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Executive Summary 

 

The purpose of the New Biogeographical Process is to help member states to manage Natura 2000 as a 

coherent ecological network, whilst exchanging experience and best practice, addressing objectives and 

priorities and enhancing cooperation and synergies. The process should contribute to the achievement 

of Favourable Conservation Status (FCS) for those habitats and species of Community interest (listed in 

annex I of the Habitats Directive) that have been identified for priority consideration under the new 

biogeographical process within the given region, with a special focus on the contribution of the Natura 

2000 network, but without ignoring horizontal measures where necessary. 

The Alpine Preparatory Workshop was held in Graz, on 12-14 June 2013, in Austria with over 90 

delegates representing experts, practitioners and policymakers. The focus of the Workshop, which was 

hosted by the Government of Styria, was to discuss the key conservation issues for each group of 

selected habitat types in the Alpine biogeographical region. These discussions were given focus and 

momentum by the context provided by the EU Biodiversity Strategy to 2020 and the target to halt the 

deterioration in the status of all species and habitats covered by EU nature legislation and to achieve a 

significant and measurable improvement in their status by 2020. 

The workshop was intended to prepare the ground for drawing conclusions and making 

recommendations at the Natura 2000 Seminar for the Alpine biogeographical region to be held in Austria 

in November 2013. The seminars, which are being held in each of the European Union biogeographical 

regions over a four-year period, should make a significant contribution to the achievement of ‘favourable 

conservation status’ (FCS) for those Habitats Directive habitats and species that have been identified as 

having priority for action. 

The methodology employed in this workshop was through stakeholder participation in order to 

communicate and find consensus. These participative processes have a significant role to play in the 

development and delivery of biodiversity policy and practice. The stakeholders involved in the current 

workshop represented government authorities, habitat experts and NGOs (see participant list in Annex 

II). 

Prior to the actual two-day workshop field excursions on selected habitat groups were organized by the 

host and the Naturpark Akademie Steiermark.these excursions helped in setting the scene and in 

experiencing real-life issues and solutions with regard to managing Natura 2000 habitats. 

The discussions at the workshop in Graz were steered in order to: identify and prioritise the key issues in 

relation to establishing FCS for the identified four habitat groups and the habitat types and species 

within them; then, in relation to the prioritised issues, to discuss and prioritise potential solutions to 

those issues; and to identify possible actions; and finally to consider what kind of concrete actions could 

be envisaged to accommodate key associated species. Owing to time constraints and the complexity of 

some issues some of the working groups were unable to address the last issue. However, a number of 

species that may require further consideration have already been identified in the background document 

that will provide a starting point where this is lacking. The workshop also investigated four cross-cutting 

issues. 
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Within the above process four questions were agreed by the Alpine Steering Committee, as follows: 

1. What are the common problems/issues in management of habitats over the biogeographical 

region? 

2. What special management measures are required to accommodate habitats and key associated 

species? 

3. What are the potential solutions to these problems? 

4. Are there concrete possibilities for cooperation/cooperative action linked to the preferred 

solutions that could be launched at the seminar? 

 

In order for the working groups in the workshop to answer the questions the following approach was 

implemented: 

1. Chairs/facilitators: Ensured that the room was arranged for a good interactive process. 

2. Chairs: Explained the process/approach, then handed over to the facilitators. 

3. Facilitators: The basic process that the facilitators followed was then as follows: 

 

FACILITATION PROCESS  

Question: What are the common 
problems/ issues in management 
of habitats over the 
biogeographical region? 

Question: What are the potential 
solutions to these problems? 

Question: Are there concrete 
possibilities for cooperation/ 
cooperative action linked to the 
preferred solutions that could be 
launched at the seminar? 

1) Listing exercise. In groups of 2 or 
3. Ask each group to list the issues 
in relation to management of the 
habitats – general (e.g. to all 
habitats in the habitat group) and 
specific - to a selected habitat. Take 
their priorities one by one and list 
them on a flipchart. 

1) Select the top 3 priority 
problems or issues; deal with them 
one by one. 

1) New flipchart. Take the first 
priority solution. In the same 
groups of 2-3 ask them to list 
solutions to the problem. Take the 
priorities one by one and list them 
on the flipchart. 

2) Discuss – moderated by the 
chair, find common agreement 
about what is meant by the 
individual points in the list. 

2) New flipchart. Take the first 
priority issue/ problem. In the 
same groups of 2-3 ask them to list 
solutions to the problem. Take 
priorities one by one and list them 
on the flipchart. 

3) Discuss – moderated by the 
chair, find common agreement 
about what is meant by the 
individual points in the list. 

 

3) Prioritise the list. Using a scoring 
technique the top 3-5 problems/ 
issues should be prioritised. 

3) Discuss – moderated by the 
chair. Find common agreement 
about what is meant by the 
individual points in the list. 

3) Prioritise the list. Using a scoring 
technique the top 3-5 problems/ 
issues should be prioritised. 
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FACILITATION PROCESS  

 4) Prioritise the list. Using a scoring 
technique the top 3-5 problems/ 
issues should be prioritised. 

4) Go to the next priority solution. 

 5) Go to the next question for each 
priority. 

 

 

The answer to the final question: ‘What special management measures are required to accommodate 

habitats and key associated species?’ was managed using moderated discussion with key points captured 

on a flipchart. 

In the workshop specific objectives were therefore met, including: to discuss the key conservation issues 

for each group of selected habitat types and to prepare the ground for identifying possible conclusions 

and recommendations for the way forward at the Seminar (in November 2013). Significant added value 

and synergy has already been achieved simply through bringing together experts, practitioners and 

policymakers in a shared dialogue. This had also been facilitated by the organisation of four on-site 

workshops on the first day of the workshop. 

The same basic methodology was applied to the elaboration of the identified cross-cutting themes. 
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1 Workshop introduction 

 

The Workshop was opened by Dr Johann Zebinger on behalf of the hosts, the government of Styria as a 

representative of the Lead member state, and by Mr Micheal O’Briain of the European Commission. 

Mr François Kremer (European Commission) explained the outline of the New Biogeographical Process 

(NBP): a general view of the process, its objectives and the role of the Workshop in preparing for the 

Seminar1. He explained that while the responsibility for establishing and implementing the necessary 

conservation targets and measures to achieve favourable conservation status (FCS) lies with the 

individual member states, the main objective of the NBP is to enhance coherence in the management of 

Natura 2000 by promoting cooperation and exchange of information between member states and all 

other actors involved. He stressed that the NBP is a voluntary process fulfilling the obligations set in the 

Habitats and Birds Directives and it enhances coordinated and collaborative approaches among member 

states sharing a common biogeographical context. 

Mrs Anne Burrill (European Commission) presented general information about the role of the LIFE+ 

Programme in the nature conservation funding. The LIFE+ projects are (among others) aimed to support 

the Natura 2000 network, the LIFE+ Programme has a rich experience in testing and implementing the 

management and restoration measures for maintaining/improving the FCS of species and habitats listed 

in annexes of the Habitats and Birds Directives. To deliver this experience to the Alpine workshop, the 

LIFE+ platform meeting was organised immediately before the Alpine workshop (on 10-11 June 2013) in 

Schladming (Austria) hosted by the City of Schladming and the Government of Styria. The participants of 

the LIFE+ platform meeting discussed their practical experience from the LIFE+ projects in managing and 

restoring habitats targeted by the Alpine process. After the plenary part, the discussion was organised in 

four groups corresponding to the main habitat groups identified for the Alpine region (Freshwater, 

Wetlands, Grasslands, Forests). The reporters prepared the outcomes of the LIFE+ Platform meeting for 

the respective working group sessions at the Alpine workshop.   

Mrs Marita Arvela (European Topic Centre on Biological Diversity) presented the methodology for the 

selection of the 22 habitat types2
 which are to be considered at the workshop for the Alpine region and 

later at the seminar, elaborated in detail in the ‘Revised Pre-Scoping Document for the Alpine Region 

Natura 2000 Seminar’. The  selected habitats are grouped into four groups: wetlands; freshwater (lakes 

and rivers); dry and wet grassland; and forests. She also presented an overview of the pre-scoping 

document preparation process and the steering committee decisions resulting in selection of 22 habitat 

types and 30 species. 

Dr Lawrence Jones-Walters (Team leader of the ECNC led consortium – the contractor) briefly introduced 

the role of the Alpine background document in supporting the process up to and beyond the Alpine 

seminar in November 2013 and as a technical knowledge base for the workshop discussions. He stressed 

                                                            

1 The background/context for the New Biogeographical Process is elaborated in full in the Information note available on the Communication 

Platform at www.natura2000communicationplatform.eu/node/28 
2 The full process of selecting the 22 habitats to be considered as part of the Alpine process is set out in the: 

Revised pre-scoping document for the Natura 2000 seminar at Alpine region (Arvela, et al. 2012). Available on the 

Circabc web site at: https://circabc.europa.eu/faces/jsp/extension/wai/navigation/container.jsp 

http://www.natura2000communicationplatform.eu/node/28
https://circabc.europa.eu/faces/jsp/extension/wai/navigation/container.jsp
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the importance of the consultation process with experts and practitioners from the respective countries 

for preparation of the background document and the importance of the LIFE+ platform meeting input to 

the NBP. He introduced cross-cutting issues that were to be discussed in the working groups the second 

day of the workshop. He also added some reflections on the Boreal and Atlantic processes and their 

achievements to date.  

The participants were divided into four groups (based on their personal preference), each group 

corresponding to one of the habitat groups. 

 

HABITAT GROUP LEAD MS CHAIR NUMBER OF 
PARTICIPANTS 

SUPPORT BY THE 
CONTRACTOR 

Wetlands Slovenia* Peter Skoberne 18 Roger Catchpole 

Freshwater  

(Lakes and Rivers) 

Slovakia Jana Durkošová 21 Bernie Fleming 

Dry and Wet Grassland Poland Andrzej Langowski 29 Neil McIntosh 
Richard Peters 

Forests Austria Gerald Plattner 25 Lawrence Jones-
Walters 

* Slovenia is not the lead country for the wetlands group, but kindly agreed to chair the meeting on this occasion. 

 

The groups then worked in simultaneous sessions to answer the four questions focussed on the habitats 
(but included a question that addressed the management of habitats for species) as follows: 

1. What are the common problems/issues in management of habitats over the biogeographical 
region? 

2. What are the potential solutions to these problems? 

3. Are there concrete possibilities for cooperation/cooperative action linked to the preferred 
solutions that could be launched at the seminar? 

4. What special management measures are required to accommodate habitats and key associated 
species? 

 

In a second step the previous groups were dissolved and participants formed four new groups to address 
the following cross-cutting themes: 

1. Tourism 

2.  Landscape fragmentation 

3. Global change 

4  Stakeholder involvement 
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Each group then discussed the following questions: 

1. How do these cross-cutting themes impact on favourable conservation status? 

2. What are the potential ways forward / approaches to these cross-cutting themes? 

3. Are there concrete possibilities for cooperation/cooperative action linked to the preferred 
solutions that could be launched at the seminar? 

 

The cross-cutting themes that each group addressed were as follows: 

HABITAT GROUP LEAD MS CHAIR SUPPORT BY THE CONTRACTOR 

Tourism Slovenia* Peter Skoberne Roger Catchpole 

Landscape fragmentation Slovakia Jana Durkošová Bernie Fleming 

Global change Poland Andrzej Langowski Neil McIntosh, Richard Peters 

Stakeholder involvement Austria Gerald Plattner Lawrence Jones-Walters 

* Slovenia is not the lead country for the wetlands group, but kindly agreed to chair the meeting on this occasion. 

 

FACILITATION PROCESS  

Question: What are the common 
problems/ issues in management 
of habitats over the 
biogeographical region? 

Question: What are the potential 
solutions to these problems? 

Question: Are there concrete 
possibilities for cooperation/ 
cooperative action linked to the 
preferred solutions that could be 
launched at the seminar? 

1) Listing exercise. In groups of 2 or 
3. Ask each group to list the issues 
in relation to management of the 
habitats – general (e.g. to all 
habitats in the habitat group) and 
specific - to a selected habitat. Take 
their priorities one by one and list 
them on a flipchart. 

1) Select the top 3 priority 
problems or issues; deal with them 
one by one. 

1) New flipchart. Take the first 
priority solution. In the same 
groups of 2-3 ask them to list 
solutions to the problem. Take the 
priorities one by one and list them 
on the flipchart. 

2) Discuss – moderated by the 
chair, find common agreement 
about what is meant by the 
individual points in the list. 

2) New flipchart. Take the first 
priority issue/ problem. In the 
same groups of 2-3 ask them to list 
solutions to the problem. Take 
priorities one by one and list them 
on the flipchart. 

3) Discuss – moderated by the 
chair, find common agreement 
about what is meant by the 
individual points in the list. 

 

3) Prioritise the list. Using a scoring 
technique the top 3-5 problems/ 
issues should be prioritised. 

3) Discuss – moderated by the 
chair. Find common agreement 
about what is meant by the 
individual points in the list. 

3) Prioritise the list. Using a scoring 
technique the top 3-5 problems/ 
issues should be prioritised. 
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FACILITATION PROCESS  

 4) Prioritise the list. Using a scoring 
technique the top 3-5 problems/ 
issues should be prioritised. 

4) Go to the next priority solution. 

 5) Go to the next question for each 
priority. 
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2 Results of the working groups 

 

Each working group was chaired by a representative from the member state that was leading on that 
habitat group (except Slovenia, which is not the lead country for the wetlands group, but only chaired 
the meeting at this occasion) and facilitation was provided by a member of the contractor’s team. The 
sessions of working groups on habitats were held on day 2 and day 3, the sessions on cross-cutting issues 
were held on day 3. Each group fed back to the plenary in the morning of day 3 (including the 
conclusions from the field visit to habitats on day 1) and their results are summarised below, grouped 
around the five key questions3. It should be noted that each group took a slightly different approach to 
answering the questions. The format of each section is sometimes slightly different – in order to reflect 
this variation. 

 

A. GROUPS ON HABITATS 

 

2.1 Wetland habitats 

 

2.1.1 What are the common problems/issues in management of wetland habitats over the Alpine 

biogeographical region? 

The working group identified 17 issues that were regarded as important in relation to wetland 

management. A prioritisation methodology was used to rank the issues by level of priority. The ranked 

list is as follows (number of priority votes in brackets): 

 

ISSUE SCORE 

1. Favourable hydraulic conditions 9 

2. Climate change (biotic & abiotic) 6 

3. Ecosystem service awareness 6 

4. Overgrazing by large herbivores (incl. trampling) 4 

5. Surrounding land use 3 

6. Large carnivores 2 

7. Afforestation & existing plantations 1 

8. Recreation trampling 1 

9. Damage by all-terrain vehicles 1 

10. Natural functioning vs. sustainable use 1 

11. Nutrient pollution (air & water) 1 

                                                            

3 All of the PowerPoint summary presentations are available on the Communication Platform at www.natura2000communicationplatform.eu 

http://www.natura2000communicationplatform.eu/
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ISSUE SCORE 

12. Road construction (hydrological impacts) 1 

13. Even age structure (91D0) 0 

14. Land conversion & intensification 0 

15. Mining 0 

16. Wind farms 0 

17. Understanding causes of change (climate vs. management) 0 

 

 

2.1.2 What are the potential solutions to these problems? 

For each of the top three issues resulting from step 1 the group then listed the following potential 

solutions. These were again prioritized per issue and ranked in decreasing order of priority here below. 

 

ISSUE 1: Favourable hydraulic conditions  

Solution Score 

1. Knowledge transfer incl. best legal practice  11 

2. Controllable ditch blocking 7 

3. Monitoring (baseline & impact) 7 

4. Protect sites with intact conditions  3 

5. Polluter / ’drainer’ pays 2 

6. Communication with neighbours 2 

7. Use alternative funding sources, e.g. EU climate fund 2 

8. Adopt a landscape perspective, e.g. green infrastructure 1 

9. Define desired outcome and time needed 1 

10. Vegetation removal, e.g. trees 0 

11. Ecohydrological assessments (restoration & impact) 0 

12. Implement cross-compliance measures 0 

13. Encourage greater Nordic collaboration (Sweden + Norway) 0 

 

ISSUE 2: Climate change  

Solution Score 

1. Create functional habitat networks: 

- improve connectivity (vertical & horizontal) 

10 
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ISSUE 2: Climate change  

- identify future restoration areas 

- create larger habitat patches 

- maintain space for nature i.e. existing sites 

2. Ensure active peat formation 7 

3. Links to climate finance agenda 7 

4. Use climate as a restoration priority consideration 5 

5. Optimise management to improve resilience 4 

6. Retain genetic variation 1 

7. Change monitoring networks to detect climate impact 1 

8. Vegetation removal 0 

9. Modify habitat data sheets 0 

10. Use new NATURA 2000 adaptation guidelines 0 

 

ISSUE 3: Ecosystem service awareness  

Solution Score 

 Communicate key messages: 

- flood regulation 

- carbon sink 

- poor management increases natural emissions (fens) 

- practical demonstrations, e.g. LIFE 

- ecotourism 

- water quality 

- visualisations, e.g. what if….? 

- human health 

10 

 Describe & evaluate ecosystem services 9 

 Communication plans & curricula 8 

 Positive marketing, e.g. ‘brand biodiversity’ 6 

 Research: eco-health & valuation for wetlands 2 

 Hit where it hurts (wallet!) 0 

 Identify champions from all sectors 0 
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2.1.3 Are there concrete possibilities for cooperation/cooperative action linked to the preferred 

solutions that could be launched at the seminar? 

In a next step, the group identified possible actions to be further developed for each of the top-3 

solutions for the top-3 priority issues. These actions are listed here, with an indication of possible lead or 

owner in brackets. 

 

ISSUE 1: Favourable hydraulic conditions 

Solution Possible action 

Knowledge transfer - Use the communication platform, e.g. project links and best practice (ALL) 

- Study visits to restored sites (SE) 

- Knowledge-sharing meetings (SE) 

- LIFE networking project proposal. 

- Make links with EPBRS (SI) 

Monitoring - Compare monitoring protocols that can determine favourable hydrological status, 
consider EU MON reports first. 

- Pilot capture of remote-sensing images for communication and enforcement 
purposes, e.g. before and after. 

Controllable ditch-
blocking 

- Learn from LIFE projects across all biogeographical regions (ALL) 

- Review published methodologies. 

- Organise digger driver peer-peer training (ALL) 

 

ISSUE 2: Climate change 

Solution Possible action 

Functional  habitat 
networks 

- Explore synergies with freshwater group (ECNC) 

- Raise site manager awareness of existing ecological networks and green 
infrastructure (ALL) 

- Share modelling methodologies. 

- Scope how functional habitat linkage can be used as a consideration when new sites 
are notified (NB altered post workshop, OK?) 

- Pilot wetland functional network restoration/management approach. 

Secure active peat 
formation 

- See ditch-blocking actions. 

Climate finance 
agenda 

- Explore opportunities to use 20% climate fund under EU but also consider LIFE; 
private finance; revolving funds; loans etc. (ALL) 
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ISSUE 3: Ecosystem service awareness  

Solution Score 

Key message communication - Develop communication package for the identified messages. 

- Identify links between services and specific social groups. 

- Develop educational resources that are curriculum specific (ALL) 

- Improve on-site information about services (ALL) 

Describe and evaluate services - Use TEEB and similar studies such as the NATURA 2000 DG 
publication and SE project (ALL) 

Communication plans & school curricula 
development 

- See key message actions. 

 

2.1.4 What special management measures are required to accommodate wetland habitats and key 

associated species? 

In response to this question, the group identified the following list of measures. No prioritization was 

carried out. 

 Reindeer impacts on the lichen Cladina spp need to be regulated in Fennoscandia 

 The needs of large carnivores need to be considered across the Region (see EU Large Carnivore 

Initiative) 

 Management must be integrated for Annex I + II (i.e. management of annex I habitats should not 

conflict with management of Annex II species) 

 A healthy landscape matrix is critical for species 

 Promote functional habitat networks 

 What needs to be done that’s not currently happening? (management prescriptions required, 

especially for invertebrates) 

 Maintain different successional stages on sites 

 Manage beyond Natura 2000 sites, e.g. metapopulations 

 

2.2 Freshwater Habitats (Lakes and Rivers)  

 

2.2.1 What are the common problems/issues in management of freshwater habitats over the 

Alpine biogeographical region? 

The working group identified 18 issues that were regarded as important in relation to freshwater 

management both activities and their causes/results. After  prioritisation the issues were ranked as 

follows: 
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ISSUE SCORE 

1. Hydro-power 17 

2. Connectivity* 12 

3. Dynamics* 10 

4. Space* 9 

5. Morphological change* 8 

6. Construction e.g. houses, roads 9 

7. Awareness 5 

8. Historical and future impact of flood and torrent control measures 4 

9. (Co-)financing 4 

10. Excavation (in water body and nearby) 3 

11. Mining and quarrying pollution 3 

12. Implementation of Article 6 3 

13. Forestry – pollution, damage 2 

14. Tourism - pollution, water use, damage, disturbance 2 

15. Conflicts of interest 2 

16. Agriculture – pollution, irrigation 1 

17. Housing – pollution 1 

18. Invasive alien species 1 

Issues marked with (*) were subsequently grouped as one: Maintenance and restoration of space, connectivity and 

dynamics. 

 

2.2.2 What are the potential solutions to these problems? 

The group identified two  issues: ‘Hydro-power’ as the main activity of concern and 

‘Connectivity/Dynamics/Space/Morphology’ as the main cause/result.  Solutions were identified for both 

via scoring and moderated discussion and are presented below in decreasing order of priority.  There 

was insufficient time to explore other major issues. 

 

ISSUE 1: HYDRO-POWER   

Solution Detail Score 

Better application of existing 
legislation (Article 6) 

training, cooperation, describe obligations, best practice, publish 
reports 

19 

Technical solutions Fish bypass design, communicate best practice, bed-load management, 
focus new hydro-power only on existing barriers 

15 

Create new, stronger legislation  10 
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ISSUE 1: HYDRO-POWER   

Review existing consents and 
licences for hydro-power 
proposals 

 10 

Develop applied guidance for use 
across the alpine region 

Minimum standards, best practice, appropriate assessment, 
cumulative effect, links with Water Framework Directive, fish pass 
design, domestic practices 

9 

Alternative energy strategy  8 

Monitoring  6 

Cost – benefit strategy   5 

Polluter pays principle  4 

 

Solution 

Availability of land for restoration and instruments to acquire land 

Relocation of dykes, embankments and river banks 

All Government bodies sharing responsibility of Natura 2000 

 

 

2.2.3 Are there concrete possibilities for cooperation/cooperative action linked to the preferred 

solutions that could be launched at the seminar? 

The top-2 prioritized solutions for the issue of hydro-power (which the group regarded as an emerging 

threat inside and outside Natura 2000 sites - up to 100s km distance) were worked out in detail in terms 

of concrete actions. The group considered that these actions would need further discussion via the 

freshwater group and via communication platform and existing networks (such as within the Alpine 

Convention and Carpathian Convention structures  

ISSUE 1: HYDRO-POWER 

Solution Action 

Better application of 
existing legislation 

- Ask for EU Guidance on the issue (like ports, renewables etc.) including cumulative 
effects, minimum standards for appropriate assessment (EC) 

- Specify minimum standards for best practice for new developments (EC, within the 
guidance or special event for interested EU member states – no lead identified yet);  

- Training and other forms of co-operation (special event for interested EU member 
states – no lead identified yet); 

- Common implementation with Water Framework Directive (no lead identified yet); 

- Public availability of information/decisions (sharing in communication platform) 

Technical solutions - Fund research into aquatic impacts (sharing best practice via communication 
platform and via existing relevant networks such as of the Carpathian Convention) 

- Share best practice e.g. fish passes up and down stream (ditto) 

- Establish principles e.g. build new plants only on existing barriers 

- Include bed-load management in research and planning (again special event or 
communication platform or existing networks) 

- Organise appropriate assessment conference (the group so far agreed no lead 
country) 
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The group also identified a number of actions for some possible solutions for the grouped issue of 

‘maintenance or restoration of Space, Connectivity & Dynamics’. This was done in a moderated way and 

therefore no listing and no scoring was carried out. 

 

ISSUE 2: MAINTENANCE OR RESTORATION OF SPACE, CONNECTIVITY & DYNAMICS 

Solution Action 

Availability of land for restoration and 
instruments to acquire land 

- Exchange information of available instruments between states – 
by communications plan 

- Explore regional funding of long-term projects to find land 
banking 

- Management plans for catchments 

- Effective spatial planning for rivers and flood zones 

- Fair compensation for all owners and users 

- Stakeholder involvement 

Relocation of dykes, embankments and 
river banks 

- Encourage natural solutions for existing projects 

All Government bodies sharing 
responsibility of Natura 2000 

- Sharing of good practice (within the communication platform, 
within existing structures or within special event) 

 

Several examples of already planned relevant events on river revitalization were mentioned (Bavaria, 

Austria) and suggested (bilateral meeting Finland/Sweden). As the budget for 2013 was agreed the group 

suggested a special event was considered in 2014. 

The group also identified two general principles: 

1. the condition of Alpine rivers and lakes can be maintained by non-intervention [if state is good] 

2. or will need restoration/revitalization [if state is not good] 

 

2.2.4 What special management measures are required to accommodate freshwater habitats and 

key associated species? 

In response to this question, the group identified the following list of measures. No prioritization was 

carried out. 

 Because the recommendations identified so far are very general, there are no particular threats to 

any of the listed species. 

 In fact, natural restoration schemes would probably benefit these and other species across the 

landscape scale. 

 Local adverse impacts could and must be avoided by using Article 6 of the Habitats Directive. 

 Before carrying out projects we need high-quality data and we need to monitor before intervention 

and after. 

 There is a need for education to raise awareness of beaver and otter and other vulnerable species. 
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 There are other species (with a large range) which would help define condition of the Alpine 

biogeographical regions better e.g. amphibians including yellow-bellied toad and Carpathian newt, 

and pearl mussel.  These could be added to the list. 

 

2.3 Dry and Wet Grassland Habitats 

 

2.3.1 What are the common problems/issues in management of grassland habitats over the Alpine 

biogeographical region? 

The working group identified 16 issues that were regarded as important in relation to grassland 

management. These issues were then clustered into four major categories and each of the issues was 

described in a little more detail. No prioritisation was carried out by the group. 

 

ISSUE DESCRIPTION 

Cluster 1. How to avoid abandonment/avoid intensification? 

Agro/economic social situation 

Market situation Drivers of production choices; Abandonment is a consequence of these issues 

Utilisation/targeting of 
subsidies 

It could have multiple effects; Adverse effects are also possible (e.g. inadvertently 
excluding on the basis of selection criteria [scale of farm, targeting specific habitats, 
etc.]) 

Cluster 2. How to improve a proper/workable definition (or interpretation) of FCS? 

Proper/workable definition of FCS 

Inconsistencies of 
interpretation 

The interpretation on a national level, there are inconsistencies between countries; 
Lack of knowledge is an important issue related to this 

Correlation between FCS + 
favourable definition 

This depends largely on scale and timescale (diversity of grassland types is high and 
time scale can influence your target); There is a difference between site level 
assessments and national assessments; How do you consider the landscape 

List of species is important Improve the list of indicator species; This is a task for each country, currently other 
opportunities to improve common understanding of the indicator species and their 
significance should be assessed?; How would it be possible to improve how the 
species are used to test for suitability of FCS 

Cluster 3.  What can be done about issues originating from lack of knowledge/awareness? 

Lack of knowledge/awareness 

Lack of awareness of 
appropriate management 

techniques 

Little exchange of knowledge/experience/information/etc. between practitioners 
(stakeholders/farmers/foresters/etc.) 

Lack of knowledge among 
local stakeholders 

Knowledge for farmers, site-managers and other local stakeholders; Do we expect the 
same knowledge for every involved stakeholder; How do we find the right language; 
How much detail do we take into account; How do you capture the knowledge with 
regards to grassland habitats 

Lack of funding for support 
organisations 

e.g. farmers cooperation/other networking organisations/scientist groups/etc. 

Cluster 4. How to deal with the land use change? (this cluster was not further discussed) 
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ISSUE DESCRIPTION 

Land use change (incl. soil 
sealing) 

Exploitation, e.g. construction of golf courses; Which links to exploitation; 
Urbanization (e.g. choice on retaining the area or not) 

 

2.3.2 What are the potential solutions to these problems? and Are there concrete possibilities for 

cooperation/cooperative action linked to the preferred solutions that could be launched at 

the seminar? 

The group then split up into three, each discussed possible solutions and actions for the first three 

clusters of issues. The results on solutions and actions are summarized below. 

 

ISSUE CLUSTER 1: HOW TO AVOID ABANDONMENT/AVOID INTENSIFICATION? 

Solution Action 

Developing small scale production (small scale examples; Swedish 
examples on producing food products like cheese; Czech Republic 
example of burning briquettes [Life project but not in an alpine region]; 
Romania example on a rare plant species for medical use) 

 Promote the study on potential 
medicinal/product species 

 Awareness raising by organizing 
courses and spreading 
information 

 Promote the study on ecosystem 
service value of grasslands 

Integrating conservation needs into agricultural actions (key solution; 
enforce working according to the management plan inside an agri-
environmental measures)  

 Developing farm management 
plans with environment 
consultants (together with the 
farmers) 

 Developing Natura 2000 
management plans with 
agriculture consultants (together 
with the farmers) 

 To encourage DG-AGRI and DG-
ENV to cooperate in conservation 
issues 

 

ISSUE CLUSTER 2: HOW TO IMPROVE A PROPER/WORKABLE DEFINITION (OR INTERPRETATION) OF FCS? 

Solution Action 

Perform an assessment on the article 17 content  ETC should perform, on the basis of article 17 content, an 
analysis on how FCS has been assessed  

 Invite the commission to define more precisely what is 
meant by typical species, etc. (Article 1) 

Implement a working group on the favourable 
reference values  on biogeographical and local 
level (conservation status) 

 Establish a grassland working group and discuss about the 
favourable reference values (broaden the scope e.g. 
different scales; biogeo/country/site linked to action 2) 

 Encourage the EC to Defining minimal conditions  

 Defining reference values for the minimum requirements 
on local level (e.g. minimum viable population, area, etc.) 

 Elaborating methodologies for defining FRV for Article 17 
reporting 
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ISSUE CLUSTER 2: HOW TO IMPROVE A PROPER/WORKABLE DEFINITION (OR INTERPRETATION) OF FCS? 

Defining quantified targets and sharing 
experiences 

 No concrete actions are mentioned for the member states 

Clear link between FCS at biogeographical level 
and the conservation objectives at site-level 
(Not very relevant within this discussion) 

 No concrete actions are mentioned for the member states 

Actualisation of the indicator (typical?) species 
list of the interpretation manual in each MS 

 Create a clear definition on typical species for 
management evaluation 

 

ISSUE CLUSTER 3: WHAT CAN BE DONE ABOUT ISSUES ORIGINATING FROM LACK OF KNOWLEDGE/AWARENESS? 

Solution Action 

Education and trust 
building 

 Integrating better and more meaningful environmental education into the 
education in  agriculture (for farmers) 

 Educate site-managers to know more about local conditions and local farming  

 Share experience on how to build up trust; educating people for this task 

 Enforcing education for local farmers (respect the traditional knowledge) 

 Improve understanding on traditional approaches 

 Excursions or study trips together with experts and farmers 

 Improve use of existing funding mechanisms 

 Sharing good practice and experience on result oriented measures (best practice 
examples) (linked to solution 3) 

Improve funding 
mechanisms  

 Share knowledge on how to acquire funding (assign an organisation for this task) 

 Funding opportunities should be more flexible 

Apply appropriate 
management  

 Knowledge gathering on management practises and share/spread/digest this 
information (use the communication platform?) 

 Make the link between management and science 

 Sharing/gathering expertise on the removal of nutrients   

 

2.3.3 What special management measures are required to accommodate habitats and key 

associated species? 

SPECIES ISSUE DESCRIPTION 

Arnica montana, 

Tetrao urogalus, 

Tetrao tetrix  

These species should be included for habitat 6230. According to the LIFE project 
experts these plant species are 
very important.  

Upupa epops, Jynx 

torquila, Picus picus 

These species should be included for habitat 6210. According to the group and the 
LIFE project experts these bird 
species are very important. 

Trollius europaeus In the background document, this species has a typing 
error. 

No description 

Crex crex Closely linked to wet hay meadows which you have to 
cut really late for the breeding season. This species is 
strongly linked to 6510 and 6520 Low land hay 
meadows. 

According to the group, this is a 
very important species to include 
into our analysis.  

 

General comments 

 Listing is fine but we should use the current knowledge: e.g. birds habitats. 
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 From the bird point of view this list is quite short, therefore people wanted to know how the list 
was created  

 LIFE platform keeps small management patches in the area and agricultural areas. LIFE project 
information will be added to the communication platform. The main issue is to get the 
information. The communication platform should be a one-stop shop. The LIFE projects should 
help to answer which measures are used in life projects for specific habitat types or species.  

 Are the management measures required well developed? 

 There is a need for indicator species. Look for indicator species which show the success of the 
management issues.  

 Defining the area in which the species occur in a site. To which habitat are they linked. Select the 
species with the highest management requirements.  

 In short a focus of management measures is required. In Slovenia you have to mow your 
grasslands after September which is a problem for the farmers. While expert mainly focus on 
their own species the focus should be on management requirements instead on only the 
requirements of one or two species.  

 Economic incentive should be found for the management. Small remark from Romania: Small 
areas create small mosaic structures which could be beneficial for both farmers and 
conservationists. To create this economic incentive a high level stewardship negations are 
needed between governments, experts and farmers (landlife information) 

 

 

2.4 Forest Habitats 

 

2.4.1 What are the common problems/issues in management of forest habitats over the Alpine 

biogeographical region? 

The working group identified 21 issues as being important in relation to forest management in Natura 

2000 sites of the Alpine region. No prioritisation was carried out by the group and it was not possible to 

agree about the value of non-intervention management as a possible technique in certain circumstances 

to achieve favourable conservation status. Although non-intervention management as a possible 

management technique was identified by part of the group as being potentially useful in some 

circumstances – for example, when there are issues of scale, or for issues related to connectivity and 

zonation – this view was not endorsed by other group members. However, there was a degree of 

agreement that the following issues are generally relevant in management of forest habitats in the 

Alpine biogeographical region:  

 Unsustainable forest management and use. 

 Unsustainable and game management. (E.g. clear cuts and feeding, commercial exploitation of 

game, etc.). 

 Percentage of old forests that is less than 150 years old is decreasing. 

 To find a balance between requirements of economic use and protection. 

 Economic pressure. 



Natura 2000 Seminars – Alpine   23 

 

ECNC, ARCADIS Belgium, Aspen International, CEH, ILE SAS   5 July 2013 REV3 

 Impact of browsing (e.g. ungulates, domestic and wild) on structure and function of mountainous 

ecosystems, especially silver fir and broadleaved species. 

 Inappropriate transformation of mixed woodland into coniferous (e.g. Spruce) monoculture. 

 Lack of guidance on FCS. 

 Translation of nature conservation requirements into silvicultural language. 

 Definition of different habitat types within the directives (e.g. the interpretation manual); need 

to be more dynamic. 

 What is human impact and what are natural developments? 

 What is more important, climax or plagio climax/deflected climax? 

 Removal of biomass. 

 Maintenance of other forest functions; sometimes need intervention to fulfil these functions. 

 Demand for renewable resources; conflict with deadwood, and other issues. 

 Pressure of tourism and related activities. 

 Harmonising / integrating different management plans, e.g. Natura 2000, regional development, 

water framework directive, etc. 

 Castanea stands created for human use and by human activities; how to maintain such habitats? 

 Lack of financial income is from ecosystem services (PES). 

 

2.4.2 What are the potential solutions to these problems? and Are there concrete possibilities for 

cooperation/cooperative action linked to the preferred solutions that could be launched at 

the seminar? 

For each of the specific issues, the group identified possible solutions and associated actions. There was 

then a moderated discussion of the outcomes of the work on each group; key points emerging from this 

discussion are clustered as follows: 

 

CLUSTER 1: STAKEHOLDER PARTICIPATION (COMMUNICATION AND MANAGEMENT) 

Issue Solution Action 

Management objectives Common management guidelines for 
all stakeholders – as a basis for 
management plans/planning 

 Local workshops with all 
stakeholders (landowners, 
NGOs, etc…) 

Common language – between 
conservation community and 
foresters and stakeholders 
(farmers, landowners, biologists, 
socio-economic sciences) 

Translate the ecological requirements 
(= conservation objectives) into 
silviculture. 
Explain all the stakeholders needs. 

 Workshop, meeting, leaflet. 

 Invite stakeholders into the 
forest to share the reality of 
technical aspects of silviculture 

Resources Money - 
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CLUSTER 1: STAKEHOLDER PARTICIPATION (COMMUNICATION AND MANAGEMENT) 

Implication of the NATURA 2000 
designation 

Consultation process. Partnership 
between authorities and landowners 
(should also be on the EU level 
through the CAP) 

 Environmental programme for 
forests (including financing) 

Species Issues Emblematic/umbrella species – to 
take into account other species 
(ecosystem level) 

 Providing technical 
advisers/advice 

 To stabilise certain species by 
implementing local actions 

 Fair partnership to shrink the 
gap which could exist between 
the unequal needs of each 
sector and for nature itself 

 

A moderated discussion on the issue of stakeholder involvement resulted in the following additional 

solutions/actions: 

 

Issue  Solution  Action 

Capacity and willingness 
of stakeholders to 
participate 

 Programmes for development of 
civil society 

 actions for strengthening two-way 
communication 

 in preparing the plan, visit 
individual stakeholders 

 needs to be delivered at 
operational level (‘go out of the 
forest’) 

 LISTEN - really involve the others 

 consider stakeholder interests in 
the management plan (also in 
objectives) 

 National campaigns explaining Natura 2000; 
could some countries take an initiative on this? 
(Work already taking place in Austria). 

 One country to organise a seminar to discuss and 
show what they are doing (also add to the 
communication platform). 
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Discussion about non-intervention management 
 

Although it was not possible to achieve consensus during the discussion about non-intervention 

management within the group, the following points were mentioned as being of importance:  

• Publish wilderness guidelines on the webpage of the Commission. (In process of approval; end 

June/mid-July publication expected). 

• Stakeholders should discuss non-intervention as a possible management approach in some 

circumstances; without proper and full consultation, it is unlikely to be acceptable in particular 

by forest owners. 

• Should emphasise that non-intervention management and wilderness is not the same thing. 

• Forest environment schemes as sources of funding. 

• Not necessary to limit non-intervention areas on the basis of scale; they may have value at all 

scales (local and national). Small non-intervention islands in the forest may be relevant. 

• Need to be careful with definitions. Also the issue of owners' rights still needs to be discussed. 

• Natura 2000 is primarily an integrating and inclusive approach. There is a need for sensitivity in 

discussing wilderness in relation to Natura 2000 to avoid alienating groups of stakeholders, 

including  land owners. 

• Site specific conservation objectives provide the framework for discussing whether or not non-

intervention could be part of an appropriate and effective management approach.  At all times, 

the appropriate management for Natura 2000 sites should be determined by its condition, its 

context to the surrounding areas and the conservation objectives to be achieved, as well as 

taking into account relevant social and economic circumstances.   

• Develop indicator of wilderness. Existing wilderness areas are in majority already part of Natura 

2000 sites. In these areas non-intervention management is often an established management 

approach. 

Ultimately, as the Natura 2000 biogeographical process focuses on the management of particular habitat 
types and species, it is noted that non-intervention management should be seen as one particular 
management technique that may, under certain conditions, be useful or even recommended with a view 
to achieving site-specific conservation objectives or to address connectivity issues. Non-intervention is an 
established management approach in some Natura 2000 sites - for example when they overlap with 
other types of protection such as core zones of National Parks.  However, non-intervention management 
should not be considered as being automatically appropriate across Natura 2000 sites.  Its potential use 
as a possible management approach will always depend on the specific circumstances, the condition, the 
nature conservation objectives and the context of each site. It was also noted that the EC guidelines on 
Wilderness and Natura 2000 will help to clarify non-intervention management issues and would be 
useful to inform subsequent discussions that may arise on this topic in the biogeographical process. 
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CLUSTER 2: SETTING INTEGRATED MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES FOR NATURA 2000 

Issue Solution Action 

Management 
objectives 
inside/outside 
NATURA 2000 to 
avoid segregated 
approach 

Standard data forms have to be 
checked for completeness, 
correctness, conservation status and 
identified the deficits / Prepare to 
collect existing information, 
knowledge about the habitats and 
species. 

Check standard data forms, collect information 
and data about habitats and species 

Prioritisation:  

 priority setting on a local scale 
(e.g. strictly protected areas)  

 Maintenance of existing 
habitats in good condition 

Priority setting 

Clear objectives in general: in 
understandable, easy words 

 Clear understandable objectives; 
participative approach (involving 
board/steering committee) [e.g. vertical 
structure; deadwood and habitat trees; non-
native species; tree species compatibility; 
deer densities; wildlife management] 

 Timeframe realistic (5 years) 

 monitoring/evaluation scheme 

 concrete treatment measures/techniques 

 Funding 

 

A moderated discussion on the issue of setting integrated management objectives generated the 

following additional possible solutions/actions: 

 

SOLUTION ACTION 

Set integrated objectives at steering committee level; for 
each individual site. 
Missing need for integrated management objectives. One 
plan which covers all objectives. 
(France) example of steering committees format Natura 
2000 management plans. Check for compatibility with 
forestry management plans. 
Must have discussion on management plan with the 
stakeholders not after the objectives have been set. 
[Note participation is not the same as integration.] 

 EC conservation measures and instruments on 
Natura 2000. Recently published on the Europa 
website.  

 In future this planning should be done 
together. 

 Tie the funding (Commission) to integrated 
management plans. 

 Define/agree recommendations for deadwood. 

 Examples of best practice on communication 
platform. 
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CLUSTER 3: APPROPRIATE AND SUSTAINABLE (AND LONG TERM) FINANCING SCHEMES 

Issue Solution Action 

1. Enough money to 
achieve goals 
and/objectives 

2. Accessibility/ 
awareness 

Adequate compensation 
for costs and income 
foregone 

Methods of calculation? Woodland schemes (need input 
from member states) 

Value ecosystem services 
provided by forests 

 Payment for ecosystem services (market-based); e.g. 
carbon sequestration, water filtration, soil 
functioning, tourism activities - ensure money goes 
to the owner 

 RDR and national/regional leader programme. CAP 
2014/2020. LIFE+ (difficult access/management) 

 Tailor-made funding/cross-sectoral funding (e.g. 
climate-related funds) 

 Buying or renting (e.g. conservation easement and 
conservation management contracts, etc.) 
land/forest from the owners 

 tax rebates 

To stop perverse subsidies 
(inadequate 
infrastructures, etc.) 

 Long-term contracts (as long as possible, e.g. more 
than 5-7 years) 

 better conditions to access money 

 incentivise cooperated working through increased 
payments (bonus; neighbours and connectivity) 

 

A moderated discussion on the issue of appropriate and sustainable finance resulted in the following 

additional solutions/actions: 

 

SOLUTION ACTION 

 Forestry is long-term. 
Therefore need long-term 
funding. 

 financing for restoration 
actions 

 financing the steering group 

 Learn from each other and best practice. Send innovative examples 
to the contractor (e.g. sponsorship, public-private action, labelling 
schemes, etc.)  

 expert meeting for species 

 

CLUSTER 4: MANAGING CONTRADICTORY POLICY/ MAXIMISING IMPLEMENTATION OF SUSTAINABLE FOREST 
POLICY 

Issue Solution Action 

Maximising implementation of sustainable 
forest management – different objectives 
different policies sometimes lead to conflict 
(e.g. energy policy) 

Avoid development 
of conflicting 
policies 

Identify cases of such conflicting situations 
– explain detailed consequences 

Raise awareness Better inform about nature conservation 
objectives and defend it, amongst decision 
makers at all levels: e.g. EU, national, 
regional, local… 
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A moderated discussion on the issue of contradictory policy resulted in the following additional 

solutions/actions: 

 

SOLUTION ACTION 

 Natura 2000 and forests - Policy actions at EU 
level 

 Site managers to describe targets in management 
plans for biodiversity and habitat; and interact 
with other stakeholders. Up to Ministry level 
(even at this level can be conflict between habitat 
and species management). 

'New dialogue' on Natura 2000 and forests group 
has already started with two stakeholder 
workshops in Dec. 2012 and May 2013. A 
working group to prepare new Commission 
guidance on Natura 200 and Forests will start in 
October 2013. 

 

A further issue: ‘Impact/conflict (?) Between climate change protection and habitat management and 

especially species’ was also raised but was not resolved in terms of solutions and actions. 

 

2.4.3 What special management measures are required to accommodate habitats and key 

associated species? 

Time was too short for the group to discuss this. Group members were asked to complete a blank form 

on this topic and return this to the contractor for collation and addition to the report in due course. 
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B. GROUPS ON CROSS-CUTTING ISSUES 

 

2.5 Cross-cutting theme 1: Tourism 

 

2.5.1 How does tourism impact on favourable conservation status? 

The working group identified eight impacts from tourism on the conservation status of habitats. These 

were prioritized as follows (number of priority votes in brackets): 

 

IMPACT OF TOURISM SCORE 

1. Habitat fragmentation and loss from infrastructure: 

- buildings, roads, electricity, water and waste 

- ski slope creation & management 

10 

2. Disturbance of sensitive areas (vertebrates & vegetation): 

- off-piste skiing, snow shoes, ATVs, geocaching 

- loss of intact wild lands for large carnivores 

10 

3. Pollution from nutrients, cars, coaches, rubbish etc. 3 

4. Regulation of rivers for boat recreation: 

- flow modification 

- access infrastructure 

2 

5. Failure to follow rules, e.g. fires 1 

6. Feeding animals: 

- habituation 

- artificially high numbers 

1 

7. Lack of impact monitoring  0 

8. Collection (plants, eggs, insects, fossils etc.) 0 

 

Although the above list mainly concerns negative impacts, the group stated that tourism can be a 

positive driver for conservation. 

 

2.5.2 What are the potential ways forward / approaches to these tourism impacts? 

For the top-3 impacts listed and prioritized above the group listed possible solutions (scores in brackets). 
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HABITAT FRAGMENTATION AND 
LOSS 

DISTURBANCE POLLUTION 

1. Landscape spatial planning, e.g. 

zonation (8) 

2. Use of Article 6.3 & 6.4 (7) 

3. Utilise low impact infrastructure 

(6) 

- building materials (source & 

suitability) 

- technical solutions (composting 

toilets) 

- ecological solutions (ecoducts & 

tunnels) 

4. Restoration after use ends, e.g. 

logging roads (5) 

5. Awareness raising (tourists & 

tourist sector) (2) 

6. Improve urban 

environment/quality of life (1) 

7. Conservation management 

strategies (sensitive spp) (1) 

1. Regulation enforcement (more 

rangers) (8) 

2. Awareness raising (7) 

- tourism organisations 

- tour operators 

- resorts 

- alpine clubs etc. 

3. Monitoring & assessing impact 

(site carrying capacity) (5) 

4. Clear, legally-binding 

regulation (3) 

5. Enhance ‘honey pot’ areas (3) 

6. Physical path blocking & bridge 

removal (1) 

7. Collate disturbance impact 

research 

1. Develop visitor management 

strategies, e.g. ‘park & ride’ (9) 

2. Use renewables to power 

mountain huts (PVs) (6) 

3. Raise awareness (6) 

4. More rangers to enforce 

environmental protection (5) 

5. More natural sewage 

treatment, e.g. reed beds (4) 

 

 

2.5.3 Are there concrete possibilities for cooperation/cooperative action linked to the preferred 

solutions that could be launched at the seminar? 

Insufficient time available to answer this question. Group agreed to suggest action via email within a two 

week deadline of the workshop. At the time of writing no suggested actions had been received by the 

contractor. 

 

 

2.6 Cross-cutting theme 2: Fragmentation 

The 29 members of this group broke up into five working groups with each addressing all three core 

questions.  Each group presented its conclusions in turn adding to, reinforcing or challenging existing 

outcomes.   
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2.6.1 How does fragmentation impact on favourable conservation status? 

The group agreed that fragmentation impacts significantly on habitats and species (barriers in rivers may 

prevent fish and other species migration), in general it differs for species and habitats. Following issues 

were identified. 

 

IMPACT OF FRAGMENTATION 

 Depends  on landscape structure and on species/population/natural dynamics. 

 Crucial for maintaining or improving FCS of freshwater habitats and mainly species. 

 Fundamental impact on maintenance of viable populations – some species require isolation – ranging from the 

genetic to the distribution of a species. 

 Impacts can be at the micro, local, landscape and all other scales. 

 Fragmentation can result from inappropriate management as well as due to physical barriers. 

 Bad schemes (even to eliminate fragmentation) can allow invasive/alien species in! 

 

2.6.2 What are the potential ways forward / approaches to these impacts? 

The group identified several issues to be tackled at national and higher/lower levels: 

 

FRAGMENTATION: POTENTIAL WAYS FORWARD 

 First step is comprehensive monitoring and good indicators! 

 Role of national bodies/government to provide (over-arching) guidance is important. 

 Link sites by: 

a. appropriate networks; 

b. improving the quality of habitats both within Natura 2000 sites and outside Natura 2000. 

 Use a mix of landscape, habitat and species approaches (a multi-scale approach). 

 Solutions must distinguish between intensively used valleys and remote mountains – but it is a continuum. 

 For major developments, impacts must be considered at the earliest stages of project design. 

 Those decisions must be able to rely on a landscape scale master plan. 

 This demands truly integrated landscape planning at the supra-national scale which should link into local laws 

and planning and should be compulsory. 

 But this may mean new priorities focussed on networks and not patches. 

 Best practice must be shared. 

 Ensure there is legislation to support the Habitats Directive to make it happen. 
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2.6.3 Are there concrete possibilities for cooperation/cooperative action linked to the preferred 

solutions that could be launched at the seminar? 

There was insufficient time to allow to elaborate more thorough description  actions and to discuss 

possible leadership.  The following possibilities were however identified: 

 

FRAGMENTATION: CONCRETE POSSIBILITIES FOR COOPERATION 

 cooperation with all sectors, landowners, businesses, authorities, the scientific community, NGOs and investors 

via a stakeholder platform. 

 Cooperation between different sectors is needed to inform master planning. 

 Process should be bottom up and top down and deal with conflicting needs. 

 the process  carried out at all levels from the landscape to the local scale, within, across and between EU 

member states, and outside the community. 

 ideal opportunity for LIFE+ to encourage collaboration at the landscape scale. 

 

2.7 Cross-cutting theme 3: Global change 

 

2.7.1 How does global change impact on favourable conservation status? 

This theme was covered by the same group that did grassland habitats. The group preferred using the 

term ‘climate change’ rather than ‘global change’. They followed a similar approach as they did for 

grasslands. The working group identified nine main impacts from climate change on FCS. These issues 

were then clustered into four major categories and each of the issues was described in a little more 

detail. No prioritisation was carried out by the group. 

 

IMPACT OF CLIMATE CHANGE DESCRIPTION 

Cluster 1. Land use and land cover change 

Change in crops and 
productivity yields 

Also linked to climate change, but this refers to the shift of agricultural fields 

Urbanization Induced by both climate change and changing economic incentive 

Cluster 2. Chemical pollution 

Chemical pollution Pollution in general could have severe effects on ecosystems 

Nitrogen eutrophication and 
acidification 

Increasing nitrogen deposition that leads to eutrophication and acidification 

Ozone pollution NA 

Cluster 3.  Human shifts 

Impacts on the landscape Due to climate change various countries will suffer from the rising sea level and 
therefore have an impact on land use change, resource use and migration 
patterns.  

People as environmental 
refugees 

Freshwater shortage; resource issues 
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IMPACT OF CLIMATE CHANGE DESCRIPTION 

Cluster 4. Other issues 

Monitoring Difficult in climate change monitoring and land use change 

Adaption of agriculture and 
management strategies 

This for instance applies to management changes which account for 
eutrophication and nitrogen loads 

 

The group held a general discussion and concluded that the main issue regarding favourable 

conservation status in the Alpine region is climate change and all the linked processes. 

 

2.7.2 What are the potential ways forward / approaches to these impacts? and Are there concrete 

possibilities for cooperation/cooperative action linked to the preferred solutions that could 

be launched at the seminar? 

In connection to the overall theme of climate change (rather than individual impacts), the group 

formulated seven objectives, which they accompanied with a list of possible actions per objective. 

 

OBJECTIVE ACTION 

Focus on ecosystem management  Develop effective monitoring 

 Sharing data cross-country within a biogeographical region.  

 Link these activities to ICP programme4 

 Explore the possibilities of mitigation before applying climate 
adaptation measures 

Improve adaptation and resilience of the 
ecosystem (increase to health, integrity and 
the structure of the system) 

 The identification of our main and effective synergies of 
climate mitigation in Nature 2000 management.  

 Share experience on improving forest resilience (e.g. 
management approaches for different forest species) 

 Conduct a survey on the function and integrity factors 
resulting in ecosystem resilience (see general comments)  

 Seek for opportunities for joined projects (e.g. use the 
communication platform; this should be done prior to the 
management actions) 

 Realise the green infrastructure for increasing the 
connectivity  

Increase carbon sequestration and biomass 
(use nature to help mitigation actions) 

 Create a climate network at biogeographical level 

 Include and inform stakeholders at a local level in the process 

 Transfer knowledge (e.g. Bavaria uses a journal to 
communicate to local level) 

 Share best practice (on communication and management) on 
the communication platform 

                                                            
4 International Co-operative Programme under the UNECE Convention on Long-range Transboundary Air Pollution 
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OBJECTIVE ACTION 

Include cost-effectiveness into climate 
adaptation and mitigation projects 

 Discuss on a clear methodology to determine the costs and 
the benefits (ecosystem services) linked to climate change 
effects and actions 

 Determine a framework in which experts can determine 
whether it is better to accept the effects of climate change or 
fight against them (e.g. avoid up-stream battles) 

 A methodology should be established which could clarify 
whether an effect is caused by natural processes or a lack of 
management.   

Create a list of suitable management activities 
for specific habitats 

 Use the communication platform to start discussions on how 
to increase the knowledge sharing (e.g. improve the use of 
existing information) 

Increase public awareness  Gather arguments on the importance of Natura 2000 sites; 
show that nature restoration is one of the only options for 
mitigating or adapting to climate change 

Find the appropriate incentives for the 
actions  

 EC will distribute guidelines to the group on the appropriate 
incentive for the actions (e.g. which is currently finalized in a 
report published by the Commission) 

 Use also the information which had been gathered within the 
wetland group (maybe use the communication platform to 
get in touch with the right people) 

 

During the moderated discussion the group made the following general remarks concerning climate 

change. 

 Improve adaptation to improve resilience of ecosystems: 

o To enable ecosystems to be made intact/address the function and integrity 

o Do we have enough knowledge? 

o Lots of scientific data-> need to improve know-how about its application. 

 We need to accept some changes because management could not be sustainable. Wetlands that 

are drying up could not be rewetted on a sustainable basis. 

 We should think of the ecosystem status and whether restoration is manageable. Natural 

processes should be accepted. 

 Consider cost-effectiveness: 

o Assess management actions and their validity 

o Why do we give some system up? 

 Need for scientific management approach.  

 Incorporate flexibility in your management creation process. You could have more impact in a 

positive way. 
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 We should increase our effort to create public awareness. We have to show the people how the 

landscape is going to change. How can you do that? Do not focus on a particular scenario, but 

just point them into the right direction. Use it as a tool for awareness raising. 

 There is science in predicting the scenarios. For instance on beech species. Do not make 

predictions on total change because this will demotivate. According to the EU you have to show 

that a system is changed due to natural processes or due to lack of management. We need to 

think about monitoring systems on how to address global change. 

 Making positive predictions on the future landscape and finding the appropriate incentive. 

 Green infrastructure could be a solution. Thinking ahead on the assignment on the Natura 2000 

areas. In the Carpathian currently bridges are constructed for the migration/exchange of species.  

 Benefit agenda is important-> how do we mitigate the climate change effects with nature. We 

should be thinking about nature being the solution, as a positive incentive. There should be a 

main strategy; currently 20% of environmental issues is devoted to climate change issues.  

 Mitigation is the purpose of carbon storage in green areas.  

 There is a lot of research on climate change. The information should be easily found.  

 The link with climate change data will be sent by the Commission.  

 Priority setting for different forest types and look at the vulnerability of different species. 

Including the invasive species. Do we except the species or not? 

 We need cross-country monitoring, which should be long-term and transparent.  

 There is already a network which focusses on this issue. Monitoring on climate change and other 

global issues, International Cooperative Programme (ICP). ICP forest focusses on forest. ICP 

vegetation focusses more on vegetation types. ICP water is focussing on water quality. UN has a 

climate report that focusses on these issues.  

 Country action on transfer of knowledge. How do you get the science and management 

information to the local stakeholders. We could be a part of an exchange network, where we get 

input from other actors that is also relevant for other people. As part of the network we need to 

find a local satellite to get their ideas/best practice/what could be interesting/specific 

management techniques. WWF is trying to do this.  

 Action is to identify the relevant people for such a forum. Form a network on biogeographical 

level? Translation to the local language. What are the best ideas. Convince people that are not 

interested in the climate change effects. Find our start (our ‘David Beckham’) to bring across the 

message on why we should do this. Use social media as a new technique. Think outside the box.  

 Concrete actions: the identification of our main and effective synergies of climate mitigation in 

Nature 2000 management. 
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2.8 Cross-cutting theme 4: Stakeholder management 

 

2.8.1 How does stakeholder management impact on favourable conservation status? 

The working group identified 15 main impacts from stakeholder management on FCS. No prioritisation 

was carried out by the group. 

 

IMPACT OF STAKEHOLDER MANAGEMENT 

 Stakeholders give positive influence to the management of Natura 2000 (local knowledge). 

 Allows for developing and applying integrated management. 

 FCS is confused with quality of site. Local landowners therefore have limited influence on the site. 

 Close link between the positive management and landowners (forestry) 

 Still can have an influence on positive management if the interests are balanced. Need to be inclusive. 

 Stakeholder involvement will help to accumulate resources in the long run. 

 Without stakeholder involvement management will not be accepted. 

 Motivation of stakeholders increases with involvement. 

 Steering committees take time to build up. 

 More and earlier involvement leads to positive impact. 

 Who, what and how. Key questions (and why). 

 Provide planning security to stakeholders (more than 5 years) increases involvement and success. 

 Timescale, cost; must be balanced against success. 

 Sometimes need time for results to be shown. 

 Links to other aspects of security (financial, etc.). 

 

 

2.8.2 What are the potential ways forward / approaches regarding stakeholder involvement? and 

Are there concrete possibilities for cooperation/cooperative action linked to the preferred 

solutions that could be launched at the seminar? 

In connection to the overall theme of stakeholder management (rather than individual impacts), the 

group formulated a number of possible solutions which they accompanied with a list of possible actions 

per solution. 

 

SOLUTION ACTION 

New Biogeographical Process EC continue process 
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SOLUTION ACTION 

Elaborate management plans with stakeholder 
involvement 

Extend French model for stakeholder involvement 

Steering committees for Natura 2000 sites Field trips with stakeholders at regional level 

Good publicity for Natura 2000  Joint action with press (specialist journalists). 

Communication/involvement of stakeholders Use existing consulting agencies (landowning/etc.) and establish 
funds to pay them 

Producers and supplier markets - 

Two-way involvement; put yourself in the 
other’s shoes 

Austria: stakeholder involvement workshop 11-12 July (for 
German speakers) 

Information on best practice examples (e.g. 
French Natura 2000) 

Disseminate (including via communication platform) 

LIFE projects that aim to develop working 
models 

- 

Involve agricultural agencies in this process Direct contact to arrange one-on-one meetings. 

Need to be proactive with the stakeholders Have Natura 2000/nature ambassador. 

Convince and explain why it is important to 
protect Natura 2000. 

Award scheme (linked to existing best practice e.g. Austria). 

Promote economic benefits of Natura 2000. Branding and labelling schemes; producers and supply chains 
(link to existing best practice e.g. Bavaria). 

Improve public knowledge. Translate brochures (EC) into the local language 
use LIFE nature publication. 
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3 Conclusions and actions 

 

In the closing plenary session on Friday, firstly the working groups Chairs provided feedback to the 
plenary with the summary of results of the discussion in the working groups and moderated discussion of 
the outcomes (see chapters 2.1-2.8 above). 

Mr François Kremer (European Commission) described the expectations after the preparatory workshop, 
which are to: 

• further elaborate recommendations for adapting conservation objectives or improving 
conservation measures or their coherence where necessary;  

• further elaborate recommendations for cooperative action; 

• if found useful, organise ad-hoc expert meetings; 

• prepare the 'Seminar Document' which will be submitted to the seminar for discussion and 
endorsement. 

Mr Lawrence Jones-Walters (ECNC) highlighted the role of the newly developed communication 
platform in the next part of the Alpine and other Biogeographical Processes. The communication 
platform is an internet-based instrument for communicating and exchanging information on 
conservation objectives and measures and their follow-up between all actors involved in the process, 
also during the period between the seminars. It will also allow for informing the public on the results of 
the seminars. The communication platform contains several tools for cooperation, information and 
knowledge sharing (especially forum, events calendar, news alerts). The communication platform is 
currently available as a prototype on the address below and will in a later stage be moved to the 
Commission’s Europa website:  

www.natura2000communicationplatform.eu 

 

The active participation and use of the communication platform is critical for the success of the next 
phase of the Alpine Biogeographical Process. The workshop participants were encouraged to use the 
communication platform as a ‘working tool’ to join and support the process. The working groups should 
continue their communication especially under question 4 (Cooperation/cooperative action linked to the 
preferred solutions that could be launched at the seminar) by formulating the discussion points and 
questions for the online forum. The participants are invited to use the communication platform and to 
contribute content via natura2000platform@ecnc.org to provide ‘live’ news, publications, events, 
experiences, etc. Member states and others are invited to nominate ‘nodes’ (key experts for individual 
subjects/issues) and participate in the communication and cooperation. 

The ad-hoc expert meetings were discussed and it was concluded that if the need for an ad-hoc expert 
meeting will emerge from the communication in the communication platform or otherwise, the 
contractor can support the country that organises the ad-hoc expert meeting. 

Finally, the participants informed about the conference on river management (German language) that 
will be held in September 2013 in Bavaria. The Finnish delegate informed about planned cooperation 
with Sweden in the Scandinavian Alpine. 

 

 

 

 

http://www.natura2000communicationplatform.eu/
mailto:natura2000platform@ecnc.org
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Annex I: Workshop agenda 

 

Alpine Natura 2000 Workshop 

Graz, 12-14 June 2013 

 

DAY 0: 11 June 2013 

 

17:00-19:00 Registration of Participants 

 

19:00-22:00 Reception and informal dinner 

Outline of Onsite-Workshops 

 

DAY 1: 12 June 2013 

 

07:00-07:45 Registration of Participants 

 

08:00-20:00 On-Site Workshops 

 

DAY 2: 13 June 2013 

 

08:00-08:45 Registration of Participants 

 

09:00-09:15 Workshop Opening 

By the representatives of the European Commission and the Leading member state 

 

09:15-10:30 Plenary Session 

Presentations on: 

• The new biogeographical process and the Alpine seminar process in particular: a general view of the 

process, its objectives and the role of the workshop in preparing for the Seminar in November – 

Francois Kremer (EC DG Env.) 

• General Information about the role of LIFE+ Nature (and regional/structural funding) in the funding 

of nature conservation funding – Anne Burrill (EC DG Env.) 



Natura 2000 Seminars – Alpine   41 

 

ECNC, ARCADIS Belgium, Aspen International, CEH, ILE SAS   5 July 2013 REV3 

• The selection of the 22 habitat types (overview of the pre-scoping document and the steering 

committee decisions). Marita Arvela (ETC/BD) 

• The role of the background document as a technical base for the workshop discussions / cross-

habitat issues that will be discussed in the working groups the second day of the workshop – 

Lawrence Jones-Walters (ECNC)  

  

10:30-10:45 Coffee Break 

 

10:45-12:00 Working Groups: Habitats 

In plenary - general introduction to the workshop, including roles of chairs, facilitators and participants - 

Lawrence Jones-Walters (ECNC) 

 

Simultaneous sessions of four working groups will take place: 

1. Wetlands – Slovenia 

2. Freshwater – Slovakia 

3. Dry and Wet Grassland – Poland 

4. Forests – Austria 

 

Presentations: 

• Recap/reminder of the roles of chairs, facilitators and introduction from participants. 

• Presentation of an ongoing LIFE+ Nature Project within the discussed group of habitat types (by 

rapporteur from LIFE platform meeting). 

• Reminder: Overview of selected habitat types, key issues and approaches emerging from the 

background document and the consultation process with experts and practitioners. 

Moderated discussion led by the chair with any key points being captured by the facilitator on a flip 

chart. 

 

12:00-13:00 Lunch 

 

13:00-17:30 Working Groups: Habitats (including Coffee Break from 15:30 to 16:00) 

The following basic questions will be discussed within the working groups: 

1. What are the common problems/issues in management of habitats over the biogeographical 

region/mountain range  

2. What are the potential solutions to these problems? 

3. Are there concrete possibilities for cooperation/cooperative action linked to the preferred 

solutions that could be launched at the seminar? 
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4. What special management measures are required to accommodate habitats and 

characteristically associated species?  

 

DAY 3: 14 June 2013 

 

08:30-08:45 Introduction to Day 3 

Outline of Day 3 activities (Lawrence Jones-Walters). 

 

08:45-09:15 Presentation: Cross-cutting themes 

Key cross-cutting themes emerging from the background document, the consultation process with 

experts and practitioners and the working groups on Day 2. This brief session will include an introduction 

to the working groups. 

 

09:15-12:30 Working Groups: Cross-cutting themes (including Coffee Break from 10:15 to 10:30) 

Simultaneous sessions of four working groups will take place. The corresponding four cross-cutting 

themes will emerge from the consultation process during the compilation of the Background Document. 

The most relevant issues will be chosen and agreed within the steering group. Each participant will have 

the possibility to announce his preferences within the four covered cross-cutting themes before the 

workshop. 

 

The following basic questions will be discussed within the working groups: 

1. How do these cross cutting themes impact on favourable conservation status? 

2. What are the potential ways forward / approaches to these cross cutting themes? 

3. Are there concrete possibilities for cooperation / cooperative action linked to the preferred 

solutions that could be launched at the seminar? 

 

12:30-14:00 Lunch 

 

14:00-15:00 Plenary Session 

Presentations: Working group Chairs provide feedback to the plenary supported by the contractors; 

summary of results of the discussion in the working groups and moderated discussion of the outcomes.  

Moderated discussion of the issues - solutions - actions. 

 

15:00-15:45 The Way Forward 

From the workshop to the Seminar; discussion on the next steps leading to the Seminar in November: 
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1. Ad hoc expert meetings. Four meetings led by Chairs and supported by facilitators from the 

contractor, to take forward the development of actions to be brought to the Seminar. 

2. Process of nominating experts/others to be involved in the ad hoc expert groups. 

3. Outputs from the ad hoc expert meetings – a report with concrete actions to be presented at the 

Seminar (and circulated beforehand). 

4. The date, venue and preparation for the Alpine Seminar.  

5. Moderated discussion, including specific reference to potential funding opportunities. 

 

15:45-16:00 Closing of the Workshop 

Final summary of the workshop results by representatives of the European Commission and the Leading 

member state. 
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Forest working group 

Marita Arvela France ETC/BD 
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Catherine Biache France Office national des forets 
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Adrian 

Biris Romania Forest Research and management Institute 

Marie-
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Budniok Belgium European Landowners Organisation 

Georg Frank Austria BFW 
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Erik Hellberg Sweden Swedish Environmental Protection Agency 
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Johann Zebinger Austria Landesregiering Steiermark  

    

Wetlands working group 

Max Albrecht Austria Land Vorarlberg 
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Jan Cernecky Slovakia State Nature Conservancy of the Slovak Republic 
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Wojciech Mroz Poland Institute of Nature Conservation PAS 
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Grasslands working group 

Andrej Baca Slovakia Institute of Landscape Ecology, SAS (contractor) 

Marie Berglund Sweden Jamtland County Administration Board 

Andrej Bibic Slovenia Ministry of Agriculture and the Environment 

Laszlo Demeter Romania Misgurnus Association 

Matthias  Dolek Germany Butterfly Conservation Europe 

Thomas Ellmauer Austria Umweltbundesamt 

Janka Galvánková Slovakia State Nature Conservancy of Slovak Republic 

Lubos Halada Slovakia Institute of Landscape Ecology, SAS (contractor) 

Anders Jacobson Sweden Swedish Species Information Centre 

yann Kohler France ALPARC 

Joanna Korzeniak Poland Institute of Nature Conservation PAS 

Silvester Kranjec Slovenia Ministry of agriculture and the environment 

François Kremer Belgium European Commission 

Albert Lang Germany Regierung von Oberbayern 

Martin Längauer Austria Landwirtschaftskammer Österreich 

Andrzej Langowski Poland General Directorate for Environment Protection (chair) 

Cesare Lasen Italy Italian Botanical Society 

Lise Maciejewski France National Museum of natural History 

Neil McIntosh The 
Netherlands 

Eurosite 

Alexis Mikolajczak France Conservatoire botanique national alpin 

Joachim Mulser Italy Autonomous Province of Bozen/Bolzano - South Tyrol 

Dumitru Murariu Romania Grigore Antipa National Museum of Natural History 

Josefin Olsson Sweden Swedish environmental protection agency 

Adrian Oprea Romania University Alexandru Ioan Cuza Iasi 

Richard Peters Belgium Arcadis Belgium (contractor / facilitator) 

Ewa Pisarczyk Poland General Directorate for Environmental Protection 

Alfred Ringler Germany Verein Schutz Bergwelt 
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