission should be vigilant in using them.
Recommendations

Environmental NGOs welcome the explicit provision for financing the
development and implementation of the objectives of the Natura 2000 network
within the CFP and EMFF proposals and ask the Member States and European
Parliament to support and reinforce these commitments.
Environmental NGOs ask Member States to use these commitments and define
in their Prioritized Action Frameworks how to finance related Natura 2000
management needs from the CFP and EMFF.
Environmental NGOs recommend that Natura 2000 financing measures should be
promoted and encouraged by the Commission with appropriate controls in place
to prevent aid being diverted to other purposes. A review of the likely production
capacity and overall project impacts on ecological sustainability should not only
be undertaken at the level of individual operations but also at the fisheries level.

Future funding for
research and innovation

The TEEB study underlined both the enormous services provided by ecosystems,
and the huge cost of destroying them. But it also highlighted the limited knowledge
of this issue and the urgent need to foster additional research on ecosystem services,
notably in the new Member States. At the European level, the analysis of the costs
and benefits of Natura 2000 is still very uncertain and requires additional research.
There is also an urgent need to improve evidence on the role of Natura 2000 in
supporting European socio-economic wellbeing.
In the Horizon 2020 draft regulation51 published in November, the overarching
objective of natural resource management seems to be the long term supply of food,
other bio-products and raw materials, taking into account the sustainable limits
of the planet and responding to the underlying question: how to make more with
less? Strictly interpreted, this does not leave any space for support to the protection
and enhancement of ecosystem functions and biodiversity, which are critical to the
delivery of ecosystem services in the long term.
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The current Horizon 2020 proposal foresees an amount of € 3.573 billion for research
on climate action, resource efficiency and raw materials, of which € 1.15 billion is
to be allocated to the European Institute of Innovation and Technology (EIT). This
represents a significant increase to the 2007–2013 research budget, but is still very
limited given that this theme not only covers climate change, environmental issues
in general but now also encompasses two completely new areas of work on resource
efficiency and raw materials. There is a real risk that research on biodiversity and
ecosystem services is sidelined once again. In a context where specific funding
allocations within a theme are decided annually, it is very difficult to track how much
funding will actually benefit research on biodiversity and ecosystems.
Horizon 2020 also proposes a budget of € 4.2 billion for “food security, sustainable
agriculture, fisheries, forestry and the bio-economy”. Given that, according to the
Commission, agricultural land (including grasslands) represents 34% of terrestrial
Natura 2000 areas, it is essential to ensure that research in this area will clearly
include Natura 2000 and fostering sustainable agriculture which is fully compatible
with Natura 2000 farmland.

Recommendations

A crucial requirement in the approach of Horizon 2020 for the sustainable
management of natural resources will be to ensure an adequate balance between
the strengthening of primary production in various areas and the delivery of
ecosystem services on the one hand and the protection and enhancement of
ecosystem functions on the other.52
In order to ensure a sufficient amount is allocated to research on ecosystems
and biodiversity, the financial envelope for research on climate action, resource
efficiency and raw materials should be increased to at least €4.5 billion. WWF and
its partner NGOs also demand the setting up of a tracking mechanism to calculate
how much research spending benefits biodiversity. The increased funding should
be used to fill research gaps in areas such as ecosystems services, land use, spatial
planning in relation to biodiversity protection (including green infrastructure),
and climate change adaptation.
More specifically in relation to Natura 2000, this fund should help to cover
the research needs identified by Member States within their Prioritized Action
Frameworks for financing Natura 2000, in accordance with Article 8 of the
Habitats Directive. Additional research on the costs and benefits of Natura 2000
and concrete evidence for support to Natura 2000 are also needed.
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Local fishing boats at the Polish Baltic coast near Jaroslawiec show that not only tourism but multiple socioeconomic uses rely on a healthy ecosystem.
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