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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1. Introduction 

Natura 2000 funding opportunities exist under each of the European structural and in-

vestment funds (ESIFs), which include the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Devel-

opment (EAFRD)1, the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF)2, the European So-

cial Fund (ESF)3, the Cohesion Fund (CF) 4and the European Maritime & Fisheries Fund 

(EMFF)5. 

This evaluation is aimed at assessing the integration of relevant priorities and measures 

relating to Natura 2000 and biodiversity conservation into the programmes approved 

under these funds for 2014-2020. 

The analysis has considered a representative sample of programmes from 16 Member 

States and regions6 (101 programme). The list of programmes is included in Annex 1. 

The analysis has identified the priorities and measures, as well as the financial resources 

dedicated to Natura 2000 and biodiversity in each programme, and assessed their po-

tential to cover the main Natura 2000 needs defined in the Prioritised Action Frameworks 

for Natura 2000 (PAFs). 

2. Integration of relevant objectives and measures into the EU funding programmes 

The integration of specific objectives and measures that are relevant to Natura 2000 and 

biodiversity conservation has been achieved to varying degrees in the national pro-

grammes analysed. 

In general, better integration has been achieved in the rural development programmes 

(RDPs) funded by the EARDF than in other operational programmes as those funded by 

the ERDF, the CF or the EMFF. This can be partly a consequence of the investment pri-

orities set under each fund in the current financial framework (2014-2020). 

While the EARDF Regulation requires that a minimum of 30 % of the total EU contribu-

tion in each programme is dedicated to investments related to the environment and 

climate, a significant part of the EAFRD resources will be invested in research, techno-

logical development and innovation, information and communication technologies 

(ICT), competitiveness of small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) and low-carbon 

economy (between 50% and 80%, depending on the region’s level of development). 

                                                             
1 http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/rural-development-2014-2020/index_en.htm 
2 http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/funding/erdf/ 
3 http://ec.europa.eu/esf/home.jsp?langId=en 
4 http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/funding/cohesion-fund/ 
5 http://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/cfp/emff/index_en.htm 
6 Aragon (Spain), Bulgaria, Burgundy (France), Cyprus, England (UK), Estonia, Finland (mainland), Greece, 

Mecklenburg-Vorpommern (Germany), Poland, Portugal (mainland), Romania, Sardinia, Slovakia, Slove-

nia, Sweden. 
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European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) 

Many of the countries and regions considered in this evaluation, have stated that the 

EARDF will be the main fund to finance Natura 2000 conservation needs. The objectives 

and measures covered in the RDPs are broadly linked to the maintenance and restora-

tion of agricultural and forest habitats. Some programmes are quite consistent with the 

PAFs in the identification of priorities and measures to be funded by the EARDF while 

other have significant gaps regarding some priority measures for Natura 2000. 

In general, important shortcomings are detected in particular as regards conservation 

measures of forest habitats and species. Forest-environment measures are only in-

cluded in half of the programmes analysed, and forest-investments are not extensively 

used to improve forest biodiversity or are not clearly linked to the conservation of the 

habitat types and species of Community interest identified in the PAF. 

Other gaps in relation to the measures identified in the PAFs that are not always in-

cluded in the RDPs analysed, concern the provision of information, training and advice 

to farmers and forest holders on specific issues related to Natura 2000 and habitats and 

species of Community interest, control and eradication of invasive alien species and ac-

tions to improve ecological connectivity. 

As regards the allocation of resources, it is not possible know with certainty the poten-

tial contribution to Natura 2000 from the RDPs. Funding allocations are usually defined 

at measure level, while Natura 2000 and relevant habitats and species are often covered 

by sub-measures or specific operations, and the planned expenditure under each sub-

measures is not always provided. Only some partial estimates can be made of expendi-

ture that is linked to Natura 2000 or biodiversity conservation based on the information 

provided in some of the programmes, but not for all of them. 

As regards the indicators included in the RDPs that could be useful to assess the contri-

bution of the programmes to biodiversity and Natura 2000 conservation, the only indi-

cators that are always provided are the surface and percentage of agricultural and forest 

land under management contracts supporting biodiversity, which in general reach 

higher values for agricultural land than in forests.  

Some other indicators related to the surface area covered by different measures (e.g. 

agri-environment measures, Natura 2000 payments) or on the number of operations 

linked to certain measures (e.g. investments in forest areas, elaboration of management 

plans) are also provided in some RDPs. 

However these indicators fail to track the quality of the areas covered by the relevant 

measures and do not allow assessing the outcomes in terms of conservation status of 

Natura 2000 sites, habitats and species under management. 

European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and Cohesion Fund (CF) 

Integration of specific objectives and measure that are relevant to Natura 2000 and 

biodiversity conservation is quite poor in the OPs of more developed countries and re-

gions considered in this analysis. Even some countries have not allocated any funding 

to nature conservation objectives under their ERDF Operational Programmes (e.g. Fin-

land, Mecklenburg-Vorpommern in Germany and Sweden).  
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Better integration, to some extent, has been achieved in less developed countries con-

sidered in the analysis, some of which include in their operational programmes invest-

ment priorities and specific objectives clearly linked to biodiversity conservation and 

Natura 2000, and cover at least some of the priority actions identified in the PAF to be 

financed by ERDF and CF. 

The relevant objectives and actions included in the OPs funded by the ERDF and the CF 

are mainly linked to improving the status of freshwater habitats and non-agricultural 

habitats, enhancing connectivity and setting-up information systems related to the 

monitoring of nature and biodiversity, as well as to improving the capacities for the man-

agement of Natura 2000 sites. 

As regards the resources allocated to Natura 2000 and biodiversity, the programmes 

provide information about the EU contribution under two relevant categories of inter-

vention: 085 - Protection and enhancement of biodiversity, nature protection and green 

infrastructure, and 086 - Protection, restoration and sustainable use of Natura 2000 

sites7. According to this information, funding dedicated to Natura 2000 is very limited 

in relation to the total financial resources of the OPs (less than 2% in most countries and 

regions considered in the analysis) and to the Natura needs identified in the PAFs. 

Relevant specific indicators are included only in some of the programmes, which allow 

measuring the possible improvement in the conservation status of species and habitat 

types of Community interest or in the protection and management of Natura 2000 sites. 

In most of the programmes, however, only the number of actions or the surface covered 

by the actions are included among the indicators, but there are no target indicators that 

could allow monitoring the effect of the planned interventions on the conservation sta-

tus of Natura 2000 sites, habitats and species. 

European Maritime and fisheries Fund (EMFF) 

The EMFF is implemented by Member States through national operational programmes 

(OPs). The fund has been used to varying degrees in the 16 OPs analysed to support the 

protection and restoration of marine biodiversity and marine protected areas, including 

Natura 2000 sites, increasing knowledge on the marine environment as well as to im-

prove the ecological status of inland waters. 

The description of the measures in the OPs is generally very brief and succinct, usually 

only reflecting the formulation of the measures in the corresponding articles in the EMFF 

Regulation (508/2014). However, in some cases, a few more details are included, which 

make a link to particular species or habitats or to the Natura 2000 network. References 

to the PAF are also given in many of the programmes regarding the implementation of 

the actions to be financed. 

All the programmes analysed include measures aimed at Protection and restoration of 

marine biodiversity including the management, restoration and monitoring of Natura 

                                                             
7 According to COMMISSION IMPLEMENTING REGULATION (EU) No 215/2014 of 7 March 2014 on meth-

odologies for climate change support, the determination of milestones and targets in the performance 

framework and the nomenclature of categories of intervention for the European Structural and Invest-

ment Funds. 
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2000 sites, in accordance with prioritised action frameworks (article 40 of the EMFF Reg-

ulation). Similar measures in inland waters are also included in some OPs. 

The allocation of resources is only provided for each Union priority and in relation to the 

thematic objectives of the European Structural and Investment Funds in the 2014-2020 

programming period. The OPs funded by the EMFF do not include financial indicators at 

the level of specific objectives or measures and therefore it is not possible to know the 

resources allocated to biodiversity conservation and Natura 2000. However, it must be 

taken into account that this is a relatively small fund and its resources are rather limited 

to cover the Natura 2000 needs in the marine environment.  

Output indicators linked to relevant measures are provided in some of the OPs analysed 

(e.g. number of projects on protection and restoration of marine biodiversity and eco-

systems), although these only quantify the actions carried out but do not allow measur-

ing the effects on nature conservation objectives. Relevant results indicators, such as 

the increase in the coverage of Natura 2000 areas designated are only included in few 

programmes considered in this analysis. As a result, the indicators provided will not al-

low measuring progress and outcomes related to conservation objectives and biodiver-

sity targets. 

European Social Fund (ESF) 

In general, very little integration of nature conservation and biodiversity issues has 

been detected in the ESF programmes analysed, with just a few programmes including 

some actions linked to nature conservation in general, or more specifically to Natura 

2000. 

The most relevant measures include, for instance, capacity building of natural areas’ 

managers, development of ICT applications for the management and monitoring of 

Natura 2000 sites, information campaigns and awareness raising on Natura 2000 and 

creation of new jobs and green business in Natura 2000 sites (e.g. in Bulgaria, Poland 

and Romania). 

It is not possible to estimate the resources allocated to Natura 2000 or biodiversity by 

the ESF since the expenditure potentially relevant to Natura 2000/biodiversity cannot 

be identified in the programmes. However, taking into account that actions related to 

biodiversity and Natura 2000 represent a minor part of the programmes, it can be pre-

sumed that the resources linked to nature conservation will be rather limited. 

As regards targets and indicators, these are set in a very generic way in the ESF pro-

grammes, e.g. number of staff trained, number of supported enterprises, information 

materials published, number of supported e-services, etc. There are no specific indica-

tors related to Natura 2000 or biodiversity. 

3. Complementary use of EU funds for Natura 2000. Main gaps detected 

Some examples of relative good integration and complementary use of EU funds to 

finance relevant actions for Natura 2000 and biodiversity can be identified (e.g. Bulgaria, 

Cyprus and Slovakia). However, even in these cases, the allocation of resources may not 

be sufficient to cover all the Natura 2000 needs identified in the PAFs. 
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Nevertheless, in most of the countries and regions considered in the analysis, important 

gaps are detected as regards the complementary used of the EU funds to cover the pri-

orities set out in the PAFs. 

In particular, the conservation of Natura 2000 forests seems insufficiently covered in 

the programmes analysed, mainly the RDPs, which should provide better opportunities 

for the conservation of these habitats. It should be reminded that forests cover around 

50% of the total area in Natura 2000 and that only 15% of the assessments of forest 

habitats indicated a favourable conservation status. 

Conservation and restoration freshwater habitats seem to be addressed with limited 

resources. Although both the RDPs and the OPs have to some extent considered the 

need to improve the ecological status of water bodies, in accordance with the Water 

Framework Directive, and included some relevant actions to restore rivers and wet-

lands, in general there is no particular focus on habitat types and species of Community 

interest or on Natura 2000 sites. 

Also, the conservation of coastal habitats protected under the Habitats Directive is 

poorly addressed in the programmes analysed, with in general rather limited focus on 

these habitats in the programmes funded by the EMFF and just a few other OPs funded 

by EARDF and ERDF/CF providing opportunities for the conservation and restoration of 

some coastal habitats. This is an important shortcoming taking into account the serious 

pressures and threats that suffer these habitats. 

Similarly, marine habitats still seem to be insufficiently addressed in the OPs funded by 

the EMFF taking into account the large amount of resources needed to properly imple-

ment Natura 2000 in the marine environment and the limited funding available in the 

programmes. 

As regards other types of measures, education and training, information, and commu-

nication have not been properly targeted at increasing the capacities for the manage-

ment and conservation of Natura 2000 sites, habitats and species. 

4. Summary conclusions 

The Prioritised Action Frameworks seem to have been useful for preparing the pro-

grammes under the main EU funds. The programmes analysed often include references 

to the PAFs and some of them demonstrate a relative good consistency with the priority 

actions identified in these strategic planning frameworks.  

However, in general the planned measures do not cover all the needs identified in the 

PAFs for all habitats and species that require conservation or restoration actions, which 

leads to insufficient or at least incomplete integration of conservation measures into the 

national/regional programmes considered in the analysis. 

The complementary use of the different funds to meet the main conservation needs in 

Natura 2000 has not been exploited to its full potential. Only a few countries considered 

in this analysis seem to have prepared the programmes having in mind this potential 

and taking advantage of the PAF as a strategic planning tool in this regard. However, 

even in these positive cases, the allocation of resources may not be sufficient to cover 

all the Natura 2000 needs identified in the PAFs (see below). 
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Some important gaps and shortcomings have been detected in the integration of Natura 

2000 and biodiversity priorities and measures into the programmes analysed, in partic-

ular regarding the conservation of forest, freshwater, coastal and marine habitats, which 

seem to be insufficiently addressed and not provided with adequate funding. 

The exact allocation of resources to Natura 2000 is difficult to know as dedicated 

Natura 2000 budget indicators are lacking in most of the programmes. However, based 

on preliminary rough estimates, the resources allocated or clearly linked to Natura 2000 

and biodiversity seem to be insufficient to cover the financial needs for the network 

identified in the PAFs. 

Furthermore, appropriate targets and indicators that could allow measuring any im-

provement in the condition of Natura 2000 sites or in the conservation status of relevant 

habitats and species are often lacking. As a result, the indicators included in the OPs 

analysed do not provide a comprehensive basis for assessing and monitoring the effec-

tive contribution of the EU funding to Natura 2000 and biodiversity. 

5. Recommendations 

The contribution of the programmes to Natura 2000 and to the conservation of the 

habitats and species of European interest will very much depend on the effective 

implementation of relevant measures and their appropriate targeting. 

It will be important to use all the opportunities available in the programmes, taking 

also advantage of some measures defined with a broad scope, which have a good po-

tential for the implementation of relevant conservation measures. 

Natura 2000 managers should promote the implementation of relevant measures and 

operations where they are most needed, focusing on habitats and species that are in 

unfavourable conservation status, also taking into account the priorities set in the PAFs. 

Setting up local groups and cooperation projects can contribute to increase the cover-

age and uptake of relevant measures. The number of applicants can also increase when 

the offer for funding specific measures is combined with awareness raising targeted to 

the relevant stakeholders (farmers, forest holders, etc.). 

An assessment of the priority measures identified in the PAF that are covered in the 

relevant programmes would be useful to identify the main gaps and possible solutions. 

It would be then advisable to adjust the planned measures as appropriate, and where 

needed to introduce new relevant sub-measures and operations in the mid-term re-

view of the programmes, in order to improve their contribution to Natura 2000 and to 

the conservation of habitats and species that are in unfavourable conservation status. 

Targets and indicator should also be improved in order to allow proper assessment of 

the results of the programmes in relation to key conservation objectives. It will only be 

possible to quantify the benefit of programmes for Natura 2000 and European protected 

habitats and species if specific indicators and quantified targets are provided. Perfor-

mance and result indicators in relation to specific habitats/species and their conserva-

tion status would be very useful in this regard. 

Finally, taking into account that some PAFs have been elaborated at the national level 

while some EU funds are programmed at regional level, it seem advisable that appropri-

ate regional strategies are prepared for the implementation of national PAFs.
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1. INTRODUCTION 

This evaluation is aimed at assessing the integration of relevant priorities and measures 

relating to Natura 2000 and biodiversity conservation into the programmes approved 

under the main EU funds (EAFRD, ERDF, CF, EMFF and ESF) for 2014-2020. 

The analysis has considered a representative sample of programmes from 16 geograph-

ical units (Member States and regions)8. 101 programmes have been considered in this 

analysis. The list of programmes analysed is included in Annex 1. 

The sample of OPs was selected and agreed with the European Commission trying to 

achieve a good balance in terms of geographical coverage (EU-12 and EU-16 countries), 

funds and level of programming (regional and national). 

The assessment was aimed at determining how and to what extent the programmes 

have incorporated priorities and measures related to Natura 2000 and biodiversity in-

cluding those identified in the Prioritised Action Frameworks for Natura 2000 financing 

in 2014-2020 (PAFs). An analysis of the complementary use of the funds to finance the 

Natura 2000 priority measures has been also carried out. 

The analysis has considered the financial resources allocated to Natura 2000 and biodi-

versity as well as the specific targets and indicators included in the programmes for the 

monitoring and assessment of the impacts of the programmes on Natura 2000. 

Finally, the evaluation has also taken into account the consultation with relevant stake-

holders (especially nature authorities and NGOs) during the preparation of the pro-

grammes and whether the comments made by the Commission (DG ENV) were taken 

into account and resulted in an improvement of the programmes. 

  

                                                             
8 Aragon (Spain), Bulgaria, Burgundy (France), Cyprus, England (UK), Estonia, Finland (mainland), Greece, 

Mecklenburg-Vorpommern (Germany), Poland, Portugal (mainland), Romania, Sardinia, Slovakia, Slove-

nia, Sweden. 
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2. EU FUNDING FOR NATURA 2000 AND BIODIVERSITY 

2.1 Strengthening the integration approach 

The financing needs for Natura 2000 relate to a broad range of measures, necessary for 

the effective management of the sites. These include "one-off investments" such as land 

acquisition, restoration of damaged habitats and infrastructure investments and recur-

ring expenditure which primarily relate to habitat management, such as regular mowing 

of vegetation, maintenance of other land features and monitoring, critical to make the 

network fully operational. 

The financing of Natura 2000 is delivered mostly through the so called "integration ap-

proach", i.e. making investments in nature and biodiversity possible through different 

EU funds, whose scope goes beyond environment. Only LIFE programme is entirely ded-

icated to financing environment and climate related actions. 

A Commission staff working paper on financing Natura 20009 provided an estimate of 

Natura 2000 costs (at least € 5.8 billion per year) and recommended strengthening the 

integration of Natura 2000 financing into the EU funds of the different policy sectors 

(as a response to very moderate success of integration in the previous period 2007-2013 

where only approx. 20% of Natura 2000 financing needs were covered by EU funds). 

A greater uptake of EU funds by the Member States for Natura 2000 in the current fi-

nancing period was deemed necessary, which would require, in particular, better stra-

tegic planning for financing Natura 2000 by the Member States and the Commission for 

more effective programmes and projects to exploit the opportunities presented by rel-

evant key EU financial instruments. 

While the main responsibility for financing Natura 2000 lies with the Member States, 

Article 8 of the Habitats Directive explicitly links the delivery of necessary conservation 

measures for Natura 2000 to EU co-financing and foresees the need to develop a Prior-

itised Action Framework (PAF) of measures involving co-financing to be taken when 

sites are designated as SACs. In accordance with this provision, it was agreed that Mem-

ber States would establish national or regional Natura 2000 prioritised action frame-

works for the current financing period (2014-2020). 

In order to encourage better integration of funds and to promote more strategic plan-

ning of investments in Natura 2000, the Commission supported the development of 

PAFs, as a tool to identify key priorities for managing the Natura 2000 network and the 

possible sources of funding for the measures required to achieve those priorities.  

The PAFs were also meant to assist the Member States when preparing the partnership 

agreements and operational programmes for the EU funds. 

Natura 2000 funding opportunities exist under each of the relevant key EU funds. They 

are discussed in detail in the "Financing Natura 2000 Guidance Handbook"10 for the pe-

riod 2014-2020. The document also explains the process of preparation and adoption of 

programmes for different funds.  

 

                                                             
9 Commission Staff Working Paper: Financig Natura 2000 SEC(2011) 1573 final 
10 Available at: http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/natura2000/financing/index_en.htm 
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2.2 Results and lessons learnt from the previous financial period 

Through various evaluations of the previous programming period (2007-2013)11, a num-

ber of difficulties and challenges for the integration of biodiversity and Natura 2000 pri-

orities and measures into the programmes were identified. The Commission and other 

organisations (e.g. European Network for Rural Development-ENRD, European Court of 

Auditors-ECA) have identified some crucial issues that could improve the delivery of en-

vironmental services from the programmes, which are briefly presented below and have 

been taken into account in this evaluation. 

• Integration of the most relevant objectives and measures into the programmes  

As regards the EAFRD, in the previous programmes the agri-environment measures 

were the measures most commonly used to finance Natura 2000. A better use of advice, 

information provision and training has been highlighted as a critical element for the suc-

cess of rural development schemes and the delivery of public goods. Expenditure on 

these measures was very small in the previous period and there is significant potential 

to increase the resources allocated to them, particularly in the environment field (ENRD, 

2010, 2013). Other measures have also a great potential to deliver environmental ser-

vices including biodiversity. A proper combination of measures that improves this deliv-

ery has been encouraged by the Commission and other organisations (ENRD, 2013, 

Natura 2000 Financing Guide -IEEP, 2014). 

As regards the ERDF, allocations for biodiversity in the previous programmes (ERDF) 

were largely dedicated to preparatory measures (ECA, 2014) such as: building infor-

mation systems, carrying out inventory surveys, mapping, establishing a baseline situa-

tion for the biodiversity for the areas in question and drafting specific protection plans, 

awareness campaigns, information and educational measures. It could be expected that 

in the current period more funding would be allocated to implementing actions, as nec-

essary investments for habitat restoration and species recovery, green infrastructure 

and climate change adaptation based on ecosystem approaches. 

As regards the EMFF, which replaces the former EFF from 2014, it provides new and 

better opportunities to reduce the impact of fisheries on the marine environment, for 

protection and restoration of aquatic biodiversity and ecosystems and improving 

knowledge on the marine environment. In the previous period, the EFF financed mainly 

studies, monitoring and surveillance activities. In the next period, the EMFF is expected 

to have a more significant contribution to management and restoration of marine eco-

systems and marine protected areas. 

• Financial resources allocated to biodiversity and Natura 2000 

Limited use of funding opportunities to promote biodiversity conservation was achieved 

in the previous period. As regards the ERDF, many Member States allocated little or no 

direct ERDF funding to biodiversity during the 2007–13 programming period: 12 Mem-

                                                             
11 Report on ERDF and Biodiversity. European Court of Auditors, 2014. 

Mid-term evaluations of rural development programmes 2007-2013 (2012). 

ENRD Final Report of the Focus Group on the Delivery of Environmental Services (2013). 

ENRD final report of the thematic working group 3 public goods and public intervention (2010). 
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ber States (46%) allocated less than 0,2 % of their cohesion resources to measures di-

rectly dedicated to biodiversity. 6 MS (22%) did not allocate any resources to biodiver-

sity. In the upper limit, only 2 countries allocated more than 2% of total ERDF resources 

to direct promotion of biodiversity (ECA, 2014). 

Of all the rural development measures, the agri-environment measure had the broadest 

geographic coverage and accounted for the greatest share of total public expenditure 

of all measures within the EAFRD – almost a quarter of all planned expenditure for 2007-

13 (ENRD 2013). The ENRD recommended for the current period a more extended use 

of advisory services and other measures that can deliver important environmental ser-

vices (training, investments, cooperation, collective approaches, etc.). 

The former FFP had a limited contribution to the conservation of marine biodiversity, 

and the new opportunities offered in the new EMFF provide expectations of increased 

use of this fund for the conservation of marine ecosystems. 

• Setting targets and specific indicators for monitoring and assessing results on bio-

diversity and Natura 2000 

As regards the EAFRD, in the previous period there was a rather large number of indica-

tors where no target had been set in the first place, so that no real performance level 

can be estimated (mid-term evaluation of RDPs 2007-2013). Appropriate targeting is es-

sential to secure specific outcomes. Improvements need to be made in the way that 

measures are targeted and their impacts measured. Clear objectives need to be set for 

all measures and schemes implemented in RDPs, with their intended outcomes specified 

in advance (ENRD, 2013). Appropriate indicators to monitor outcomes and results of the 

programmes should also be used. 

As regards the ERDF, the Commission expects that the introduction of specific objectives 

and result indicators for ERDF operational programmes in the new programming period 

(2014–20), covering biodiversity where relevant, will improve the monitoring and re-

porting capacity. (ECA, 2014). Where biodiversity objectives are clearly set, output and 

result indicators and evaluation procedures are required.  

The EMFF foresees the utilisation of a limited number of common indicators to assess 

progress of programme implementation towards achievement of objectives. In the pre-

vious period, the EFF operational programmes used different types of indicators that 

were neither common nor comparable across MS, as highlighted in interim evaluations 

of the EFF (Ernst & Young, 2011). The nee EMFF common indicators will allow the ag-

gregation of data at Union level and will serve as the basis for monitoring and evaluation 

and to review the performance of the programmes. 

• Stakeholders’ involvement and consultation 

Insufficient consultation and involvement of the authorities responsible for Natura 2000 

in the drawing up of operational programmes and deciding on the allocation of money 

under different sectoral funds was detected in the previous programming period (ECA, 

2014). 

Consultation of relevant stakeholders, in particular the nature authorities and NGOs, is 

necessary to ensure that biodiversity and Natura 2000 objectives and measures are 

properly integrated into the relevant programmes.  
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3. INTEGRATION OF RELEVANT OBJECTIVES AND MEASURES INTO THE EU 

FUNDING PROGRAMMES 

3.1 Investment priorities in the current financial framework (2014-2020) 

Biodiversity and Natura 2000 funding have been integrated to various degrees into the 

European structural and investment funds (ESIFs), notably the rural development fund, 

the cohesion policy funds and the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund. 

The investment priorities set for these funds provide opportunities for funding relevant 

measures that measures that contribute to the conservation of the EU biodiversity and 

the Natura 2000 network (see Box 1). 

These funds shall contribute to the European Union strategy for smart, sustainable and 

inclusive growth, and some requirements are included in the corresponding regulations, 

which also influence the use of the funds for different purposes. 

In this regard, under the EARDF Regulation, Member States are required to reserve a 

minimum of 30 % of the total contribution from the EAFRD to each RDP for measures 

supporting investments related to the environment and climate, forest area develop-

ment and improving the viability of forests; and for annual payments for agri-environ-

ment-climate, forest-environment and climate and forest conservation, organic farm-

ing, Natura 2000 farmland/forests and areas facing natural or other specific constraints 

(Article 59(6) of Regulation 1305/2013). 

On the other hand, the thematic concentration imposed by ERDF Regulation (Article 4 

of Regulation 1301/2013) requires that between 50 and 80 % of the total ERDF resources 

at national level (depending on the level of development), are allocated to thematic ob-

jectives linked to research, technological development and innovation, information and 

communication technologies, enhancing the competitiveness of SMEs, and supporting 

the shift towards a low-carbon economy. 

This makes, a priori, the use of the rural development fund more important for funding 

biodiversity and Natura 2000 than the regional development fund, which has a thematic 

concentration that favours other objectives. 

In fact, according to our analysis, integration of Natura 2000 relevant priorities and 

measures has been achieved in a more successful way in the rural development pro-

grammes (RDPs) funded by the EARDF than in the operational programmes funded by 

the ERDF. Many of the countries and regions considered in this evaluation, have stated 

that the EARDF will be the main fund to finance their Natura 2000 conservation needs. 

On the other hand, some of the more developed countries and regions considered in 

the analysis have not allocated any funding to nature conservation objectives under the 

ERDF Operational Programmes. 

The European Maritime and fisheries Fund (EMFF) considers among its investment pri-

orities the protection of the marine and freshwater biodiversity and ecosystems, in-

cluding marine protected areas and Natura 2000 sites. The fund has addressed these 

objectives to varying degrees in the national programmes analysed. 
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Box 1.  EU FINANCING in 2014-2020 – INVESTMENT PRIORITIES 

A Common Strategic Framework (CSF) has been established in the current financing period to 

set out how the European Structural and Investment Funds (ESI) can work together and contrib-

ute to the Union strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth. The CSF sets the EU spend-

ing priorities for the upcoming years and seeks to enhance the coordination and complementa-
rity between the EU's main funding instruments. 

In the 2014-2020 programming period, the ESI Funds, in particular the European Regional De-

velopment Fund (ERDF), the European Social Fund (ESF) and the Cohesion Fund, will support 

11 investment priorities, also known as thematic objectives: 

1. Strengthening research, technological development and innovation 

2. Enhancing access to, and use and quality of information and communication technologies 

(ICT) 

3. Enhancing the competitiveness of small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) 

4. Supporting the shift towards a low-carbon economy in all sectors 

5. Promoting climate change adaptation, risk prevention and management 
6. Preserving and protecting the environment and promoting resource efficiency 

7. Promoting sustainable transport and removing bottlenecks in key network infrastructures 

8. Promoting sustainable and quality employment and supporting labour mobility 

9. Promoting social inclusion, combating poverty and any discrimination 

10. Investing in education, training and vocational training for skills and lifelong learning 

11. Enhancing institutional capacity of public authorities and stakeholders and efficient public 

administration. 

The first four of these thematic objectives constitute key priorities for the ERDF, and a significant 

part of the investment will focus on these areas (between 50% and 80%, depending on the re-

gion’s level of development). 

The Rural Development Fund (EAFRD) sets out six priorities, in line with the overall EU thematic 

objectives, which are outlined below: 

1. Fostering knowledge transfer and innovation in agriculture, forestry and rural areas … 

2. Enhancing farm viability and competitiveness of all types of agriculture in all regions and 

promoting innovative farm technologies and the sustainable management of forests …. 

3. Promoting food chain organisation, including processing and marketing of agricultural prod-

ucts, animal welfare and risk management in agriculture … 

4. Restoring, preserving and enhancing ecosystems related to agriculture and forestry, with 

a focus on: a) biodiversity, including Natura 2000 areas, and in areas facing natural or other 

specific constraints, high nature value farming, as well as the state of European landscapes, 

b) improving water management, including fertilisers and pesticides and c) preventing soil 

erosion and improving soil management. 

5. Promoting resource efficiency and supporting the shift towards a low carbon and climate 

resilient economy in agriculture, food and forestry sectors … 

6. Promoting social inclusion, poverty reduction and economic development in rural areas … 

The EMFF supports 3 Union priorities that contribute to promoting sustainable fisheries and 
aquaculture as well as the implementation of the Integrated Maritime Policy, which include 

among their specific objectives: 

- the protection and restoration of aquatic biodiversity and ecosystems, and  

- the promotion of marine protected areas such as Natura 2000 sites. 
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3.2 RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMMES (EAFRD) 

3.2.1 Priorities and measures targeted at Natura 2000 and habitats and species of 

Community interest 

All the programmes analysed address the priority 4a: ‘restoring, preserving and enhanc-

ing biodiversity, including in Natura 2000 areas, and in areas facing natural or other spe-

cific constraints and high nature value farming, as well as the state of European land-

scapes’ and include to some extent the priorities for Natura 2000 defined in the corre-

sponding PAFs. 

The preservation and improvement of biodiversity and valuable habitats and species in 

agricultural and forest areas is usually addressed in the strategy of the programmes and 

the programmes also mention the PAFs as a reference. 

Actually managing authorities must take account of the specific needs of Natura 2000 

areas in the overall design of their RDPs (Regulation (EU) No 1305/2013 Preamble) and 

specifically according to the Prioritized Action Framework in their RDP needs assessment 

(Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 808/2014 Annex I) 

However, the biodiversity related priorities under RDP are often identified at a very gen-

eral level and do not always include the detailed specific conservation priorities identi-

fied in PAF for the EAFRD, in terms of habitats and species targeted. 

Nevertheless, some RDPs correctly emphasize the need for measures in relation to some 

particular habitats, e.g. to restore bogs and fens, small freshwater habitats and wood-

land habitats, to conserve and maintain valuable grasslands (e.g. MVP-Germany). 

The most relevant measures for Natura 2000 included in the programmes are briefly 

described below. A more detailed description of the relevant measures included in the 

different RDPs analysed is provided in Annex 2. 

Main RDP measures for Natura 2000 

The most relevant measures for Natura 2000 included in the programmes analysed are the 

following: 

� M01 - Knowledge transfer and information actions (art. 14) 

� M02 - Advisory services, farm management  (art. 15) 

� M04 - Investments in physical assets and farm relief services (art. 17) 

� M07 - Basic services and village renewal in rural areas (art. 20) 

� M08 - Investments in forest area development and improvement of the viability of for-

ests (art. 21-26) 

� M10 - Agri-environment-climate (art. 28) 

� M12 - Natura 2000 and Water Framework Directive payments (art. 30) 

� M15 - Forest-environmental and climate services and forest conservation (art. 34) 

� M16 - Co-operation (art. 35) 

Other measures, such as: M11 - Organic farming (art. 29) and M13 - Payments to areas fac-

ing natural or other specific constraints (art. 31) have also been included in some pro-

grammes with the consideration of Natura 2000 among target or priority areas but these 

measures do not include any specification in relation to habitat types or species protected 

in the network. 
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As regards the measures included in the programmes that are relevant for Natura 2000 

and for habitats and species of Community interest, the consistency with the PAF is var-

iable in the RDPs considered in this assessment. Some of the RDPs analysed provide 

opportunities for financing many of the priority measures identified in the PAFs. How-

ever even in these cases, the programmes do not always specify which Natura 2000 

habitats or species should be funded or prioritised under the different measures. 

Knowledge transfer and information actions (M01, Article 14) 

Although this measures and its relevant sub-measures are always included in the RDPs, 

usually including training activities on environmental and climate issues, only some pro-

grammes clearly foresee the use of the measure in relation to the Natura 2000 areas, 

for the conservation of the habitats types and species of Community interest (e.g. Sar-

dinia, Slovenia, Slovakia RDPs) or for training activities on nature conservation or biodi-

versity protection (e.g. Mecklenburg- Vorpommern, Portugal and Sweden). 

Advisory services, farm management and farm relief services (M02, Article 15) 

As above, the advisory services are always included in the RDPs analysed, covering the 

rules of cross compliance and the obligations deriving from the Habitats and Birds Di-

rective, as required by the EAFRD regulations. However, only in a few programmes these 

services are more clearly targeted at the Natura 2000 areas (e.g. providing advice on 

agricultural practices in Natura 2000 in Slovakia), to specific habitat types (e.g. species-

rich grasslands in the Natura 2000 sites in Slovenia) or more generally to nature conser-

vation and biodiversity issues (e.g. Mecklenburg- Vorpommern, Sweden). 

Examples of information and training activities, and advisory services 

• CYPRUS: Short-term exchanges and visits to farms and forests to acquire knowledge and ex-

perience on practices that protect the environment and enhance biodiversity, etc. 

• ENGLAND: Advice to support implementation of agri- and forest-environment objectives, de-

signing and undertaking operations to deliver outcomes for habitats and species prioritised 

for conservation action in the PAF.  

• SARDINIA: Information on methods and practices favourable to the protection of biodiver-

sity, including conservation strategies set out in the PAF for the Natura 2000 network, in 

particular for species and habitats of agricultural and forest areas.  

• SLOVAKIA: Training and advice on agricultural practices favourable to Natura 2000.  

• SLOVENIA: Training for agricultural holdings in important ecological areas including: special 

grassland habitats, species rich grassland with poor conservation status, grassland habitats 

of butterflies and important bird areas in wet extensive meadows. Due to the large share of 

forests in Natura 2000 areas, priority will also be given to educating forest owners and con-

tractors of forest works on sustainable forest management in the Natura 2000 areas.  

Investments in physical assets (M04, Article 17) 

This measures has been included in several programmes with operations that can ben-

efit habitats and species of Community interest and biodiversity in general. In particular, 

many of the programmes include support for non-productive investments linked to 

achievement of agri-environment-climate objectives (M4.4), which will finance different 

activities that favour biodiversity like restoration and re-instatement of traditional 

boundary and landscape features, e.g. stone walls, hedgerows, small groups of trees, 
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wetlands and moorland, ponds, grasslands, wooded pastures, fencing sensitive habitats, 

reversion of land to heathland or species-rich grassland, structures to support the re-

quirements of certain species, etc. (e.g. in Bulgaria, Burgundy, England, Estonia, Finland, 

Portugal, Sweden RDPs). In some RDPs the focus is on Habitats Directive Annex I habitat 

types and the habitats of species as listed in Annex II and as defined in Article 4 of the 

Birds Directive. In some programmes the measures are primarily targeted at Natura 

2000 sites preferably with a Natura 2000 management plan in place (e.g. Mecklenburg-

Vorpommern). 

Some other programmes also provide support to investments in farm equipment and 

small infrastructure linked to the preservation or restoration of natural habitats and bi-

odiversity (e.g. M4.1 in Aragon, Burgundy and Poland RDPs). 

Examples of non-productive investments 

• ENGLAND: Restoration of traditional landscape features. Planting and management of indi-

vidual or small groups of trees and hedgerows. Restoration of wetlands and moorland. Re-

version of land to heathland or species-rich grassland. Structures to accommodate or support 

particular species requirements.  

• FINLAND: Restoration of watercourses, flood areas, creating connections between small wet-
lands, etc.  

• GREECE: Protection of livestock, beekeeping and farming from the Bear with installation of 

electric fences. 

• MECKLENBURG-VORPOMMERN: Recreation of ponds and other small water bodies, planting 

of hedges, tree rows and individual trees, measures to raise the water table in wet areas and 

around water bodies, actions to open up grasslands and other habitats for open land species, 
focused on habitat types and species protected under the Habitats and Birds Directives and 

primarily targeted at Natura 2000 sites a management plan in place.  

• PORTUGAL: Restoration of stone walls, eradication of invasive species in forests and restora-

tion of riparian forests.  

• SWEDEN: Restoration of grasslands, wooded pastures, dunes fences protecting grazing ani-

mals against large carnivores.  

 

Basic services and village renewal in rural areas (M07, Article 20) 

Under this measure, some RDPs include the elaboration and implementation of man-

agement plans for Natura 2000 sites (e.g. M7.1 in Aragon, Burgundy, Finland, Mecklen-

burg-Vorpommern, Sardinia), studies and investments for maintenance and restoration 

of natural heritage and awareness raising activities (e.g. M7.6 in Burgundy, Meckleng-

burg-Vorpommern, Sardinia, Sweden). In addition, some investments in small-scale in-

frastructure for visitors in protected areas is also financed under this measure (e.g. M7.2 

in Aragon). 
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Examples of studies and investments for maintenance, restoration and upgrading of the natural 

heritage, and environmental awareness actions 

• BURGUNDY: Preparation and review of Natura 2000 management plans (DOCOB), Natura 

2000 contracts in forests, facilitating contractual measures (animation Natura 2000), adap-

tation of pastoral herding to prevent predation by lynx and wolf.  

• GREECE: Elaboration of agricultural plans for protected areas and Natura 2000 sites. 

• MECKLENBURG-VORPOMMERN: Studies/investment linked to conservation, restoration, 
improvement of natural heritage including high nature value (HNV) areas and actions to 

increase environmental awareness; support for German Land Care Association projects; 

river, lake/pond restoration.  

• SARDINIA: Studies for the identification of ecological corridors and high nature value areas, 

and awareness-raising campaigns on their benefits.  

• SWEDEN: Creating and restoring wetlands to maintain and strengthen biodiversity.  

 

 

Investments in forest area development and improvement of the viability of forests 

(M08, Articles 21-26) 

Investments in forest areas have been little used to maintain or improve conservation 

status of forest habitats and species or in general for biodiversity purposes in the RDPs 

considered in this analysis, although forest measures to be financed by EAFRD were ex-

tensively included in the PAFs.  

Only some programmes have used the opportunities offered in particular by the sub-

measure aimed at improving the resilience and environmental value of forest ecosys-

tems (M8.5, e.g. in Aragon, England, Mecklenburg-Vorpommern, Portugal, Poland, Slo-

vakia and Sweden), although the activities and operations included are usually described 

in a very general way and their potential contribution to forest habitats and species pri-

oritised in the PAFs is not always clear. 
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Examples of investments in forests 

• ARAGON: Actions to improve forest structure, increasing biodiversity, eradication of inva-

sive alien species, etc. Investments are generally aimed at improving the conservation sta-

tus of forest ecosystems and habitats and species protected under the Habitats and Birds 

Directives, as set out in the PAF. 

• CYPRUS: removal of alien invasive species, creation of microhabitats and providing shelters 

for wildlife species (e.g. stone walls and ponds) in forests). 

• ENGLAND: Activities to protect habitats and species, management of deer, control of grey 
squirrels in red squirrel protection zones. Creation of permanent open areas within wood-

land to diversify structure. Conversion of non-indigenous plantations by planting native 

species.  

• PORTUGAL: Creation of agroforestry systems: montados (habitat type 6310).  

• POLAND: Afforestation to restore ecological corridors. 

• SWEDEN: Actions to create a functioning ecosystem with natural wildlife, in which threat-
ened species and habitats are prioritized. 

Agri-environment-climate (M10, Article 28) 

The most widely used measures for the conservation or recovery of natural habitats and 

species are the agri-environment and climate measures. Several of the programmes an-

alysed include agri-environmental measures that are clearly targeted at Natura 2000 

areas and/or at particular habitat types or species of Community interest, such as dif-

ferent types of grasslands and meadows, wooded meadows, steppe birds, cranes, 

geese, suslik, butterfly species, etc. (e.g. Aragon, Bulgaria, Estonia, Finland, 

Mecklenburg-Vorpommern, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Sardinia, Slovenia and 

Slovakia).  

It can be noticed that very often, the support for species is manly targeted at bird species 

that depend on agricultural habitats while only a few programmes include specific 

measures targeted at the conservation of species other than birds, including e.g. some 

butterflies, the suslik or the actions to prevent attacks by large carnivores (bear and 

wolf).  

Not all the relevant habitats and species are addressed in all RDPs, which raises ques-

tions whether the measures are sufficient to cover all the needs identified in the PAF for 

Natura 2000 sites, habitats and species. 

On the other hand, some RDPs include agri-environmental measures that have a broad 

scope, providing significant opportunities also for Natura 2000 and the habitats and spe-

cies of Community interest, although the measures are not specifically targeted at any 

sites or specific habitat types or species (e.g. Burgundy, England and Sweden).  

These broad measures usually include many different operations that can benefit many 

relevant habitat types and species. In some cases, although these measures have a 

broad scope their budget is very large, so they can surely benefit Natura 2000 sites/hab-

itats and species (e.g. England). However, even in such cases it is difficult to know exactly 

the potential contribution of the measures to Natura 2000. Moreover, the specific re-

quirements of certain species may not always be ensured by the implementation of 

these broad-scope measures. 
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Examples of agri-environment measures 

• ARAGON: Hay meadows maintenance in mountain areas (habitat types 6510 and 6520). Im-

proving conditions for steppe birds. Rice cultivation for wetland birds. Maintenance of bird 

habitats in the surroundings of particular Natura 2000 wetland areas.  

• BULGARIA: Maintenance of habitats of protected species (wintering geese, red-breasted 

geese, imperial eagle, Montagu's harrier, Egyptian vulture) in important bird areas. 

• BURGUNDY: Conservation of different types of grasslands and meadows, hedgerows, small 
woods and groups of trees, riparian forests, ponds, reed beds, natural vegetation strips, etc., 

as well as some groups of species including birds and butterflies. Natura 2000 sites are con-

sidered priority areas for some operations.  

• ENGLAND: Dedicated measures to support the conservation of the following broad habitat 

categories: arable land, boundaries, tress and orchards (e.g. hedgerows), coastal habitats, 

grasslands, historic landscaped, lowland heathlands, uplands, wetlands, woodland and scrub. 

This includes three types of support: 1) site specific agreements targeting designated and 

protected sites; 2) landscape scale/area specific payments related to species action plans 
such as for farmland birds, and for catchment scale activity; and 3) capital grants. 

• ESTONIA: Measures to preserve and enhance semi-natural habitat types protected by the 

Habitats Directive (wooded meadows, alvar habitat types, dry grasslands, hay meadows, etc.) 

by grazing cattle and sheep as well as mowing, and other kinds of relevant measures.  

• FINLAND: Several activities in Natura 2000 areas and/or other high nature value areas: pas-

tures managed for environmental protection, maintaining vegetation cover of fields during 

winter, field biodiversity, wetland management, management of agricultural biodiversity and 

landscapes, and fields managed for crane, geese and swan.  

• GREECE: Alternative methods (to pesticide use) for weed control in rice fields in specific wet-

land areas designated for the protection of birds (Natura 2000). 

• MECKLENBURG-VORPOMMERN: Grassland management for conservation in:  1) coastal salt 

grassland and coastal bird breeding sites; 2) extremely wet grassland sites (e.g. with Molinia 

or sedges); 3) wet and damp grassland on nutrient-poor sites; 4) dry/acid/calcareous grass-

land and heath; 5) restored/recreated grassland sites, especially in Natura 2000 sites, na-

tional parks, nature reserves or biosphere reserves. Permanent conversion of arable to grass-
land on floodplain and river valley soils and erosion-prone soils.  

• POLAND: Management schemes for agriculture-dependent natural habitats such as 1340, 

6410, 6430, 6510, 6120, 6210, 6230, 6510, 7230 and birds such as corncrake, godwit, lap-

wing, snipes, redshank, aquatic warbler, curlew, in Natura 2000 sites.  

• ROMANIA: Protection of important habitats for certain wild species (corncrake, red-footed 

falcon, lesser grey shrike, etc.).  

• SLOVENIA: Operations in Natura 2000 for conservation of special grassland habitats, grass-
lands habitats for butterflies, habitats of birds in wet extensive meadows, semi-natural hu-

mid meadows, livestock rearing in the area of occurrence of large carnivores, meadow or-

chards and hedgerows.  

• SWEDEN: Actions for the restoration, maintenance improvement of various types of pastures 

and grasslands (grazing, mowing, grazing after mowing, scything, special hay management, 

prescribed burning, mountain farming, ley farming) and ds and maintenance of wetlands.  
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Natura 2000 and Water Framework Directive payments (M12, Article 30) 

Natura 2000 payments have only been included in less than half of the programmes 

analysed. Different reasons were argued for not having included this measure in the 

RDPs, such as legal constraints in England12 or small number of approved Natura 2000 

management plans in Romania and Slovenia13. Some of the RDPs include the measure 

only for agricultural areas (Portugal, Aragon) or only for forest areas (Mecklenburg-Vor-

pommern), while other RDPs have included this measure for both agricultural and forest 

areas (Bulgaria, Slovakia and Estonia). 

Forest-environmental and climate services and forest conservation (M15, Article 34) 

This measure is only included in half of the RDPs analysed with biodiversity or Natura 

2000 objectives, such as improving the management of forest to enhance priority habi-

tats or priority species (England, Sardinia), preservation of mature trees and increase in 

dead wood component in Natura 2000 and other protected areas (Mecklenburg-Vor-

pommern, Bulgaria), conservation of habitats for lynx and riparian forests in specific 

Natura 2000 sites (Portugal), setting up “quiet areas” for securing optimal conditions for 

shelter, feeding and nesting of wildlife (Romania) or is targeted at forests in the Natura 

2000 sites with some level of protection according to the national legislation (Slovakia). 

One of the programmes analysed only provides support to the conservation of forest 

genetic resources (Aragon). 

 

                                                             
12 UK legislation stipulates that farmers need only to notify when they intend to carry out an activity on 

a designated site – as the only requirement is to notify, compensation cannot be given. 
13 Management plans for individual Natura 2000 sites which exactly determine management measures 

are not available in Slovenia, where the management of Natura 2000 is carried out by a comprehensive 

programme. 
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Examples of forest-environment measures 

• BULGARIA: Support to conservation activities, such as keeping a number of biodiversity im-

portant trees per ha, leaving deadwood, leaving forest belts around water bodies, leaving 

10% of the forest without logging, promoting native biodiversity-important tree spp.) for a 

period of 7 years.  

• ENGLAND: Activities to change the structure or management practices of woodland areas to 

improving the resilience, environmental value and mitigation potential of forest ecosystems; 
achieving nature, biodiversity and wider ecosystem services objectives. Includes: restoration 

of plantations on Ancient Woodland Sites (PAWS) to native species, management to enhance 

priority habitats or priority species, improved resilience to climate change.  

• MECKLENBURG-VORPOMMERN: Support for management actions which increase the eco-

logical stability of forests and which preserve and restore the ecological functions of forests, 

e.g. preservation of mature trees and increase in dead wood component. Support is targeted 

at Natura 2000 areas or other areas protected by federal law.  

• ROMANIA: Setting up “quiet areas” and reducing the intensity of silvicultural interventions 
outside these areas, securing optimal conditions for shelter, feeding and nesting of wildlife.

Co-operation (M16, Article 35) 

Very few programmes include support to co-operation projects focused on the Natura 

2000 areas or habitats and species of Community interest. Relevant examples include 

the support to the implementation of environment and climate silvo-pastoral projects 

and the elaboration of forest management plans, both with Natura 2000 included 

among the selection criteria (Sardinia) and cooperation projects in Natura 2000 areas 

on specific grassland habitats that are important for butterflies or birds (Slovenia), or 

cooperation activities to deliver environmental benefits at a landscape scale (England). 

A summary overview of the types of measures included in the programmes that contrib-

ute to Natura 2000 and biodiversity conservation is included below (Table 1) together 

with a summary description of some relevant examples (Table 2). More detailed infor-

mation about the specific measures included in the programmes is provided in Annex 2. 
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TABLE 1. TYPES OF MEASURES FOR NATURA 2000 AND BIODIVERSITY IN THE RDPs ANALYSED 

Country / Re-

gion RDP 

Information 

and advice 

(M01, M02) 

Manage-

ment plans 

and studies 

(M07) 

Restoration and maintenance of agricultural 

habitats 

Restoration and maintenance of forest  

habitats 

Cooperation 

(M16)  

Investments 

(M04, M07) 

Voluntary 

commitments 

Agri-environ-

ment (M10) 

Compensation 

in agricultural 

areas (M12) 

Investments 

(M08) 

Voluntary 

commitments 

Forest-env. 

(M15) 

Compensation 

in forest areas 

(M12) 

ARAGON X X X X X X X   

BULGARIA X  X X X  X X  

BURGUNDY  X X X X     

CYPRUS X  X X X X   X 

ENGLAND  X  X X  X X  X 

ESTONIA   X X X   X  

FINLAND  X X X      

GREECE X X X X X   X X 

MECKLENBURG/ 

VORPOMMERN 

X X X X  X X X  

POLAND   X X  X    

PORTUGAL X  X X X X X   

ROMANIA X   X   X   

SARDINIA X X  X   X  X 

SLOVAKIA X   X X X X X  

SLOVENIA X   X     X 

SWEDEN X X X X  X   X 

Note: in the elaboration of this table only those measures that are clearly dedicated to Natura 2000, biodiversity or nature conservation have 

been considered. Measures that are not clearly addressed to nature conservation although might indirectly benefit nature have not been taken 

into account. M11 (organic farming) and M13 (areas with constraints) budgets have not been considered, as these measures do not have any formal com-

mitment to nature conservation beyond standard cross-compliance. 
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY EXAMPLES OF RDP MEASURES FOR NATURA 2000 AND BIODIVERSITY 

Information, training and advice 

Information/ educa-

tion activities 

 

 

Training and education on nature conservation. Information on practices favourable to the 

protection of biodiversity and for species and habitats of agricultural and forest areas. 

BULGARIA, PORTUGAL, SARDINIA, 

SLOVENIA, SWEDEN 

Education activities specifically focused on Natura 2000, and aimed at strengthening bio-

diversity, preventive, protective and environmental measures in forestry. 

SLOVAKIA 

Short-term exchanges and visits to farms and forests to acquire knowledge and experience 

on practices that protect the environment, enhance biodiversity, etc. 

CYPRUS 

Training of certified nature conservation managers, nature and landscape guides, etc.  MECKLENBURG-VORPOMMERN 

Advisory services Advice on biodiversity, on the Birds and Habitats Directives to farmers and forest owners. ARAGON, SARDINIA, PORTUGAL 

Advice supporting implementation of agri-environment climate measures (GR, EN), and 

forestry objectives for habitats and species prioritised under the PAF for Natura 2000 (EN). 

GREECE, ENGLAND 

On-farm solutions to climate change mitigation and adaptation, biodiversity and water. ROMANIA 

Advice on biodiversity conservation and suitable agricultural methods in Natura 2000. SLOVAKIA, SLOVENIA 

Advisory services related to nature conservation.  SWEDEN 

Sustainable production that considers biodiversity, climate, and animal welfare needs. MECKLENBURG-VORPOMMERN 

Management plans and studies 

Natura 2000 man-

agement plans 

Support for drawing up and updating management plans and gathering information. ARAGON, BURGUNDY, MECKLENBURG-

VORPOMMERN, SARDINIA, FINLAND 

Other plans Elaboration of agricultural plans for protected areas and Natura 2000 sites GREECE 

Studies, investments 

and awareness  

Studies/investment linked to agricultural biodiversity, wildlife and landscapes, conserva-

tion or recovery of habitats and species. 

GREECE, MECKLENBURG-VORPOMMERN, 

SWEDEN,  

RESTORATION AND MAINTENANCE OF AGRICULTURAL HABITATS 

Investments 

Non-productive in-

vestments in biodi-

versity conservation 

Small infrastructures for habitats conservation linked to extensive livestock systems (en-

closures, fencing, restoration of traditional boundary features, maintenance of stone walls, 

etc.) 

ARAGON, BULGARIA, BURGUNDY, CY-

PRUS, ENGLAND, ESTONIA, FINLAND, 

PORTUGAL, SWEDEN 

Improvement of pastures and agro-silvopastoral systems (slow rotating mowers, control 

of scrub and bracken, etc.) 

ARAGON, BULGARIA, ENGLAND, FINLAND, 

MECKLENBURG-V., SWEDEN 
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Restoration of wetlands and moorland (water bodies construction, restoration of water-

ways, flood areas, recreation of ponds, restoration of riparian woods, improvement of 

river’s connectivity, etc.) 

BULGARIA, ENGLAND, FINLAND, 

MECKLENBURG-VORPOMMERN, 

PORTUGAL, SWEDEN 

Planting and management of individual or small groups of trees, hedgerows, etc. ENGLAND, MECKLENBURG-VORP. 

Structures to accommodate or support the requirements of specific species. ENGLAND 

Fences protecting grazing animals against large carnivores (wolf, bear and lynx). SWEDEN 

Control of invasive species. PORTUGAL, POLAND 

Voluntary commitments 

Measures for grass-

lands 

 

Restoration, maintenance and improvement of various types of grasslands and meadows 

(grazing, mowing, etc.)  

ARAGON, BULGARIA, BURGUNDY, ENG-

LAND, FINLAND, MECKLENBURG-VORP., 

POLAND, SLOVENIA, SWEDEN 

Permanent conversion of arable land to grassland including sowing with grass. MECKLENBURG-VORPOMMERN 

Grasslands management adjusted to the ecological requirements of butterflies. BURGUNDY, SLOVENIA 

Preservation of meadow orchards: maintenance of old fruit trees trunks. SLOVENIA 

Shepherding management in pastures and montados habitat (6310). PORTUGAL 

Preservation and enhancement of semi-natural habitats (wooded meadows, alvar habitat 

types, dry grasslands, hay meadows, etc.) by pasturing with cattle and sheep and mowing. 

ESTONIA 

Measures for wet-

lands 

Rice cultivation adapted to the needs of wetland birds. ARAGON 

Protection of ground-nesting birds in humid extensive meadows. SLOVENIA 

Restoration, maintenance and improvement of wetlands. FINLAND, ENGLAND, SWEDEN, POLAND, 
PORTUGAL 

Measures for habi-
tats of protected 

bird species  

Farming practices adapted to maintenance of habitats, food and cover for protected bird 
species.  

ARAGON, BULGARIA, BURGUNDY, CY-
PRUS, FINLAND, POLAND, ROMANIA 

Management of agricultural areas for the conservation of steppe bird habitats (little bus-

tard, great bustard, etc.) 

ARAGON, PORTUGAL, SARDINIA, SLO-

VAKIA 

Measures for large 

carnivores   

Protection of herds against large carnivores attacks (electric fences, shepherds, shepherd 

dogs).  

BURGUNDY, GREECE, PORTUGAL, SLOVE-

NIA 

Other Conservation of hedgerows, small woods and groups of trees, riparian galleries, ponds, 

reed beds, natural vegetation strips, stone walls, etc. 

BURGUNDY, CYPRUS 
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Measures to support the following broad habitat categories: Arable, Boundaries, Trees and 

orchards (e.g. hedgerows), Coastal, Grassland, Historic Environment and Landscape, Low-

land Heathland, Uplands, Wetlands, Woodland and Scrub. 

ENGLAND 

Removal of Invasive Alien Species.  POLAND, CYPRUS 

Compensation 

Natura 2000 pay-

ments in agricultural 

areas 

Restrictions mainly in terms of grazing (limitations in number of grazing animals or grazing 

period) and meadows maintenance. 

BULGARIA, PORTUGAL, ARAGON, 

SLOVAKIA, ESTONIA, CYPRUS  

Compensation to maintain unharvested areas (10% of cultivated areas) to provide food 

and shelter to wildlife in Natura 2000 sites and in ecological corridors for wildlife. 

CYPRUS 

Compensation for compulsory measures linked to agri-environmental objectives. BURGUNDY 

RESTORATION AND MAINTENANCE OF FOREST HABITATS 

Investments 

Investments for im-

proving the resili-

ence and environ-

mental value of for-

ests 

Actions to improve forest structure, increasing their naturalness and biodiversity: habitat 

improvement, fight against invasive alien species, etc. 

ARAGON 

Small scale infrastructure for creation of microhabitats (ponds, stone walls), installation of 

artificial nests for wild fauna. Control of invasive alien species. 

CYPRUS 

Management and protection of habitat and species (deer, red squirrel, etc.). Creation of 

permanent open areas within woodland to diversify structure. Planting of native species. 

ENGLAND 

Conversion of woodland to native deciduous/mixed stands. MECKLENBURG-VORPOMMERN 

Afforestation in ecological corridors. POLAND 

Creation of montados (habitat type 6310), forest restoration, protection of habitats, im-

provement of the ecosystem services of forests, forest certification, etc. 

PORTUGAL 

Measures to preserve biodiversity in forests, e.g. support to the installation of artificial 

nests for birds and other other elements of biodiversity. 

SLOVAKIA 

Actions to create a functioning ecosystem with natural wildlife, in which threatened spe-

cies and habitats are prioritized.  

SWEDEN  
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Voluntary commitments 

Measures to im-

prove forest status 

and the habitat of 

protected species 

 

Maintenance of trees, deadwood, forest belts around water bodies, etc. BULGARIA 

Restoration of Ancient Woodland Sites (PAWS) with native species, management to en-

hance priority habitats or priority species, improved resilience to climate change, etc. 

ENGLAND 

Preservation of mature trees and increase in dead wood. MECKLENBURG-VORPOMMERN 

Conservation of riparian forests and habitats for protected species as the lynx.  PORTUGAL 

Setting up “quiet areas” and reducing the periodicity of silvicultural interventions outside 

these areas, to secure optimal conditions for shelter, feeding and nesting of wildlife. 

ROMANIA 

Operations aimed at ensuring the presence of specific forest habitats, a high biological di-

versity and the conditions for natural regeneration and spatial ecological connectivity. 

SARDINIA 

Forest-environmental schemes in SPAs and SCIs. SLOVAKIA 

Ex-situ conservation of seeds and plants, genetic studies, etc. ARAGON 

Compensation 

Natura 2000 pay-

ments in forest ar-

eas 

Compensation for restrictions prescribed in Natura 2000 management plans and other in-

struments that provide protection to forest habitats and species. 

BULGARIA, GREECE, MECKLENBURG-

VORPOMMERN, ESTONIA 

Support to forest SPAs with populations of Lesser Spotted Eagle (Aquila pomarina). MECKLENBURG-VORPOMMERN 

Support of passive management in core forest areas of Natura 2000 sites. SLOVAKIA 

Cooperation 

Plans and projects Research for solving problems in biodiversity issues. CYPRUS 

Bringing land owners together to deliver environmental benefits at a landscape scale. ENGLAND 

Environment & climate silvo-pastoral projects.  SARDINIA 

Cooperation projects in the NATURA 2000 network and catchment areas of surface waters 

and groundwater (diversified grasslands, key areas for birds of wet meadows, etc.) 

SLOVENIA 

Cooperation, pilot projects and innovation within the EIP for managing the natural and cul-
tural environment from a landscape perspective as part of the green infrastructure. 

SWEDEN 
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3.2.2 Allocation of resources to Natura 2000/biodiversity in the RDPs analysed 

In general, the programmes do not allow an accurate calculation of the resources dedi-

cated to Natura 2000 and to habitats and species of Community interest.  Funding allo-

cations are usually defined at measure level, while Natura 2000 and relevant habitats 

and species are often covered by sub-measures or specific operations, and the planned 

expenditure under each sub-measures is not provided. In particular, some of the most 

relevant measures for Natura 2000 (e.g. investments, agri environment and forest 

measures) may include very diverse sub-measures, with only some of them clearly ded-

icated to Natura 2000 or habitats/species of Community interest. Natura 2000 is also 

mentioned among the selection criteria of some measures, but there is not a specific 

allocation for Natura 2000. As a result, it is not possible to accurately estimate the re-

sources allocated to Natura 2000 or biodiversity in the RDPs. 

Some programmes provide partial information about the funds allocated to certain sub-

measures targeted at Natura 2000 but not for all of them. 

A table included in the RDPs (Table 11.4 14 ) indicates the planned expenditure in 

measures that contribute to Focus Areas 4a, 4b and 4c, including agri-environment-cli-

mate measures (M10), Natura 2000 payments (M12) and forest measures (M08, M15). 

However, the information provided, especially on agri-environment-climate measures, 

does not always allow identifying the expenditure for the measures dedicated to Natura 

2000/biodiversity). Some RDPs include in the table the exact sub-measures and opera-

tions that have been described in the programme, allowing the identification of relevant 

expenditure at least under some particular measures. On the contrary, other RDPs indi-

cate the expenditure in agri-environment measures using a broad typology of opera-

tions (categories), which make not possible linking the expenditure with the specific 

measures described in the programme that contribute to Natura 2000/biodiversity. 

Moreover, some relevant measures, as investments linked to nature conservation (e.g. 

under M4, M7), and the information and advisory services (M01, M02) are not included 

in this table. Although some information about expenditure in relevant measures can 

also be found in other section of the indicators plan (e.g. under tables 11.1.4 and 11.2) 

there are significant limitations as these measures usually include different sub-

measures and operations, not being all of them relevant to Natura 2000. 

Based on the information available in some of the RDPs analysed (mainly on table 11.4), 

we can only provide a partial estimate of resources available to Natura 2000 and for the 

conservation of habitats and species of Community interest, which is presented in Table 

3. However, taking into account all the above-mentioned limitations and difficulties, this 

should be considered a very rough and incomplete estimate of potential contribution 

of resources to Natura 2000 and biodiversity (namely to habitats and species of Com-

munity interest). This preliminary analysis shows that the amounts are generally well 

below total the financial needs estimated in the PAFs.  

                                                             
14 Table 11.4: Support table to show how environmental measure/schemes are programmed to achieve 

one (or more) environment/climate targets. 
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Table 3. Total expenditure in relevant measures indicated in the RDPs and esti-

mated financial needs for Natura 2000 according to the PAF (in million €) 

Allocations to Natura 2000 include compensation payments (M12), agri-environment & cli-
mate measures (M10) and other relevant measures clearly targeted at Natura 2000 and/or 

habitats and species of Community interest, where available, based on information included 

in the RDPs (mainly in table 11.4). 

 

RDP M12 M10 P4 

(% of 

total) 

Allocations 

to N2000, 

habitats & 

species* 

PAF 

2014-

2020 

*Estimates based on 

expenditure in rele-

vant sub-measures 

under: 

ARAGON 

(SPAIN) 

0.56  96,2 293.1 

(32.3%) 

88 N.A. M10, M12, M8.5 

BULGARIA  139.7  215 983.1 

(34%) 

209 1,718 M10, M12, M8.5, 

M12 

BURGUNDY 

(FRANCE) 

0.33 107 497.7 

(59.4% ) 

27 N.A. M7, M10, M12 (RDP 

estimate: p. 91, 774)  

CYPRUS 4 52 111.7 

(46%) 

26 880 M10,M12 

ENGLAND (UK) M12 not 

included 

2,895 3,452 

(85.1%) 

N.A. 2,982 Expenditure in relevant 

measures not available 

ESTONIA 32.7 

 

244.9 365.6 

(36.8%) 

73 405 M10, M12 

FINLAND (MAIN-

LAND) 

M12 not 

included 

1,586 5,699 

(69.5%) 

229 2,604 M10 

GREECE 

 

10 429 2,471 

(42%) 

40 685 M10, M12 

MECKLENBURG-

VORPOMMERN 

20 156 486.3 

(52%) 

144 N.A. M10, M12, M15, 

M8.5. 

POLAND  M12 not 

included 

1,184 4,160.6 

(30.8%) 

385.3 1,621 M10 

PORTUGAL 
(MAINLAND) 

49.7 477.5 1,093.9 
(26.2%) 

N.A. 951 Expenditure in relevant 

measures not available. 

ROMANIA M12 not 
included 

1,052 2.813,7 
(29.7%) 

239.3 3,527 M10, M15. 

SARDINIA 
(ITALY) 

M12 not 
included 

163 491.9 
(37.6%) 

35 N.A. M10. 

SLOVAKIA  8.8 143 896.5 

(43%) 

75.2 543 M10, M12, M15 

SLOVENIA M12 not 

included 

203 575.2 

(52%) 

N.A. 1,627 Expenditure in relevant 

measures not available 

SWEDEN M12 not 

included 

963 2,624.3 

(61%) 

N.A. 1,246 Expenditure in relevant 

measures not available. 

*Note: M11 (organic farming) and M13 (areas with constraints) budgets have not been consid-

ered, as these measures do not have any formal commitment to nature conservation beyond 

standard cross-compliance. 

N.A.: No available data.  The information included in the RDPs does not allow identifying the ex-

penditure in measures dedicated to Natura 2000, habitats and species of European interest.  Or 

PAF not available for the region or federal state considered in the analysis.  



22 Integration of Natura 2000 and biodiversity into EU funding  

 

 

3.2.3 Expected results/outcomes. Targets and indicators 

Quantitative objectives, targets and indicators related to biodiversity and Natura 2000 

are not properly defined in the RDPs analysed to allow proper monitoring and evaluation 

of the programmes’ outcomes in this regard.  

In general, not enough indicators or targets to monitor progress in relation to Natura 

2000 or biodiversity are provided beyond the EU requirements. For priority 4a, the only 

target indicators provided in all the programmes are the surface and percentage of ag-

ricultural and forest land under management contracts supporting biodiversity in 2023 

(presented below). 

These targets are just descriptive of the area covered by certain measures (including 

agri-environment, forest-environment and Natura 2000 payments and show a variable 

level of ambition among the RDPs analysed. 

Management contracts supporting biodiversity reach higher values in agricultural land 

than in forests. In fact the percentage of agricultural land under contract varies from a 

maximum of 70.3% in Estonia, to a minimum of 5.63% in Finland, with an average value 

of 23%. In many cases, this target is in line or even exceeds the percentage of UUA in 

Natura 2000, which could indicate a potential good coverage of Natura 2000 under man-

agement contracts. 

In England and Sweden the percentage of agricultural land in Natura 2000 is extremely 

low although the percentage of management contracts is relatively high. This also re-

flects the approach followed in the respective RDPs, which do not focus the implemen-

tation of the measures in Natura 2000 sites but in the wider countryside. 

Figure 1. Percentage of agricultural land under management contracts supporting bi-

odiversity and/or landscapes (T9), compared to percentage of UAA in Natura 2000 

 

In contrast, the percentage of contracts for forest areas fluctuates between 12% in Ro-

mania and 0.03% in Sweden, with an average value of 4%15. The low level of manage-

ment contracts in forest land is not consistent with the significant proportion of forest 

                                                             
15Target values are missing in the RDPs of Burgundy, Finland, Poland and Slovenia for this indicator (T8). 

   However, Burgundy’s RDP mentions 50 Natura contracts in forest. 
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land in Natura 2000 in many of the regions and countries considered in this analysis, as 

shown in the figure below. However, some Member States may have chosen to fund 

forestry using purely National funding sources but not through EU funding, so this does 

not necessarily mean that there are no sources of funding for Natura 2000 forests avail-

able. 

Figure 2. Percentage of forests under management contracts supporting biodiversity 

(T8), compared to percentage of forest area in Natura 2000 

 

In any case, these indicators fail to track the quality of the areas under contracts and is 

therefore not possible to assess the impact of the RDP measures on the quality of Natura 

2000 sites, habitats and species under management. 

Indicators related to the surface area covered by different measures (e.g. agri-environ-

ment measures, Natura 2000 payments) or on the number of operations linked to cer-

tain measures (e.g. investments in forest areas, elaboration of management plans) are 

also provided in some RDPs. However these indicators do not allow assessing the out-

comes in terms of conservation of Natura 2000 sites, habitats or species. 

Appropriate indicators for measuring any improvement in the condition of Natura 2000 

sites or in the conservation status of relevant habitats and species are often lacking. As 

a result, the RDP indicators do not provide a very comprehensive basis for monitoring 

the contribution of EAFRD funding to Natura 2000 and biodiversity. 

3.2.4 Consultation and involvement of relevant stakeholders 

The consultation process carried out during the preparation of the RDPs has been usu-

ally described in a very general way and it is not possible to know whether nature au-

thorities and relevant organisations were effectively involved in the process or just con-

sulted at some stage. Some RDPs however provide more detailed information on the 

involvement of relevant authorities and NGOs in the development of the programme 

(e.g. Estonia, Slovakia, Poland) and in the preparation of relevant measures for Natura 

2000 or habitats and species of Community interest (e.g. agri-environment measures in 
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Aragon, England, Finland and Bulgaria, forest environment commitments in Mecklen-

burg-Vorpommern). 

A particular attention has been paid in this analysis to the integration of the observa-

tions made by the European Commission to the first drafts of the RDPs. Although not all 

these comments were fully taken into account, in many cases they led to relevant im-

provements in the programmes, such as: an increase in the areas covered by biodiversity 

measures (agricultural and forest land), increase in allocations for Natura 2000 pay-

ments and forest-environment payments, inclusion of forests measures under focus 

area 4A, details on the implementation of agri-environmental schemes and target habi-

tats and species, including Natura 2000 as priority among the selection criteria for some 

measures, definition of criteria for the habitat types or Natura 2000 sites targeted by 

some measures, focus on nature conservation and biodiversity issues in knowledge and 

information actions and advisory services, etc. 

Nevertheless, not all the observations made by the Commission were taken into account 

and in particular comments concerning the need to include appropriate indicators for 

the monitoring and evaluation of the measures targeting Natura 2000 have not been 

properly integrated into the programmes. Insufficient use of forest measures to improve 

the conservation of habitats and species of Community interest was also stressed in the 

observations sent by the Commission but these aspects have not been always reflected 

in the final versions of the RDP. Finally, some comments regarding inappropriate budg-

ets were not taken into account and did not provide the necessary improvements. 

3.2.5 Summary conclusions on the integration of relevant priorities and measures 

into RDPs  

All the RDPs analysed include to some extent relevant priorities and measures that con-

tribute to the conservation of Natura 2000 sites, habitats and species of Community 

interest. Some programmes show a relative good consistency with the priorities and 

measures identified in the PAF16. 

Such programmes comprise a good combination of measures including advice, invest-

ments, agri-environment and forest-environment measures, which provide significant 

opportunities for the conservation and restoration of habitat types and species of Com-

munity interest (e.g. Bulgaria, Burgundy, England, Mecklenburg-Vorpommern). 

Agri-environment and climate measures have been extensively used for conservation of 

habitats and species of Community interest, in particular grasslands and meadows.  

Some other relevant measures for biodiversity and Natura 2000 conservation are in-

cluded under investments in farmland that are focused on restoration of some habitats 

(e.g. natural grasslands) or small biotopes (wetlands, small groups of trees, hedgerows). 

These kind of investments have been mainly used for agricultural areas but very little or 

very poorly in forest areas. 

                                                             
16 It must be noted that in some cases the PAF is elaborated at the national level (e.g. France, Spain, 

Germany) and does not provide detailed information on funding requirements for habitats and species 

at regional level, but the rural development needs assessment and funding allocations are carried out at 

the regional level. It would be advisable that the regions/federal states elaborate their own strategy 

based on the national PAFs. 
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However, some programmes have failed to include important measures identified in the 

PAFs to be funded by EARDF. Significant shortcomings are detected in particular as re-

gards the measures required to improve the conservation status of forest habitats and 

species. Relatively little use has been made of forest-environment measures in the pro-

grammes analysed, and forest-investments have not been extensively used to improve 

forest biodiversity, and often they are not specifically linked to the conservation of the 

habitat types or species of Community interest identified in the PAF. 

Other gaps in relation to the measures identified in the PAF that are not always included 

in the RDPs analysed, include in particular the provision of information, training and ad-

vice to farmers and forest holders on specific issues related to Natura 2000 and habitats 

and species of Community interest, the control and eradication of invasive alien species 

and actions to improve ecological connectivity.  

As regards the allocation of resources, it is not possible to exactly know the potential 

contribution to Natura 2000 in the RDPs. Funding allocations are usually defined at 

measure level, while Natura 2000 and relevant habitats and species are often covered 

by sub-measures or specific operations, and the planned expenditure under each sub-

measures is not provided. 

Some programmes include relevant measures that may benefit Natura 2000 and habi-

tats and species of Community interest although they are defined with a broader scope 

(e.g. England’s and Sweden’s RDP). In these cases, it is not clear what proportion of the 

schemes or investment will actually benefit Natura 2000 as the description of the 

measures does not mention Natura 2000 or European protected species or habitats but 

more generally biodiversity or landscapes. However, where such relevant measures 

have a very large budget, they can surely benefit Natura 2000 sites/habitats and species.  

In addition, some measures may provide indirect support for Natura 2000 or for the 

conservation of habitats and species of Community interest, which make very difficult 

to assess, even roughly, the resources that can contribute to Natura 2000. 

However, the preliminary analysis made in this report seem to indicate that resources 

allocation to Natura 2000 would be insufficient to cover the financial needs estimated 

in the PAFs. 

Finally, the indicators and targets included in the RDP are in general insufficient to al-

low a proper monitoring and evaluation of results and outcomes in relation to Natura 

2000 achievements and to the conservation status of habitats and species of Community 

interest that may benefit from relevant measures included in the programmes. 
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3.3  OPERATIONAL PROGRAMMES FUNDED BY ERDF AND CF 

3.3.1 Integration of relevant Natura 2000 objectives and measures into the OPs  

Integration of specific objectives and measure that are relevant to Natura 2000 and bi-

odiversity conservation is quite poor in the OPs of more developed countries and regions 

considered in this analysis. Even some of these programmes do not include any invest-

ment priorities and specific objectives clearly focused on biodiversity or Natura 2000 

(e.g. Finland, Mecklenburg-Vorpommern, Sweden). Better integration, to some extent, 

has been achieved in less developed countries considered in this analysis, some of which 

have identified investment priorities and specific objectives clearly linked to biodiversity 

conservation and Natura 2000, and have included some of the priority actions identified 

in the PAF in their operational programmes. 

Relevant objectives and actions are mostly included under thematic objective 6 and in 

the investment priority 6d: Protection and restoration of biodiversity and of the soil as 

well as promotion of ecosystem services through Natura 2000 and green infrastructures. 

The specific objectives included in the OPs under this priority and contributing to Natura 

2000 are related to the following issues: 

� Improving knowledge, information, communication, surveillance, monitoring 

and reporting related to Natura 2000, habitats and species of Community inter-

est. 

� Improving capacities for the management of Natura 2000 areas: management 

bodies, management plans. 

� Improving conservation status of species and habitat types protected under the 

Birds and Habitats Directives, in particular freshwater habitats, action plans and 

management schemes for protected habitats and species. 

� Studies and investments on green and blue infrastructure. 

� Maintaining and restoring ecosystems and their services. 

Investment priority 6c: Protecting, promoting and developing cultural and natural herit-

age is also included in some programmes with specific objectives related to the promo-

tion of tourism and public use in natural areas including Natura 2000 sites (e.g. Greece, 

Aragon, Portugal and Sardinia) although their real benefit for biodiversity conservation 

could be questioned. 

Under thematic objective 5 (Adaptation and risk management) some programmes 

(Greece, Portugal, Slovakia) include relevant objectives and actions in relation to man-

agement of potential impacts of climate change or other risk in Natura 2000 sites (e.g. 

floods and fires).  

A summary overview of the broad types of measures identified in the programmes is 

included below (Tables 4 and 5). A summary description of the measures included in the 

programmes is provided in Annex 3 with relevant examples. 
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As regards the main types of activities that can be funded under the programmes ana-

lysed, they can be grouped in the following main categories:  

� Improvement of knowledge and information on biodiversity, Natura 2000: 

- conservation status assessment; 

- information systems for the management of the Natura 2000 sites; 

- mapping of natural habitats, mapping and assessment of ecosystems and 

their services; 

- monitoring systems for biodiversity and Natura 2000; 

- monitoring and assessment of climate change effects on the Natura 2000 

sites; 

- enhancement of green infrastructure, ecological corridors and improvement 

of connectivity for the Natura 2000 sites. 

� Improvement of capacities for management of Natura 2000: 

- elaboration of Natura 2000 management plans and species action plans; 

- ICT applications for management of Natura 2000 sites; 

- management structures for Natura 2000 (equipment, personnel); 

- invasive species management and eradication. 

� Maintenance or restoration of the conservation status of habitats and species: 

- restoration and maintenance of natural habitats and habitats of species (im-

proving feeding sites for raptors, artificial nests and islets, control of illegal 

poison use); 

- green infrastructure development, including creation and restoration of ter-

restrial and aquatic ecological corridors (e.g. improvement of river connec-

tivity e.g. through fish passes, eco-tunnels, fauna passages under roads, etc.). 

- maintaining and improving the conservation status of species and habitats in 

Natura 2000; 

- restoration of natural hydro-morphological water regime, restoration of wet-

lands and rivers;17 

- adaptation to climate change that contribute to the coherence of the nature 

conservation network (e.g. dune ecosystems, riparian forests), actions to 

avoid landslide risk and coastal erosion; 

- eradication of invasive species. 

� Awareness and communication on Natura 2000: 

- national information and communication campaigns and actions on Natura 

2000 and biodiversity. 

� Public use an sustainable use of the Natura 2000 sites: 

- equipment and infrastructure for public use in natural areas: visitor centres, 

information offices, signposting, access and trails, etc.; 

- support for starting green businesses in the Natura 2000 sites (tourist ser-

vices and facilities, accommodation and information centres). 

                                                             
17 Some OPs have linked the conservation of freshwater habitats and species of Community interest to 

improvement in ecological status of water bodies in Natura 2000 sites. 
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TABLE 4: BROAD TYPES OF MEASURES FOR NATURA 2000 AND BIODIVERSITY IN THE OPs ANALYSED (ERDF, CF) 

Country / Region OP Information, knowledge 

improvement, monitor-

ing 

Improvement of capaci-

ties for Natura 2000 man-

agement 

Restoration/conservation 

of habitats and species, 

green infrastructure 

Awareness raising, 

communication 

Public use 

ARAGON    X X 

BULGARIA X X X X X 

BURGUNDY X X X X  

CYPRUS X  X   

ENGLAND    X   

ESTONIA   X   

FINLAND      

GREECE X X X X X 

MECKLENBURG/VORP.      

POLAND  X X X X 

PORTUGAL X X X   

ROMANIA X X X   

SARDINIA X  X  X 

SLOVAKIA X  X   

SLOVENIA   X X X 

SWEDEN      

 

Note: in the elaboration of this table only those measures that are clearly dedicated to Natura 2000, biodiversity or nature conservation have been considered. 
Measures that are not clearly addressed to nature conservation although might indirectly benefit nature have not been taken into account.  

Finland and Sweden have not programmed any actions under Thematic Objective 6 (Environment and resource efficiency) in their ERDF OPs. The EFRD pro-

gramme of Mecklenburg-Vorpommern does not include the investment priority 6d (Conservation and restoration of biodiversity and soil and support for 

ecosystem services, including through Natura 2000 and green infrastructure) and provides no funding directly for nature conservation. 
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TABLE 5: Summary examples of relevant measures included in the OPs analysed (ERDF & CF) 

Information, knowledge improvement, monitoring 

Information systems Improvement of knowledge about biodiversity through implementation of a 

Regional Observatory of Biodiversity. 

BURGUNDY 

Information exchange between stakeholders in the field of sustainable tour-

ism in the Natura 2000 sites. 

BULGARIA 

Information system for the marine areas focused on enlargement and man-

agement of the Natura 2000 marine sites. 

PORTUGAL 

Monitoring and assess-

ments, studies 

Creation of a monitoring system for biodiversity and the Natura 2000 sites.  CYPRUS, GREECE, PORTUGAL, 

SLOVAKIA, ROMANIA 

Monitoring, assessment and reporting on the implementation of the PAF and 

the information strategy. 

BULGARIA 

Scientific studies of the network, studies for monitoring and assessing the 

conservation status of species and habitats of Community importance, stud-

ies about connectivity improvement, etc.  

BULGARIA, ROMANIA, BURGUNDY, 

PORTUGAL 

Inventory of wild species of Community interest. ROMANIA 

Cartography and mapping of natural habitats, sensitive areas, etc.  BULGARIA, CYPRUS, SLOVAKIA, POR-

TUGAL, GREECE 

Assessment and enhancement ecological connectivity and green infrastruc-

ture. 

BULGARIA, BURGUNDY, CYPRUS, 

GREECE 

Mapping of ecosystems and ecosystem services. GREECE, PORTUGAL 

Assessment of ecosystems and their services; assessment of the economic 

value of ecosystem services and developing a scheme for payments for eco-

system services from Natura 2000 sites. Monitoring the costs of biodiversity 

conservation. 

BULGARIA 
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Capacity building: management structure for Natura 2000 

Management plans  Development or updating of management plans for Natura 2000 sites. BULGARIA, GREECE, PORTUGAL, 

BURGUNDY, ROMANIA, POLAND 

Elaboration and implementation of species action plans. PORTUGAL, POLAND, GREECE 

Management bodies, 

structures, systems 

Establishment of a management structure for Natura 2000 including salaries, 

equipment, etc. ICT applications for management of the Natura 2000 sites. 

BULGARIA 

Improving governance in nature conservation. POLAND 

Pilot implementation of management agreements (PAF implementation) GREECE 

Protection of or custodianship of the most significant nature protection ar-

eas.  

SLOVENIA 

Investments for maintaining and improving the conservation status of species and habitats in Natura 2000 

Habitats restoration  Restoration and maintenance of protected species and their habitats. BULGARIA, BURGUNDY, SARDINIA, 

SLOVENIA, GREECE, PORTUGAL 

Control and eradication of invasive alien species. GREECE, SLOVENIA, SARDINIA, 

PORTUGAL, POLAND 

Land purchase for coastal protection, rehabilitation and risk reduction. PORTUGAL 

Freshwater habitats 

restoration 

Restoration of a natural hydro-morphological water regime, rehabilitation of 

polluted areas and water bodies, restoration of the water regime of wetlands. 

ESTONIA 

Restoration of rivers, wetlands, floodplains, etc. ROMANIA, PORTUGAL, POLAND, 

BURGUNDY, SLOVENIA 

Protection and recovery of spawning grounds of migratory fish species. PORTUGAL  

Species conservation  Feeding sites for raptors, installation of artificial nests and islets, plans for 

specific designation species, control of illegal poison use, etc. 

GREECE 

Centres for biodiversity conservation and recovery of native species. POLAND 

Connectivity, green in-

frastructure 

Creation of ecological corridors and green infrastructure. CYPRUS, SARDINIA, SLOVENIA, ENG-

LAND, BURGUNDY, ROMANIA 

Fish passes. SARDINIA, ROMANIA 

Greenways, eco-tunnels, fauna passages under roads, etc. SARDINIA 
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Ensuring longitudinal and lateral continuity of the river streams and removal 

of barriers; reconnection with other environments (oxbow lakes, copses, 

grasslands, etc.) 

BURGUNDY, SLOVAKIA, SARDINIA, 

PORTUGAL 

Climate change Actions to avoid landslide risk and coastal erosion. GREECE, SARDINIA 

Awareness and communication on Natura 2000 

Information and 

awareness raising cam-

paigns 

National/regional information campaigns, fora, environmental events, etc.  BULGARIA, POLAND, ARAGON 

Information and awareness raising actions on biodiversity, Natura 2000 sites, 

nature conservation, etc.  

GREECE, SLOVENIA 

Communication (awareness, communication and training) for biodiversity 

restoration and connectivity improvement. 

BURGUNDY 

Public use of Natura 2000 

Infrastructure for pub-

lic use 

Creation/adaptation of equipment and infrastructure for public use in natu-

ral areas: visitor centres, information offices, signposting, access and trails, 

etc. 

ARAGON, POLAND, SARDINIA, 

GREECE, SLOVENIA 

Rehabilitation centres for wildlife. POLAND 

 



32 Integration of Natura 2000 and biodiversity into EU funding  

 

 

 

Example of integration of Natura 2000 into the OPs funded by ERDF and CF 

Bulgaria. The OP Environment financed by the ERDF and the CF includes a Priority Axis (3) 

with dedicated measures to Natura 2000/biodiversity, which match well with the priority 

measures identified in the PAF to be financed by EFRD. 

Priority Axis 3 aims at maintaining and improving the conservation status of habitats and 

species of the Birds and Habitats Directives. Priority will be given to those species and hab-

itats whose conservation status is assessed as “unfavorable-bad” and “unfavorable-inade-

quate”, as well as the priority species and habitats identified in the Habitats directive.  

The Priority Axis supports the establishment of a functioning management structure of the 

Natura 2000 network, the development of management plans and species action plans, as 

well as measures for building the capacity of competent authorities for the management 

of the network. 

Support will also be provided for completing the designation of Natura 2000 marine sites 

and improving the information base for reporting obligations under Article 17 of the Habi-

tats directive, as well as for information and communication activities related to the Natura 

2000 network. 
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3.3.2 Allocation of resources to Natura 2000/biodiversity in the OPs analysed (ERDF, 

Cohesion Fund) 

In general, it is difficult to know exactly the resources allocated to Natura 2000 in most of 

the programmes considered in this analysis. Financial allocations are usually provided for 

the different priority axis but there is not precise information about the amounts dedicated 

to the specific objectives that are relevant for Natura 2000. 

 

Nevertheless, an estimate of the resources allocated to Natura 2000 and biodiversity is 

provided in the OPs under two relevant categories of intervention for which the EU contri-

bution is specified:  

• 085 (Protection and enhancement of biodiversity, nature protection and green in-

frastructure), and  

• 086 (Protection, restoration and sustainable use of Natura 2000 sites)18. 

 

However, in some OPs part of the funds allocated to category 085 are linked to urban areas 

and to other issues not clearly contributing to Natura 2000 (e.g. England, Mecklenburg-

Vorpommern), and the distinction between the two categories (085 and 086) is not always 

clear in the OPs analysed (e.g. several OPs from Poland). 

Taking into account the information available in the OPs analysed, it may be concluded that 

the funding dedicated to Natura 2000 is really poor in relation to the total financial re-

sources of the OPs (less than 2% in most countries and regions considered) and to the 

Natura needs identified in the PAFs (see Table 6 below). 

 

 
  

                                                             
18 According to COMMISSION IMPLEMENTING REGULATION (EU) No 215/2014 of 7 March 2014 on method-

ologies for climate change support, the determination of milestones and targets in the performance frame-

work and the nomenclature of categories of intervention for the European Structural and Investment Funds. 
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Table 6. EU contribution to Natura 2000 and biodiversity in the OPs analysed (ERDF, CF) 

and total financial needs for Natura 2000 estimated in the PAFs (in million EUR) 

Operational Programmes  

(ERDF and CF) 

 

Total EU  

contribution in 

the OPs 

EU contribution 

to categories 

085+086  

  % 

 

Natura 2000 

needs 

(PAF) 

ARAGON 119.9  4.9  4.12 N.A. 

BULGARIA 1,504.8  86.2  5.73 1,718 

BURGUNDY 223.7  9.9  4.43 N.A. 

CYPRUS 561.6  5  0.89 880 

ENGLAND 3,628.3  66.9  1.84 2,988 

ESTONIA 3,534.6  57.5  1.63 405 

FINLAND 1,299.5  0 0 2,604 

GREECE19 8,564.5  100.7 1.18 685 

MECKLENBURG- VORP. 967.8  5.4 0.56 N.A. 

POLAND20 58,690.6  419.2  0.71 1,621 

PORTUGAL21 10,021.5 40 0.40 951 

ROMANIA 16,118.5  294.7  1.83 3,527 

SARDINIA 465.5  14.4  3.10 N.A 

SLOVAKIA22 5,260.8  183.9  3.50 543 

SLOVENIA 3,011.9  40.5  1.35 1,627 

SWEDEN 859,3  0 0 1,246 

 

 

                                                             
19 GREECE: 1 National OP (ERDF CF) and 12 Regional OPs (ERDF-ESF) 
20 POLAND: 1 National OP (ERDF-CF) and 16 Regional OPs (ERDF-ESF) 
21 PORTUGAL: 1 National OP (CF) and 5 Regional OPs in Continental Portugal (ERDF) 
22 SLOVAKIA: 1 National OP (ERDF-CF) and 1 Regional integrated OP (ERDF) 
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3.3.3 Expected results / outcomes. Targets and indicators 

Some of the OPs considered in this analysis have identified specific objectives and set rele-

vant indicators and targets for Natura 2000 and biodiversity, which can be used in the mon-

itoring and assessment of the programme’s achievements. The ambition in the relevant 

targets can vary a lot from one program to another. 

Some examples of relevant specific indicators in relation to improved protection of Natura 

2000 sites and conservation status of species and habitat types of Community interest in-

clude the following: 

• Percentage (or number) of habitat types and species with improved conservation 

status (Bulgaria, Portugal, Sardinia, Slovakia, Slovenia), compared to status in 2012. 

• Percentage of Natura 2000 sites covered by management plans (Poland, Greece, 

Bulgaria). 

• Number of sets of measures/plans/action plans approved (Romania) 

• Number of Natura 2000 sites with operational administrative structure (Romania). 

• Surface of Natura 2000 sites covered by mapping of protected natural values (Por-

tugal). 

• Surface (ha) of habitats covered by actions aimed at improving their conservation 

status (Portugal, Slovakia, Greece, Estonia, Bulgaria, Sardinia, Romania, Burgundy, 

Slovenia, Poland). 

• Number of surface waterbodies where actions are carried out to improve ecological 

status and/or conservation status of Natura 2000 species and habitats (Slovenia). 

• Number of projects aimed at the preservation or restoration of wetlands and corri-

dors (Burgundy). 

• Percentage of degraded ecosystems restored (Romania). 

In some of the programmes, however, only the number of actions or the surface covered 

by the actions are included among the indicators, but there are no target indicators on the 

conservation status of habitats and species, which will not allow monitoring the real effect 

of interventions. 

 Expected results on Natura 2000 and biodiversity – some examples  

BURGUNDY – OP ERDF Increase in the biotopes in a better condition with additional 

6,800 km2 

BULGARIA – OP Environment 4.4 million ha of species and habitats in Natura 2000 with 

improved conservation status 

GREECE - OP Transport and envi-

ronment 

An increase in the protected Natura 2000 areas by 80% 

GREECE - OP West. Macedonia Protect additional 60,000 ha of the Natura 2000 sites  

GREECE – OP Central Macedonia Protection of additional 530,000 ha of the Natura 2000 sites 

POLAND – OP Infrastructure and 

environment 

100% of the Natura 2000 sites covered by management 

plans 

SARDINIA – OP ERFD Reducing the surface of Sardinia's Natura 2000 sites with a 

relatively low degree of conservation under 6%  

SLOVAKIA – OP Environment Total surface area of rehabilitated land: 452 ha 

 



36 Integration of Natura 2000 and biodiversity into EU funding  

 

 

3.3.4 Consultation 

In general, most of the programmes describe very vaguely some involvement of the au-

thorities linked to Natura 2000, such as Ministry of the Environment and other conserva-

tion authorities (at national and regional level) and NGOs. As regards the effectiveness and 

the results of this consultation, in most of the programmes is not clear whether effective 

participation was achieved with relevant contribution provided by these actors and 

properly integrated into the programmes. In some cases, only formal consultation seem to 

have been carried out, sometimes over a relatively short period (e.g. Poland). 

Nevertheless, some OPs describe more comprehensive consultation, including the organi-

sation of workshops where relevant stakeholders helped identifying the key needs and 

challenges which served as a basis for the selection of the OP investment priorities (e.g. 

Slovenia). 

As regards the comments and observation of the European Commission to the first drafts 

of the OPs, some of them were taken into account and led to some improvements in the 

final version of the programmes, in particular regarding the description of eligible actions 

linked to Natura 2000/biodiversity, budget provisions for Natura 2000, the need to include 

some measures for Natura 2000 (e.g. to improve management capacities: management 

plans and structures, etc.), indicators on conservation status, etc.  

Nevertheless, some programmes failed to include some of the improvements suggested by 

the Commission, such as: including linkages with Natura 2000 and biodiversity under rele-

vant priority axes or in relation to investments in the water sector, in measures related to 

flood risk, etc.; reference to Natura 2000/biodiversity actors in the relevant stake-

holder/partners sections; insufficient funds provided for nature; ill-defined indicators and 

lack of indicators measuring progress in biodiversity and conservation status. 

 

 
  



Integration of Natura 2000 and biodiversity into EU funding 37 

 

 

 

3.4 OPERATIONAL PROGRAMMES FUNDED BY THE EMFF 

3.4.1 Integration of relevant specific objectives and measures into the EMFF OPs  

The EMFF is implemented by Member States through national operational programmes 

(OPs). This analysis has considered 16 national OPs. 

The integration of specific objectives and measure that are relevant to Natura 2000 and 

biodiversity conservation has been achieved to varying degrees in the national pro-

grammes analysed. Relevant objectives and actions identified in the programmes analysed 

are mostly included under the following Union priorities and specific objectives of this fund: 

Union Priority 1. Promoting environmentally sustainable, resource–efficient, innovative, 

competitive and knowledge–based fisheries, under the following specific objectives: 

a) reducing the impact of fisheries on the marine environment,  

b) protection and restoration of aquatic biodiversity and ecosystems, 

c) ensuring balance between fishing capacity and available fishing opportunities. 

Union Priority 2. Fostering environmentally sustainable, resource-efficient, innovative, 

competitive and knowledge based aquaculture, under the following specific objectives: 

a) technological development, innovation and knowledge transfer,  

c) protection and restoration of aquatic biodiversity, enhancement of ecosystems re-

lated to aquaculture, and promotion of resource-efficient aquaculture, 

d) promotion of aquaculture having a high level of environmental protection, and pro-

motion of animal health and welfare and of public health and safety. 

Union Priority 6. Fostering the implementation of the IMP, including: 

b) the promotion of the protection of the marine environment, in particular its biodi-

versity and marine protected areas such as Natura 2000 sites, (…) and the sustaina-

ble use of marine and coastal resources, and the further definition of the bounda-

ries of the sustainability of human activities that have an impact on the marine en-

vironment (…). 

The description of the measures in the operational programmes is generally very brief and 

succinct, usually only reflecting the formulation of the measures in the corresponding arti-

cles in the EMFF Regulation (508/2014). However, in some cases, a few more details are 

included, which make a link to particular species or habitats or to the Natura 2000 network. 

Some references to the PAF are also given in some programmes regarding the implemen-

tation of the actions to be financed. 

A summary overview of the types of measures that are targeted at Natura 2000 or habitats 

and species of EU interest included the programmes analysed is presented below (Tables 7 

and 8). A summary description of the measures included in the programmes is provided in 

Annex 4 with relevant examples. 
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TABLE 7 – RELEVANT MEASURES TARGETED AT NATURA 2000 AND BIODIVERSITY IN THE EMFF OPs ANALYSED 
 

Sustainable development of fisheries  BG CY DE EE ES FI FR GR IT PL PT RO SE SI UK 

Article 38 - Limitation of the impact of fishing on the marine environment and 

adaptation of fishing to the protection of species 
X  X  X X X X  X  X X  X 

Article 39 Innovation linked to the conservation of marine biological re-

sources  
X  X   X X X X      X 

Article 40 -Protection and restoration of marine biodiversity 

1a) collection of waste by fishermen from the sea, removal of lost fishing gear 
X X X  X X   X X X X X  X 

(b) static or movable facilities to protect fauna and flora;  

(c) better management or conservation of marine biological resources;  

(d) monitoring and updating of protection and management plans for fishery-

related activities relating to NATURA 2000 sites ….; 

(e) management, restoration and monitoring of NATURA 2000 sites, in accord-

ance with prioritised action frameworks…;  

(f) management, restoration and monitoring of marine protected areas…; 

g) environmental awareness, involving fishermen, with regard to the protec-

tion and restoration of marine biodiversity;  

(i) maintaining and enhancing biodiversity and ecosystem services, as the res-

toration of specific marine and coastal habitats….;  

X X X X X X X 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

X X X X X X X X 

h) schemes for compensation for damage to catches caused by mammals and 

birds protected by Directives 92/43/EEC and 2009/147/EC. 
 X X   X   X X      

Article 44 - Inland fishing and inland aquatic fauna and flora 

44.1(a) promotion of human capital, job creation and social dialogue 

44.1(c) equipment and types of operations as referred to in Articles 38 and 39; 

44.1(b) construction, modernisation or installation of static or movable facili-

ties intended to protect and enhance aquatic fauna and flora. 

X X X   X X X   X X    

44.6(a) management, restoration and monitoring of NATURA 2000 sites, in-

cluding spawning grounds and migration routes for migratory species; 
 X X X  X X X X  X  X  X 
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Sustainable development of aquaculture BG CY DE EE ES FI FR GR IT PL PT RO SE SI SK UK 

Article 48. Investments to reduce the negative impact or enhance the posi-

tive effects on the environment (Art. 48.e) and to protect the farms from 

wild predators (art, 48.d). 

              X  

Article 54  Aquaculture providing environmental services 

(a) aquaculture methods compatible with specific environmental needs and 

management requirements of NATURA 2000 areas...  

X  X  X   X X X X X  X  X 

b) ex-situ conservation and reproduction of aquatic animals, within the frame-

work of conservation and biodiversity restoration programmes … 
X    X     X    X  X 

(c) conservation and improvement of the environment and biodiversity, and 

management of the landscape and traditional features … 
        X X  X     

 

Integrated Maritime Policy BG CY DE EE ES FI FR GR IT PL PT RO SE SI SK UK 

Article 80.1.b - Protection of the marine environment, in particular its biodi-

versity and marine protected areas such as Natura 2000 sites, in accordance 

with the obligations established in Directives 92/43/EEC and 2009/147/EC  (Ar-

ticle 80.1.b).  

X 

 

X 

 

X 

 

X 

 

X 

 

X 

 

X 

 

 

 

 X 

 

  X 

 

X  X 

Article 80.1.c - Improve the knowledge on the state of the marine environ-

ment, with a view to establishing the monitoring programmes and the pro-

grammes of measures provided for in Directive 2008/56/EC, in accordance 

with the obligations established in that Directive. 

X X X X X X X  X X X  X X  X 

 

Other relevant measures include: partnerships between scientists and fishermen (Article 28), investments reduce the impacts of aquaculture 

(article 48) and identification and mapping of the most suitable areas for developing aquaculture (Article 51.a), but these measures been pro-

grammed considering specifically Natura 2000 or biodiversity only in very few cases.  
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TABLE 8: Examples of most relevant measures included in the EMFF OPs analysed 

Sustainable development of fisheries EMFF OPs 

Partnerships between scientists 

and fishermen (Art. 28) 

The measure will be used in Natura 2000 sites and MPAs to reduce and pre-

vent the negative impact of fishing activities on marine ecosystems. 

FRANCE, SPAIN 

Limitation of the impact of fish-

ing on the marine environment 

and adaptation pf fishing to the 

protection of species (Art. 38) 

Implementation of more selective and ecosystem-friendly fishing gear and 

methods by fishermen, or fishing management measures, which reduce the 

impact on the seabed or by-catch of protected species (e.g. harbour por-

poise, seals and sea birds). Adapting fishing gear and methods to the require-

ments of MPA and Natura 2000 areas and to species protection. 

ESTONIA, FINLAND, 

FRNACE, GERMANY, 

GREECE, POLAND, ROMA-

NIA, SPAIN, SWEDEN, UK 

Reduce fishing and other maritime activities’ impact on the marine environ-

ment, and contribute to the implementation of the Habitats Directive, the 

Birds Directive, the Marine Strategy Framework Directive, and protected ar-

eas. 

SWEDEN 

Innovation linked to the conser-

vation of marine biological re-

sources, in order to reduce the 

impact of fishing on the marine 

environment and the impact of 

protected predators (Art. 39) 

Acquisition of scientific and technical knowledge aimed at development and 

introduction of new and improved fishing techniques and selectivity of fishing 

gear, including for the protection of species as dolphins in the Black Sea. 

BULGARIA 

Development and testing of more selective and ecosystem-friendly fishing 

gear and methods that reduce the impact (by-catch) on protected predators 

(porpoise, seals and sea birds). 

GERMANY 

Innovative projects for reducing the impact of fishing activities on the marine 

ecosystems and protected species. 

FRANCE, GREECE, ITALY, 

POLAND, UK 

Protection and restoration of 

marine biodiversity and ecosys-

tems and compensation regimes 

in the framework of sustainable 

fishing activities (Art. 40) 

Protection and restoration of marine biodiversity and ecosystems: participa-

tory initiatives for collection of lost fishing gear, marine litter and other waste 

at sea (art. 40.1a). 

BULGARIA, GERMANY, IT-

ALY, ROMANIA, SPAIN, 

SWEDEN, UK 

Construction and scientific monitoring of static or mobile installations (e.g. 

artificial reefs) for the protection of fauna and flora or sensitive ecosystems 

(art. 40.1b). 

BULGARIA, ESTONIA, 

GREECE, ITALY, PORTU-

GAL, SPAIN 
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Protection and restoration of 

marine biodiversity and ecosys-

tems and compensation regimes 

in the framework of sustainable 

fishing activities (Art. 40) 

Measures for conservation of marine biological resources and biodiversity. ITALY 

Mapping of fishing activity and intensity, monitoring interactions between 

fishing and protected species. Development of indicators of pressures/im-

pacts and assessments of conservation status. Risk analysis studies (fishing 

and biodiversity conservation) in Natura 2000 sites. 

BULGARIA, FRANCE 

Preparation, monitoring and updating of protection and management plans 

for fishing related activities in Natura 2000 areas and in MPAs, and other 

measures in Natura 2000 areas, including studies, fisheries management 

measures, etc.  

BULGARIA, CYPRUS, GER-

MANY, GREECE, PORTU-

GAL, SPAIN 

Management, restoration and monitoring of Natura 2000 sites and MPAs. 

Studies and assessments of conservation status. 

BULGARIA, GREECE, 

POLAND, SLOVENIA, 

SPAIN, SWEDEN UK 

Awareness raising, education and involvement of fishermen of fishermen in 

the protection and restoration of marine biodiversity. 

FRANCE, POLAND, SLOVE-

NIA, SPAIN 

Compensation for damage to catches caused by protected mammals (e.g. 

dolphins, seals) and birds (e.g. cormorants). 

CYPRUS, GERMANY, IT-

ALY, FINLAND, POLAND 

Management, restoration and monitoring of marine and coastal habitats.  BULGARIA, ITALY, PO-

LAND, PORTUGAL  

Inland fishing and aquatic fauna 

and flora (Art. 44) 

Investments to reduce the impact of fishing on inland aquatic fauna and flora 

and the impact of protected predators (art. 44.1.c) – No specific details.  

CYPRUS, GERMANY, FIN-

LAND, FRANCE 

Management, restoration and monitoring of Natura 2000 sites affected by 

fishing activities in inland waters and fishing activities in these areas. Restor-

ing continuity of rivers; improving habitats for freshwater and migratory fish, 

removing barriers to migration; improving spawning grounds and juvenile fish 

habitats and restocking of fish populations (e.g. Eel) (art. 44.6.a). 

BULGARIA, GERMANY, , 

GREECE, ITALY, FINLAND, 

UK 
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Sustainable development of aquaculture 

Investments in aquaculture (Art. 

48)  

Investments to reduce the negative impact on the environment, for the pro-

tection and restoration of aquatic biodiversity and enhancement of ecosys-

tems.  

SLOVAKIA 

Aquaculture providing environ-

mental services  

(Art. 54) 

Compensation to introduce methods compatible with specific environmental 

needs and management requirements in Natura 2000 areas (54.1.a). 

BULGARIA, SPAIN, 

GREECE POLAND, 

ROMANIA, SLO-VENIA, 

UK 

Ex-situ conservation and reproduction of aquatic species for restocking of wild 

populations (e.g. for Sturgeon) (art. 54.1.b). 

SPAIN, BULGARIA, 

POLAND, ROMANIA, 

SLOVENIA, UK 

Management of aquaculture operations to improve nature and biodiversity 

(e.g. providing suitable habitat for waterfowl). Conservation and improvement 

of landscape and traditional features of aquaculture zones. (art. 54.1.c). 

SPAIN, ITALY, POLAND, 

PORTUGAL, ROMANIA 

Compensation of damage caused by protected wild predators, in particular 

species protected under the Birds and Habitats Directives. 

GERMANY, ITALY  

Integrated Maritime Policy 

Protection of the marine envi-

ronment, in particular its biodi-

versity and marine protected ar-

eas such as Natura 2000 sites 

(Art. 80.1b). 

Improve the knowledge on the 

state of the marine environ-

ment … (Art. 890.1.c) 

Protection of marine biodiversity and ecosystems, e.g. activities that contrib-

ute to improving conservation status of endangered species and habitats in 

Natura 2000 (80.1.b). 

BULGARIA, CYPRUS, 

FRANCE, GERMANY, 

SPAIN, UK 

Improving the knowledge on the status of the marine environment, e.g. stud-

ies on: seabed, deep sea ecosystems, establishment of MPAs in open sea, in-

teractions between human activities and marine ecosystems, distribution and 

sensitivity of benthic habitats, impacts and pressures, including marine litter 

and non-native species. Monitoring programmes (art. 80.1.c). 

BULGARIA, CYPRUS, 

FRANCE FINLAND, GER-

MANY, ITALY, POR-TU-

GAL, SPAIN, SWEDEN, UK 

Assessment and monitoring conservation status of species and habitat types of 

Natura 2000 (art. 80.1.c). 

SLOVENIA 
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3.4.2 Expected results/outcomes. Targets and indicators 

The EMFF foresees the utilisation of a limited number of common indicators which will 

be used for monitoring and evaluation and to review the performance of the pro-

grammes. However, only a few such indicators will allow measuring progress towards 

biodiversity targets and assessing some impact of the actions financed by the EMFF in 

the Natura 2000 network.  

Some relevant results indicators included in the OPs analysed are presented below: 

• Change in the coverage of Natura 2000 areas designated under the Birds and Habi-

tats directives: e.g. 25,000 Km² in UK, 13.620 km2 in Spain. 

• Aquaculture farms providing environmental services: e.g. 25 in UK, 50 in Bulgaria, 

30 in Spain 

• Cartography of habitats -marine surface mapped (Km²):  125.000 Km² in Spain. 

Output indicators linked to relevant measures are also provided in the OPs analysed, 

although these only quantify the actions carried out but do not allow measuring the 

effects on nature conservation objectives. Some relevant output indicators include: 

• N° of projects on conservation measures, reduction of the fishing impact on the ma-

rine environment and fishing adaptation to the protection of species. 

• N° of projects on protection and restoration of marine biodiversity and ecosystems. 

• N° of projects on limiting the impact of aquaculture on the environment (eco-man-

agement, audit schemes, organic aquaculture environmental services). 

• N° projects on the protection and improvement of knowledge of marine environ-

ment. 

Although the new common indicators represent some improvement with regard to pre-

vious financial period (EFF 2007-2013), they still will not allow measuring progress and 

outcomes related to conservation objectives and biodiversity targets. 

Other optional indicators that could be used to assess the conservation status or degree 

of restoration of habitats and Natura 2000 sites have not been included in the pro-

grammes considered in this analysis. 

3.4.3 Allocation of resources to Natura 2000/biodiversity in the ESF OPs analysed 

The OPs funded by the EMFF do not include financial indicators at the level of specific 

objectives or measures and therefore it is not possible to know the resources allocated 

to biodiversity conservation and Natura 2000.  

The allocation of resources is only provided for each Union priority and in relation to the 

thematic objectives of the European Structural and Investment Funds in the 2014-2020 

programming period (including T06: Preserving and protecting the environment and 

promoting resource efficiency, see Table 9). 

However, some programmes may provide some indication on the allocation of re-

sources to biodiversity, as in the case of the Spain’s EMFF OP, which indicates that 14.3% 

of the expenditure under Priority 1 will be dedicated to the protection and recovery of 

marine biodiversity and ecosystems. 

In any case, the resources of this fund and rather limited to cover the Natura 2000 needs 

in the marine environment. 
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Table 9. EMFF contribution to the thematic objective 6: Preserving and protecting 

the environment and promoting resource efficiency 

EMFF OP EMFF contribution (€) to TO6 

2014-2020 

Bulgaria 27,184,818 

Cyprus 23,404,651 

Estonia 24,707,255 

Finland 38,263,645 

France 213,906,395 

Germany 113,340,225 

Greece 136.128.894 

Italy 215.467.331 

Poland 149,790,336 

Portugal 106,781,617 

Romania 37,052,701 

Slovakia 2,167,880 

Slovenia 8,166,308 

Spain 362.227.558 

Sweden 83,747,089 

UK 143,456,513 

 

Note: The table is only provided as an indication of the resources dedicated to the en-

vironment but do not represent an estimate of the resources allocated to biodiversity 

and Natura 2000. 
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3.5 OPERATIONAL PROGRAMMES FINANCED BY THE EUROPEAN SOCIAL FUND  

3.5.1 Priorities and measures targeted at Natura 2000 and biodiversity conservation 

In general, little attention has been paid to nature conservation and biodiversity issues 

in the ESF programmes analysed. Only a few programmes have included specific actions 

focused on Natura 2000 or nature conservation in general. 

The OP Good Governance in Bulgaria, for instance, will provide funding for a number of 

relevant actions including: the development of ICT applications for the management, 

monitoring and survey of Natura 2000 sites and development of green infrastructure 

(Natura 2000 GIS and databases at national and regional level, equipment, staff training, 

etc.); information campaigns and communication strategy on Natura 2000 through re-

gional information centres; capacity building of the institutions responsible for Natura 

2000 sites and raising awareness of stakeholders; as well as information exchange be-

tween stakeholders in the field of sustainable tourism in Natura 2000 sites. 

Also in Bulgaria, the Human Resources Development OP will provide opportunities for 

qualification trainings and will promote the creation of new jobs, including green jobs, 

and support starting green business in Natura 2000 sites. 

In Mecklenburg-Vorpommern (Germany), the ESF OP provides only limited options for 

indirect benefits for Natura 2000, such as training in the areas of environment and na-

ture conservation. However, it does not specify in any detail how this could be used to 

support the management of Natura 2000 and biodiversity. 

3.5.2 Expected results/outcomes. Targets and indicators 

As regards targets and indicators, these are set a very generic way in the ESF pro-

grammes, e.g.: number of staff trained, number of supported enterprises, information 

materials published, number of supported e-services, etc. There are no specific indica-

tors related to Natura 2000 or biodiversity. 

3.5.3 Allocation of resources to Natura 2000/biodiversity in the ESF OPs analysed  

Finally, it is not possible to estimate the resources allocated to Natura 2000 or biodiver-

sity by the ESF since the expenditure potentially relevant to Natura 2000/biodiversity 

cannot be identified in the programmes. 

However, taking into account that actions related to biodiversity and Natura 2000 rep-

resent a minor part of the programmes, it can be presumed that the resources allocated 

to them would be rather limited. 
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Table 10. Examples of relevant measures to be financed by the ESF in the OPs analysed 

Country Programme Actions 

BULGARIA OP Good Governance Capacity building of the institutions responsible 

for Natura 2000 and awareness raising of stake-

holders. ICT applications for management of 

the NATURA 2000 sites. Capacity for planning 

and development of green infrastructure. 

OP Human Resources 

Development 

The programme will promote the creation of 

new jobs, including green jobs, and will support 

the start-up businesses in sectors relating to 

environmental protection, including in Natura 

2000 sites (“green entrepreneurship"). 

ROMANIA OP Administrative 

Capacity 

Support for improving capacity of administra-

tive institutions and public authorities involved 

in the adoption of Natura 2000 management 

plans, and management structures of pro-

tected areas, including Natura 2000 sites. 

FRANCE National ESF Employ-

ment and Social Inclu-

sion 

Support for the definition and implementation 

of regional integration strategies including in-

novative actions with regard to environmental 

challenges (rehabilitation of the natural envi-

ronment and preservation of biodiversity). 

POLAND  Regional OP Podlaskie  Promotion of employment and entrepreneur-

ship in local communities in and around  Natura 

2000 sites (support for 'green economy', for 

creating new jobs) 
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4. COMPLEMENTARY USE OF EU FUNDS FOR NATURA 2000 AND BIODI-

VERSITY 

4.1 Integration of relevant priorities and measures into the programmes and comple-

mentary use of EU funds for Natura 2000 and biodiversity 

Firstly, we should remind that only partial integration of Natura 2000 and biodiversity 

objectives and relevant actions into the EU funding programmes analysed has been 

achieved, with significant differences among the countries and regions considered and 

some important gaps and shortcomings identified, as indicated in the previous sections 

of this document.  

As regards the complementary use of the EU funds to finance relevant actions for Natura 

2000 or biodiversity the situation is quite variable among the countries/regions consid-

ered in this analysis. 

Integration of Natura 2000 relevant priorities and measures has been more significant 

in the rural development programmes funded by the EAFRD than in the operational pro-

grammes funded by the ERDF and the CF. In fact, many of the countries and regions 

considered in this evaluation have stated that the EAFRD will be the main fund to finance 

their Natura 2000 conservation needs. On the other hand, some countries and regions 

have not allocated any funding to nature conservation objectives under the ERDF Oper-

ational Programmes, especially in more developed EU countries. 

In general, the objectives and measures covered in the RDPs are broadly linked to the 

maintenance and restoration of agricultural and forest habitats while the relevant ob-

jectives and actions included in the OPs funded by ERDF and CF are linked to improving 

the status of freshwater habitats and non-agricultural habitats, enhancing connectivity, 

setting-up of information systems related to the monitoring of nature and biodiversity 

and improving the capacities for management of natural areas, including Natura 2000. 

The EMFF has been used to promote the conservation of marine habitats and protected 

areas and to improve the knowledge on the marine environment although the contribu-

tion to nature conservation objectives seems to be still rather limited. Finally, the ESF 

has been little used to promote actions related to Natura 2000 and biodiversity as in 

general the potentially relevant actions included in the programmes are not focused on 

nature conservation issues. 

A summary overview of the type of actions included in the programmes considered in 

this analysis is provided in Table 12 (see further below), with a concise identification of 

main gaps and shortcomings detected as regards relevant measures for Natura 2000 

and biodiversity identified in the PAFs. 

Some examples of relative good integration and complementary use of EU funds to 

finance relevant action for Natura 2000 and biodiversity can be identified (e.g. Bulgaria, 

Cyprus, Slovakia). However, even in these cases the allocation of resources may not be 

sufficient to cover all the Natura 2000 needs identified in the PAFs (see below: section 

4.3). 
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Example of complementary use of EU funds: Bulgaria 

- EARDF. The RDP will finance measures for maintaining and preventing degradation pro-

cesses in HNV farmland, outside of state property, while OP Environment will finance 
measures for restoration of habitats in Natura 2000 in state property lands and lands, where 

RDP measures are not eligible (e.g. where there are no registered farmers willing to farm, 

for example close to Black Sea coast and in lands with high investment interest, which will 

be purchased through OP Environment). RDP will finance compensatory payments for agri-

cultural land in Natura 2000 for areas with approved ordinances and concrete regimes. Re-

garding forest territories, RDP will support the structure and functions of forests through 

Measure 8, including in Natura 2000 in lands which are not exclusive state property, while 

OP Environment will support improvement of the structure and functions of forest habitats 

only in Natura 2000 sites, which are exclusive state property. RDP will finance measures for 

prevention and restoration of forests related to forest fires and catastrophic events.  

- ERDF and CFD will finance the development or updating of management plans for Natura 

2000 sites, establishment of a management structure for Natura 2000 including salaries, 

equipment, etc. ICT applications for management of the Natura 2000 sites. Mapping of nat-

ural habitats and sensitive areas. Restoration and maintenance of conservation status of 

protected species and their habitats. Assessment of ecosystems and their services and de-

veloping a scheme for payments for ecosystem services from Natura 2000 sites. 

- ESF. OP Human Resources Development will support investments, creating “green” jobs, 

such as support to employers and enterprises in Natura 2000 sites, measures for training 

young entrepreneurs for developing nature-friendly businesses in Natura 2000. OP Good 

Governance will finance the establishment of National structure for management of the PAF 

implementation. The functioning of the structure will be co-financed by ESF, including its 

capacity building. OP Science and Education for Intelligent Growth will support environmen-

tal education and will foster higher education in natural sciences. 

- EMFF will support management, restoration and monitoring of marine protected areas, 

preparation and implementation of management plans for MPAs, activities to maintain and 

improve the conservation status of marine and coastal habitats and species in Natura 2000, 

assessment and mapping of fishing activity and intensity, monitoring and recording interac-

tions between fishing and protected species, development of indicators of pressures/im-

pacts and assessments of conservation status, data collection and integrated marine moni-
toring and planning, as well as aquaculture methods compatible with specific environmental 

needs and management requirements in Natura 2000 areas. 

- LIFE can finance some measures indicated in the PAF which cannot be funded with other 

sources and where the PAF indicates more than one source of financing, LIFE will allow po-

tential beneficiaries to develop integrated projects, e.g. in case it is proper to finance activ-

ities both through OP Environment and through LIFE. Such opportunities will be presented 

during information campaigns. 
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4.2 Main gaps and shortcomings detected 

Important gaps and shortcomings have been detected when analysing the complemen-

tary used of the main EU funds, which are briefly summarised below. 

Forests: Actions aimed at improving the conservation status of forest habitats and spe-

cies are mostly included in the RDPs. However, the use of the most relevant measures 

with this purpose (forest investments and forest-environment measures) is relatively 

scarce in the programmes analysed and where these measures are included they are 

not always focused on Natura 2000 sites or habitats and species of Community interest 

in need of conservation or restoration. This might be a serious gap, as the lack of avail-

able funds has been often indicated as an important handicap to improve the conserva-

tion status of forests. It should be reminded that forests cover around 50% of the total 

area in Natura 2000 and that only 15% of the assessments of forest habitats indicated a 

favourable conservation status. Nevertheless, some Member States may have chosen 

to fund forestry using purely National funding sources but not through EU funding, so 

this does not necessarily mean that there are no sources of funding for Natura 2000 

forests available. 

Freshwater habitats: Although both the RDPs and the OPs have to some extent consid-

ered the need to improve the ecological status of water bodies, in accordance with the 

Water Framework Directive, and included some relevant actions to restore rivers and 

wetlands, in general there is no particular focus on the conservation or restoration of 

habitat types and species of Community interest or on Natura 2000 sites. In general the 

measures are focused on improving ecological status of rivers, including restoring con-

tinuity etc., rather than on improving the conservation status of habitats. 

Coastal habitats: In general, the conservation of coastal habitats of Community interest 

is poorly addressed in the programmes analysed, other than EMFF, with few exceptions, 

as the RDPs of England, Mecklenburg-Vorpommern and Sweden, which provide support 

for conservation of coastal grasslands and dunes, or the Cyprus’ OP Competitiveness 

and sustainable development, which provides funding opportunities for habitats resto-

ration of dune ecosystems under climate change objectives. Other ERDF/CF pro-

grammes have also included actions to counteract coastal erosion, which could poten-

tially benefit coastal habitats protected under the Habitats Directive, but these are not 

clearly identified or mentioned in the description of the actions. Some of the OPs to be 

funded by the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) include actions aimed at 

the maintenance or restoration of coastal habitats but in general these only represent a 

minor part of the programmes where they are included. Moreover, taking into account 

that the resources of this fund are quite limited, is not expected to meet the needs of 

coastal habitats, which suffer many pressures and threats. 

4.3 Total resources allocated to Natura 2000 and biodiversity 

Firstly, we must stress the significant difficulties found to estimate the resources allo-

cated to Natura 2000 or biodiversity in the programmes analysed. The lack of dedicated 

Natura 2000 budget indicators makes it difficult to precisely calculate the EU contribu-

tion. It is only possible to get a very rough and incomplete estimate in order to have a 

preliminary idea of the possible resources available. 
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Based on estimates included in previous sections of this document concerning the dif-

ferent funds considered in this analysis, the total resources allocated or clearly linked to 

Natura 2000 and biodiversity compared to the financial needs identified in the PAF still 

seem to be insufficient to cover the financial needs for Natura 2000. 

Figure 3. Estimate of total resources allocated to Natura 2000 and biodiversity and 

financial needs estimated in the PAF for Natura 2000  

 

Note: Only those countries/regions where the resources allocated to Natura 2000/biodiver-

sity under the different funds analysed could be estimated are represented. 

It must be taken into account however that some additional funding can be available 

from other funds that have not in been considered in this analysis, in particular LIFE but 

also the funding for Cross-border, transnational and interregional co-operation (e.g. In-

terreg) that offer good opportunities to finance actions for biodiversity conservation and 

Natura 2000. 

Moreover some resources potentially useful in the programmes considered in this anal-

ysis could not be taken into account due to the lack of lack of relevant information. For 

instance, some measures have the potential to contribute to Natura 2000 or biodiversity 

conservation although their formulation in the programmes is not expressly linked to 

nature conservation. Furthermore, the expenditure in some particular sub-measures or 

operations that are clearly linked to Natura 2000 or biodiversity has not been specified 

in the programmes, which makes not possible to consider this expenditure in the esti-

mate of resources allocated. In general, the lack of dedicated Natura 2000 budget indi-

cators makes it difficult to precisely calculate the resources allocated to Natura 2000 or 

biodiversity.  
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On the other hand, some programmes include broad-scope actions that are very rele-

vant to biodiversity conservation and potentially very useful to finance actions in Natura 

2000 or for the conservation of habitats and species of Community interest, which could 

not be considered in our analysis as this could lead to overestimate the resources in 

some programmes (e.g. England, Romania). 

As a results, the total resources available for Natura 2000 or biodiversity could be un-

derestimated in our analysis in some cases. 

In any case, the resources that will be finally allocated to Natura 2000 or to relevant 

habitats and species will very much depend on the implementation of the measures and 

their effective targeting or prioritisation in the network or for habitats and species of 

Community interest. 

Table 11. Allocation of resources for Natura 2000 and biodiversity in the programmes 

analysed (RDPs, ERDF and CF OPs), in million Euros  

 
COUNTRY/REGION 

 

RDPs 

 

OPs (085 + 

086) 

TOTAL 

 

PAF 

 

% 

ARAGON (SPAIN) 88 9.9 97.9 N.A.  

BULGARIA  209 101.4 310.4 1,718 18 

BURGUNDY (FRANCE) 27 26.3 53.3 N.A.  

CYPRUS 26 5.9 31.9 880 3.6 

ENGLAND (UK) N.A. 120.6 N.A 2,988  

ESTONIA 73 79.6 152.6 405 37.6 

FINLAND (MAINLAND) 229 0 229 2,604 8.8 

GREECE 40 123.6 163.6 685 23.9 

MECKLENBURG-V. (GERMANY) 144 6.8 150.8 N.A.  

POLAND  385.3 494.4 879.7 1,621 54.3 

PORTUGAL (MAINLAND) N.A. 52.2 N.A. 951  

ROMANIA 239.3 368.1 607.4 3,527 17.2 

SARDINIA (ITALY) 35 28.8 63.8 N.A.  

SLOVAKIA  75.2 212 287.2 542 52.9 

SLOVENIA N.A. 50.5 N.A 1,627  

SWEDEN N.A. 0 N.A. 1,246  

 

Note: the amounts indicated in the OPs for categories 085 and 086 correspond to EU contribu-

tion. This table presents their equivalence in total budget available considering that EU contri-

bution to OPs (50-80% depending on the programmes). 
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5.  FINAL CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

5.1 Summary conclusions  

Integration of relevant priorities and measures according to the PAFs 

• Integration of priorities, specific objectives and measures linked to Natura 2000 and 

biodiversity conservation has been achieved to varying degrees in the national pro-

grammes analysed. 

• The PAFs seem to have been useful in preparing some of the programmes analysed, 

which often include references to them and demonstrate a relative good consistency 

with the priority actions identified in these strategic planning documents. However, 

in general the planned measures do not cover all the needs identified in the PAFs 

for all habitats and species that require conservation or restoration actions. 

• In general better integration has been achieved in the rural development 

programmes (RDPs) funded by the EARDF than in other operational programmes as 

those funded by the Structural Funds or by the EMFF.  

• As regards the Rural Development Fund (EARDF,) some RDPs analysed include quite 

specific measures for Natura 2000 sites or clearly addressing some habitat types of 

and species protected by the Habitats and Birds directives; other programmes have 

a broader scope providing support to measures that are very relevant but not 

specifically focused on Natura 2000 or on the habitats and species protected by the 

Habitats and Birds directives. 

• Agri-environment and climate measures and some non-productive investments 

are the kind of measures that are more specifically focused on the conservation of 

protected habitats and species. On the other hand, little attention has been paid in 

the RDPs to the conservation needs of forest habitats and species, and the forest-

environmental measures have only been included in half of the programmes 

analysed. 

• As regards the Structural Funds, the integration of relevant priorities and measures 

has been rather limited in the OPs. This reflects the main priorities for investment 

set in the current period under the ERDF (RTD, innovation, ICT, SMEs 

competitiveness, low carbon economy) and the thematic concentration required in 

more developed regions, where 80% of the funds must be dedicated to the above-

mentioned priorities. 

• However, some of the OPs considered, in particular those funded by the ERDF and 

CF in less developed regions provide support to some relevant measures, in 

particular to capacity building and management structures for the Natura network, 

monitoring conservation status of habitats and species and restoration actions, in 

particular for freshwater habitats (rivers, wetlands) although often the latter are not 

always linked to the habitats and species protected by the nature directives or to 

Natura 2000 sites. 

• As regards the EMFF, the OPs analysed include some relevant measures for the 

protection of marine habitats and species. However, the description of the 
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measures in the programmes is generally very brief, usually only reflecting the 

formulation of the measures in the corresponding articles in the EMFF Regulation. 

The lack of more detailed information about the implementation of the measures 

makes it difficult to know whether and to what extent some particular species and 

habitats or Natura 2000 sites will benefit from the available support. Moreover, it is 

not possible to calculate the resources that can be dedicated to Natura 2000 or 

biodiversity conservation but taking into account them limited financial resources 

available under this fund it cannot be expected that they may cover the substantial 

financial needs of Natura 2000 in the marine environment. 

• As regards the ESF, little integration has been detected in the OPs analysed, although 

a few relevant examples can be mentioned, which include support to capacity 

building for management of the Natura 2000 network or to innovative actions 

regarding the restoration of natural environment and preservation of biodiversity. 

• In addition to the insufficient or at least incomplete integration of conservation 

measures into the national/regional programmes considered, the complementary 

use of the different funds to meet the main conservation needs in Natura 2000 has 

not been exploited to its full potential. Only a few countries considered in this 

analysis seem to have prepared the programmes having in mind this potential and 

taking advantage of the PAFs, which represent a very useful strategic planning tool 

in this regard. However, even in these positive cases, the allocation of resources may 

not be sufficient to cover all the Natura 2000 needs identified in the PAFs. 

Main gaps and shortcomings detected in the integration of relevant priorities and 

measure 

• Some important gaps and shortcomings have been detected in the integration of 

nature or biodiversity priorities and measures into the programmes analysed, in 

particular regarding forest conservation measures that are highly relevant and 

necessary for Natura 2000. Forest conservation measures can be financed in 

particular by the EAFRD, but these measures are poorly included in the RDPs or are 

not properly focused on Natura 2000 or on the conservation of relevant habitat 

types and species. This shortcoming is particularly significant taking into account 

taking into account that 50% of the Natura 2000 land territory is covered by forests 

and that 80% of the assessments of forest habitats indicated an unfavourable 

conservation status (according to the reporting by Member States under Article 17 

of the Habitats directive). 

• Some important gaps and shortcomings can also be mentioned regarding the con-

servation of freshwater habitats and species. Although some of the programmes 

analysed (funded by RDPs, ERDF, CF and EMFF OPs) have considered the need to 

improve the ecological status of water bodies, in accordance with the Water Frame-

work Directive, and included some relevant actions to restore rivers and wetlands, 

in general there is no particular focus or prioritization on the conservation or resto-

ration of habitat types and species of Community interest or on Natura 2000 sites. 

• In general, the conservation of coastal habitats of Community interest is poorly ad-

dressed in the programmes analysed. Only a few programmes (RDPs, ERDF and CF 

OPs) include measures for conservation and restoration of coastal grasslands and 
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dunes, or actions to combat climate change effects that can potentially benefit 

coastal habitats protected under the Habitats Directive, but these actions seem ra-

ther insufficient to cover the substantial needs for the recovery of coastal habitats 

that suffer a significant pressure from human activities. Moreover, the OPs to be 

funded by the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) are mostly dedicated 

to the protection of marine ecosystems, but usually do not address the conservation 

of terrestrial coastal habitats. 

• As regards the conservation of marine habitats, the programmes financed by the 

European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF) considered in this analysis do not 

seem to be able to cover all the conservation needs in the marine environment, 

taking into account the lack of specific measures dedicated to Natura 2000 or to 

habitats and species protected under the Habitats and the limited resources of the 

fund itself. 

• Furthermore, education and training activities specifically addressed to Natura 2000 

or to relevant biodiversity issues are rather scarce in the programmes analysed. 

Although these kind of measures are included in many of the programmes 

considered, only in a few cases the measures are clearly targeted at Natura 2000 or 

at the conservation of relevant habitat types and species. 

Indicators 

• In general, specific objectives, targets and indicators related to biodiversity and 

Natura 2000 are not always properly defined in the programmes analysed, which 

may prevent a proper monitoring and evaluation of results, in particular as regards 

any improvements in conservation status that the planned measures could bring. 

• Most often, the relevant targets are linked to performance, as output indicators 

relating to the operations supported, e.g. number of projects, area covered by 

certain measures, etc., which will not allow assessing the effects of the measures in 

relation to the objectives pursued. 

• Result indicators, which are more appropriate for measuring the progress in 

reaching conservation objectives, are often lacking in the programmes analysed. 

Only some of the programmes include relevant quantitative targets, e.g. on species 

or habitats with improved conservation status or Natura 2000 sites with 

management plans prepared. 

• Finally, as regards financial indicators relating to expenditure allocated, these are 

not always available in relation to relevant measures or specific objectives linked to 

Natura 2000 or biodiversity as explained in more detail below. 

Allocation of resources 

• The exact allocation of total resources to Natura 2000 is difficult to know as 

dedicated Natura 2000 budget indicators are lacking in most of the programmes. 

• As regards the EARDF, funding allocations are usually defined at measure level in 

the RDPs, while Natura 2000 is often covered by sub-measures or specific 
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operations. This makes difficult to know exactly the potential contribution of the 

programmes to Natura 2000 or biodiversity conservation. Although some detailed 

information is included in the programmes about expenditure in measures 

contributing to environmental and climate objectives, it is not always possible to 

link the expenditure indicated with the measures that are directly relevant to Natura 

2000 and biodiversity identified in the programmes. 

• In contrast, the OPs to be financed by the ERDF and the CF provide more precise 

information on the EU contribution foreseen under relevant categories of 

intervention (biodiversity and Natura 2000). However, allocations to these 

categories are rather low, representing less than 2% of the total budget of the 

programmes. 

• As regards the EMFF and the ESF, the lack of detailed information on planned 

expenditure makes not possible to estimate the financial contribution of the 

programmes to Natura 2000 or biodiversity conservation.  

• However, a rough estimate of total resources available to Natura 2000 and 

biodiversity conservation based on information available in some of the 

programmes indicates that in general the resources are not sufficient to cover the 

financial needs identified in the Prioritised Action Frameworks for Natura 2000 for 

2014-2020. 

 

5.2 Recommendations  

• The contribution of the programmes to Natura 2000 and to the conservation of the 

habitats and species of Community interest will very much depend on the effective 

implementation of relevant measures and their appropriate targeting. 

• It will be important to use all the opportunities available in the programmes, tak-

ing also advantage of measures defined with a broad scope, which even not being 

specifically targeted at Natura 2000 or habitats and species of Community interest 

have a significant potential for the implementation of relevant conservation 

measures. 

• Natura 2000 managers should promote the implementation of relevant measures 

and operations where they are most needed, focusing on habitat types and 

species that are in unfavourable conservation status. The PAFs are very useful to 

determine the priorities that should guide the implementation of relevant 

measures. Some countries will have dedicated structures to promote the necessary 

conservation measures in Natura 2000 sites, which will be financed with EU funds. 

For instance, “facilitating Natura 2000 contractual measures” 23  is a measure 

included in the RDP of Burgundy (France) together with the implementation of 

Natura 2000 contracts, agri-environment measures and compensation payments 

required in Natura 2000 sites. Bulgaria will finance with the ESF the establishment 

of a national structure for the implementation of the PAF (OP Good Governance). 

                                                             
23 In French "animation Natura 2000" 
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• The use of training, education and advisory services is very important to ensure 

effective implementation of relevant measures in Natura 2000 and for the 

conservation of habitats and species. These actions should address the priorities 

identified in the PAFs 

• Support to setting up local groups and cooperation projects can contribute to in-

crease the coverage and uptake of relevant measures. The number of applicants 

can also increase when the offer for funding specific measures is combined with 

awareness raising targeted to relevant farmers and forest holders. 

• Taking into account the main gaps and shortcomings already detected in the pro-

grammes, it would be advisable to try to adjust the planned measures or introduce 

new relevant sub-measures and operations during the mid-term review of the 

programmes, to improve the contribution of the programmes to the conservation 

of habitats and species that are in unfavourable conservation status. 

• Targets and indicator should be also improved in order to allow a proper assess-

ment of the final results of the programmes in relation to the conservation objec-

tives addressed. It will only be possible to quantify the benefit of the RDP for Natura 

2000 and European protected habitats and species if specific indicators and quan-

tified targets are provided. Performance and result indicators in relation to specific 

habitats/species and their conservation status would be useful, e.g. indicators re-

lated to targeted species in the agri-environment-climate measures. 

• Finally, as regards the PAF, an assessment of the priority measures covered in the 

relevant programmes would be useful not only to identify the main gaps and pos-

sible solutions but also to review and adjust the priorities for the next program-

ming cycle. Furthermore, taking into account that some PAFs have been only elab-

orated at the national level while some EU funds are programmed at regional level, 

it seem advisable that appropriate regional strategies are prepared for implemen-

tation of national PAFs. 
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TABLE 12.  COMPLEMENTARY USE OF EU FUNDS FOR NATURA 2000 AND BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION 

COUNTRY/ 

REGION 

RDP – EAFRD 

Measures 

OP ERDF, CF 

Measures 

OP ESF  

Measures 

OP EMFF 

Measures 

MAIN GAPS 

Aragon, 

Spain 

(interior 
region) 

Advice, training, 

Natura 2000 man-

agement plans con-
servation and resto-

ration of agricultural 

and forest habitats. 

Promotion and manage-

ment of public use in the 

natural areas (visitor and in-
formation centres. 

Educational activities on 

opportunities for eco- 

nomic activities linked to 
nature conservation. 

National OP: support to aq-

uaculture activity compati-

ble with the conservation 
of biodiversity, including 

breeding and restocking of 

individuals. 

Freshwater habitats conser-

vation and restoration. 

Bulgaria Advice, training, con-

servation and resto-

ration of agricultural 

and forest habitats. 

Maintenance of hab-

itats for protected 

species in important 

bird areas. Measures 

to improve biodiver-
sity in forests. 

Information, knowledge, 

monitoring, management 

plans and structure for 

Natura 2000. Restoration 

and maintenance of natu-

ral habitats and species. 

Green infrastructure. 

Awareness-raising. Support 

to green businesses in 
Natura 2000 sites. 

ICT applications for the 

management, monitoring 

and survey of the Natura 

2000 sites and develop-

ment of green infrastruc-

ture. Support and training 

for new jobs and green 

business in the Natura 

2000 sites. 

Management plans, resto-

ration and monitoring of 

MPAs. Conservation of ma-

rine and coastal habitats. 

Mapping, monitoring and 

assessment of fishing activ-

ity, intensity, pressures/im-

pacts, interaction with pro-

tected species. 

No significant gaps detected 

other than insufficient fi-

nancial resources. A possi-

ble gap could be the control 

and eradication of invasive 

alien species, which seems 

not specifically addressed in 

the programmes analysed. 

Burgundy, 

France 

(interior 

region) 

Management plans, 

communication, con-

tractual measures 

for conservation and 

restoration of agri-

cultural and forest 

habitats. 

Information, knowledge 

(Regional Observatory of Bi-

odiversity), monitoring and 

assessment of conservation 

status. Management plans. 

Restoration of rivers, wet-

lands, floodplains. Green in-

frastructure. Awareness 

raising and communication. 

In the national ESF OP, un-

der Specific objective 3 

(“social and solidarity 

economy”) support can be 

provided to innovative ac-

tions on rehabilitation of 

natural environment and 

biodiversity conservation, 

among other.  

There is no information in 

the National OP about con-

servation measures for in-

land waters that might be 

relevant for this interior re-

gion. 

Conservation and restora-

tion of forest habitats is only 

covered under the Natura 

2000 forest contracts in 

(Measure 7.6 in RDP: 50 

contracts envisaged). No 

forest investments or forest 

environment measures are 

included in the RDP. 
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COUNTRY/ 

REGION 

RDP – EAFRD 

Measures 

OP ERDF, CF 

Measures 

OP ESF  

Measures 

OP EMFF 

Measures 

MAIN GAPS 

Cyprus Knowledge transfer 

and information on 

biodiversity. Protec-

tion of natural vege-
tation and landscape 

features, agrienvi-

ronmental measures 

for species and habi-

tats. Conservation of 

biodiversity in forests 

(microhabitats). Con-

trol of IAS. 

Monitoring system and for 

Natura 2000 sites. Habitats 

and species mapping, mon-

itoring and assessment. 
Ecological corridors for hab-

itats and species, improving 

connectivity of rivers, wet-

lands and landscapes. Habi-

tats’ restoration, especially 

dune ecosystems. 

No actions linked to biodi-

versity or nature conser-

vation other than staff 

training of relevant de-
partments (including bio-

diversity) in EIA and SEA.  

Protection of the marine 

environment, marine bio-

diversity and Natura 2000 

areas, consistent with the 
PAF, including preparation 

of protection and manage-

ment plans for Natura 2000 

areas, management, en-

hancement, monitoring 

and surveillance of marine 

protected areas 

No major gaps detected at 

this stage. 

 

England 

(UK) 

Advice, conservation 

and restoration of 

agri- cultural and for-

est habi- tats. Inva-
sive alien species 

control and eradica-

tion. Cooperation 

Improving green infrastruc-

ture in urban areas and wa-

terways. Some actions un-

der IP 5 could contribute to 
nature, e.g. using natural 

approaches to flood risk 

and water management 

which also benefit biodiver-

sity (green and blue infra-

structure). 

No actions linked to 

Natura 2000 or biodiver-

sity. 

Management and imple-

mentation of protected 

sites, assessment of pres-

sures on habitats and spe-
cies. Measures to limit fish-

ing impacts on the seabed. 

Improve habitats for fresh-

water and migratory fish, 

remove barriers, restore 

spawning grounds. Support 

to meet the requirements 

of Natura 2000 in aquacul-

ture activities. 

Freshwater habitats resto-

ration seems not sufficiently 

covered in the programmes 

analysed. Some measures 
identified in the PAFs are 

not included: e.g. species ac-

tion plans, provision of wild-

life passages. 

Estonia Conservation and 

restoration of agri-
cultural habitats. In-

Restoration and conserva-

tion of habitats. Water 
management and green in-

frastructure. Restoration of 

No actions clearly linked 

to Natura 2000 or biodi-
versity. Support to 

The OP states that Estonia 

does not plan to implement 
specific measures in Natura 

2000 sites funded with the 

Conservation and restora-

tion of forest habitats and 
species. RDP only provides 

support for prevention and 
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COUNTRY/ 

REGION 

RDP – EAFRD 

Measures 

OP ERDF, CF 

Measures 

OP ESF  

Measures 

OP EMFF 

Measures 

MAIN GAPS 

frastructure to pro-

mote biodiversity 

and species protec-

tion (e.g. for fish, for-
est trees, etc.). Stone 

fence recovery. 

natural hydro-morphologi-

cal water regime, rehabili-

tation of polluted areas and 

water bodies, restoration of 
wetlands (more than 6000 

ha of wetlands) and peat-

lands (2000 ha). 

strengthen the institu-

tional capacity and the ef-

ficiency of public admin-

istration could be used for 
the Natura 2000 manage-

ment but this possibility is 

not mentioned in the pro-

gramme. 

EMFF. The fund will how-

ever be used to support the 

development of seal-proof 

gear and restoration of fish 
habitats and spawning 

grounds. 

restoration of damage 

caused by forest fires and 

natural disasters, and for in-

vestment in forestry and 
forest products. Conserva-

tion of coastal and marine 

Natura 2000 sites is not ad-

dressed in the EMFF OP. 

Finland 

Mainland 

Management plans, 

conservation and res-

toration of agricul-

tural habitats. 

The OP does not allocate 

any funding to the thematic 

objective 6 which is most 

relevant to Natura 2000 

and biodiversity. No explicit 

Natura 2000 or biodiversity 

related priorities are in-

cluded in the OP. 

The OP states that is it 

possible to use Axis 2 (sus-

tainable and quality em-

ployment and labour mo-

bility) to support the im-

plementation of the PAF. 

However, no Natura 2000 

or biodiversity related pri-
orities are included. 

Selective fishing methods 

to reduce incidental 

catches of seals and birds. 

Measures to restore migra-

tory fish populations in in-

land waters. 

Forest conservation is not 

included in the pro-

grammes. Other gaps in re-

lation to the PAF are: Inva-

sive Alien Species control, 

measures against fragmen-

tation, assessing ecosystem 

services and long-term plan 
for the network reflecting 

climate change. 

Greece 

 

Training, advice and 

conservation of wild 

birds in SPAs (agricul-

tural and forest ar-

eas). Protection of 

livestock, crops and 

beehives from bear 

(electric fences).  

Management agreements 

in Natura 2000. Feeding 

sites for raptors, installation 

of artificial nests and islets, 

species action plans, con-

trol of illegal poison use and 

IAS. Awareness raising and 

public access in Natura 

2000. 

No actions linked to 

Natura 2000 or biodiver-

sity. 

Management, restoration 

and monitoring of Natura 

2000 sites and rehabilita-

tion of inland waters. Aq-

uaculture methods 

adapted to management 

needs in Natura 2000. 

Freshwater habitats resto-

ration and conservation 

seems not sufficiently cov-

ered in the programmes an-

alysed. Also possible gaps in 

conservation of restoration 

of coastal and marine habi-

tats. 
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COUNTRY/ 

REGION 

RDP – EAFRD 

Measures 

OP ERDF, CF 

Measures 

OP ESF  

Measures 

OP EMFF 

Measures 

MAIN GAPS 

Mecklen-

burg/Vor-

pommern, 

Germany 

Advice, training, 

management plans, 

conservation and res-

toration of agricul-
tural and forest habi-

tats. Restoration and 

recreation of ponds 

and other small wa-

ter bodies, planting 

of hedges, tree rows 

and individual trees. 

The OP does not include IP 

6d Conservation and resto-

ration of biodiversity, in-

cluding through Natura 
2000…, and provides no 

funding for nature conser-

vation. Under TO6, only 

measures to improve the 

urban environment and the 

rehabilitation and decon-

tamination of brownfield 

sites are included (IP 6e). 

The ESF OP provides fund-

ing for training in the ar-

eas of environment and 

nature conservation. 
However, it does not 

specify in any detail how 

this could be used to sup-

port the management of 

Natura 2000 and biodiver-

sity. 

 Freshwater habitats resto-

ration and conservation 

seems not sufficiently cov-

ered in the programmes an-
alysed. 

Poland Conservation and 

restoration of agri-

cultural and forest 

habitats. Manage-
ment schemes for 

grasslands and bird 

species. Afforesta-

tion in suitable areas 

for restoring ecologi-

cal corridors. 

One national and 16 re-

gional OPs analysed, which 

include: Natura 2000 man-

agement plans, species ac-
tion plans, conservation 

and restoration of habitats 

and species, with emphasis 

on wetlands and rivers in 

some regions, eradication 

of invasive species, ex-situ 

conservation, information 

centres, infrastructure and 

equipment for protected 
areas. Green infrastructure. 

Evaluation of ecosystems 

services (in Podlaskie OP). 

Promotion of employ-

ment and entrepreneur-

ship for local communities 

in Natura 2000 sites (sup-
port for 'green economy' 

and for creating new jobs’ 

opportunities). 

Restoration of marine and 

coastal habitats and im-

proved management of 

Natura 2000 areas and spe-
cies (marine fish, birds and 

mammals) involving fisher-

men. Monitoring of inci-

dental catches of protected 

species (birds and mam-

mals). Studies on aqua-tic 

fauna and flora. Coopera-

tion between fishermen 

and scientists. Aquaculture 
adapted to specific needs 

of Natura 2000 areas 

Forest investments in the 

RDP only include support to 

afforestation for creation of 

ecological corridors (under 
FA 5E). 

Freshwater habitats and 

species conservation needs 

may not be well covered in 

all the regional OPs. 
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COUNTRY/ 

REGION 

RDP – EAFRD 

Measures 

OP ERDF, CF 

Measures 

OP ESF  

Measures 

OP EMFF 

Measures 

MAIN GAPS 

Portugal Training, conserva-

tion and restoration 

of agricultural and 

forest habitats. Re-
covery of stone walls, 

eradication of woody 

invasive species and 

restoration of ripar-

ian galleries in order 

to protect biodiver-

sity. Shepherding, ce-

real plantation in 

steppe areas, etc. 

5 ROP and 1 national CF OP 

analysed. Management 

plans and Species Action 

Plans. Information system 
for Natura 2000 marine ar-

eas. Mapping of natural 

habitats and ecosystems 

services. Restoration and 

maintenance of natural 

habitats (coastal, rivers, 

wetlands) and species. Con-

trol and eradication of IAS. 

Visitor’s centres, nature 

trails and infrastructure in 
natural areas.  

Training of managers of 

natural and cultural herit-

age (OP Alentejo, OP Al-

garve, OP Norte). Green 
business (Natura 2000 

services, products and 

brands). 

 

Protection and restoration 

of marine habitats. Man-

agement plans for marine 

Natura 2000 sites. Increase 
of Natura 2000 surface in 

the marine environment: 

declaration of new sites (3 

SPA and 2 SAC for ceta-

ceans). Conservation and 

protection of biodiversity 

in aquaculture farms, e.g. 

maintenance or creation of 

suitable habitat for waders. 

Natura 2000 connectivity: 

green infrastructure, and in-

frastructure for ex-situ con-

servation are some of the 
actions foreseen in the PAF 

that are not considered in 

the programmes analysed. 

Romania Training, advice, con-
servation and resto-

ration of agricultural 

and forest habitats. 

Measures aimed at 

the protection of im-

portant wildlife habi-

tats (for breeding, 

nesting, feeding) in 

agricultural and for-
est land. 

Large Infrastructure OP: 
Management plans for 

Natura 2000 sites. Restora-

tion and conservation 

measures proposed in the 

plans to improve the con-

servation status of species 

and habitats. Studies, as-

sessment and monitoring 

systems. Green infrastruc-
ture.  Regional OP: does not 

mention biodiversity or 

Natura 2000. 

 

OP Administrative Capac-
ity includes support to ca-

pacity-building of public 

authorities involved in the 

adoption of management 

plans for Natura 2000, 

and to strengthen capaci-

ties of public administra-

tion and management 

structures for Natura 
2000.  

Collecting waste, lost or 
abandoned fishing gear to 

reduce the contamination 

of aquatic habitats. Im-

proving environmental 

protection with the partici-

pation of fishermen both in 

the Black Sea and in inland 

waters. Aquaculture 

adapted to the Natura 
2000 needs. 

Freshwater and coastal hab-
itats may not be sufficiently 

covered in the programmes 

analysed. 
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COUNTRY/ 

REGION 

RDP – EAFRD 

Measures 

OP ERDF, CF 

Measures 

OP ESF  

Measures 

OP EMFF 

Measures 

MAIN GAPS 

Sardinia Advice, training, con-

servation and resto-

ration of agricultural 

and forest habitats. 
Cooperation. 

Restoration and mainte-

nance of natural habitats 

and species. Control and 

eradication of invasive alien 
species. Ecological corridors 

and green infrastructure. 

Fish passes. Public use of 

natural areas: visitors cen-

tres, etc. 

Promoting new green jobs 

and business through lo-

cal initiatives, training and 

incentives for self-em-
ployment in emerging sec-

tors including in the pro-

tection of the environ-

ment and biodiversity. 

National OP: restoration of 

seabed by removal of lost 

fishing gear and marine de-

bris. Management, restora-
tion and monitoring of ma-

rine and coastal habitats. 

Artificial structures to pro-

tect sensitive ecosystems. 

Protection of marine areas. 

Compensation for damage 

to fishing by protected spe-

cies. 

Freshwater and coastal hab-

itats seem not sufficiently 

covered in the programmes 

analysed. 
 

Slovakia Advice and training 

focused on Natura 

2000. Conservation 

and restoration of ag-
ricultural habitats 

(e.g. Great Bustard 

scheme) and forest 

habitats (e.g. support 

nesting opportunities 

for birds and other 

biodiversity ele-

ments in the forest).  

OP Quality of Environment: 

Natura 2000 site selection 

and designation; manage-

ment plans; monitoring, 
surveillance and reporting; 

restoration of degraded 

habitats; green infrastruc-

ture; awareness raising. Im-

proving continuity of rivers: 

removal of barriers. Inte-

grated Regional OP: green 

and blue infrastructure in 

urban areas (small river 
streams, forest islands, 

hedgerows) for wildlife. 

 

OP Effective Public Admin-

istration could be used to 

improve capacities on 

Natura 2000 or biodiver-
sity issues but this possi-

bility is not specifically 

mentioned in the pro-

gramme. No specific activ-

ities linked to nature con-

servation are included in 

the Human Resources OP. 

Investments to reduce the 

impacts of fish farms in-

cluded in Natura 2000 

(48.1e) and to prevent 
damage caused by birds 

that not cause the death of 

protected birds, including 

rare species (Art. 48.1.d). 

The programmes analysed 

may cover many of the 

needs identified in the PAF. 

However, some gaps have 
been detected in the analy-

sis of the agri-environmen-

tal measures (e.g. the previ-

ous scheme on protection of 

birds in SPAs has been al-

most cancelled. The scheme 

for Great Bustard (Otis 

tarda) is the only one in-

cluded in current RDP. 
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COUNTRY/ 

REGION 

RDP – EAFRD 

Measures 

OP ERDF, CF 

Measures 

OP ESF  

Measures 

OP EMFF 

Measures 

MAIN GAPS 

Slovenia Advice, training, con-

servation and resto-

ration of agriculture 

dependent habitats 
and species (grass-

lands, wet meadows, 

butterflies, birds, 

large carnivores…). 

Cooperation projects 

in Natura 2000 on 

management of 

grasslands and spe-

cific habitats. 

Land purchase or custodi-

anship in nature protection 

areas. Improving conserva-

tion status of habitat types 
and species. Improving eco-

logical status of surface wa-

terbodies and associated 

Natura 2000 habitats and 

species. Control and eradi-

cation of IAS. Ecological cor-

ridors, green infrastructure. 

Awareness raising and visi-

tors’ facilities. 

Relevant priority axes in-

cluded in the programme 

to be financed by ESF 

(promoting employment, 
enhancing institutional 

capacity, efficient public 

administration and capac-

ity building of social part-

ners and NGOs) do not in-

clude any reference to 

Natura 2000 or biodiver-

sity issues. 

Management of protected 

areas and species protec-

tion. Involvement of fisher-

men in conservation pro-
jects and co-operation with 

experts and NGOs for mon-

itoring by-catch of pro-

tected species and occur-

rence of IAS. Assessment of 

species and habitats status. 

Aquaculture adapted to 

Natura 2000 needs. 

Forest conservation is not 

addressed in the RDP, which 

only includes investments to 

restore forests damaged by 
natural disasters and invest-

ments for timber harvesting 

and wood processing. No 

forest-environmental 

measures are included in 

the programme 

Sweden Advice, training, con-

servation and resto-

ration of agricultural 
and forest habitats. 

Restoration of grass-

lands, wooded pas-

tures, wetlands and 

dunes. Livestock pro-

tection against large 

carnivores. Conser-

vation of threatened 

forest species and 
habitats. 

No relevant objectives and 

actions included in the OPs. 

None of the programmes 
include TO6. Only some ac-

tions that promote entre-

preneurship based on natu-

ral and cultural heritage 

and resources, nature tour-

ism, etc. 

No actions directly linked 

to biodiversity or Natura 

2000 are included in the 
ESF programmes (CLLD 

and Investments in 

Growth and Employment 

OPs) 

Collection of lost fishing 

gear and marine litter for 

protection and restoration 
of marine ecosystems. 

Measures to reduce fishing 

and other maritime activi-

ties’ impact. Improve man-

agement, restoration and 

monitoring of marine eco-

systems and protected ar-

eas, and freshwater biodi-

versity (e.g. fauna pas-
sages). 

Freshwater habitats seem 

not sufficiently addressed in 

the programmes analysed. 
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ANNEX 1 – PROGRAMMES CONSIDERED IN THIS ANALYSIS 

 

COUNTRY/REGION  PROGRAMMES 

Bulgaria  National RDP  

OP Environment ERDF/CF, ESF OP, EMFF OP  

Cyprus National RDP 

ERDF/CF OP, EMFF OP 

Estonia National RDP 

ERDF/CF OP, ESF OP, EMFF OP 

Finland National RDP (Mainland) 

ERDF/ESF OP, EMFF OP 

France 

- Bourgogne 

 

RDP National framework, EMFF OP 

Regional RDP 

Regional OP ERDF/ESF 

Germany 

- Mecklenburg- 

   Vorpommern 

RDP National Framework, EMFF OP 

Regional RDP,  

ERDF OP, ESF OP 

Greece (National) National RDP, CF OP, EMFF OP 

ERDF/ESF 12 Regional OPs  

Italy 

- Sardinia 

RDP national Framework OP, National EMFF OP 

Regional RDP 

ERDF OP 

Poland  National RDP, ERDF/CF OP (Infrastructure and Environment),  

EMFF OP, 16 Regional ERDF/ESF OPs 

Portugal Continental RDP, National CF OP, EMFF OP,  

5 Regional ERDF/ESF OPs 

Romania National RDP 

ERDF OP, CF OP, ESF OP, EMFF OP 

Slovenia National RDP 

ERDF/CF/ESF OP, EMFF OP 

Slovakia National RDP, ERDF Integrated Regional OP, ERDF/CF OP (Quality of 

Environment), ESF OP, EMFF OP 

Spain (National) 

- Aragon 

RDP National Framework, EMFF OP 

Regional RDP 

ERDF OP 

Sweden National RDP, ERDF national OP (Investments in growth and jobs) 

and 8 regional OPs, ESF OP, EMFF OP 

UK 

- England 

National  EMFF OP 

Regional RDP, ERDF OP, ESF OP 

 


