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1. Introduction

The goal of combating biodiversity loss has been set in the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) in 1992, and elaborated ten years later in the World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD) in Johannesburg. According to this so-called Target 2010, a significant reduction of the current rate of biodiversity loss should be reached by 2010. The European Union has set an even more ambitious target that is to halt biodiversity decline in the same time span.

Despite several international, regional, national and local initiatives and processes to manage biodiversity, the goals for biodiversity conservation are not met. The key reason for slim results can be sought from the effectiveness of conservation means. Apart from monitoring changes of biodiversity, various conservation means are now under evaluation and inspection. How do conservation options meet various circumstances, what are their constraints and strengths on different levels and in different settings? What kind of new innovations have been introduced for effective conservation and how can their success be evaluated?  

This report is an outcome of efforts by participants of the ALTER-Net work package RA4 that concentrates on research on conservation policy options. The aim of this report is to give an overview of international initiatives, the evaluating and monitoring processes linked with them, and finally, the research and methodology applied to explore the success and constraints in implementing international conventions on biodiversity at international, regional, national and local levels. The list of analysed initiatives consist of a wide range of international and regional biodiversity oriented initiatives including the Convention on Biological Diversity, 2010 Biodiversity Target of the WSSD and the European Biodiversity Strategy as well as the associated Biodiversity Action Plans. The report gives an overview of the state of art in the various countries and on the international for a, as well as gives an overview of various types of constraints; methods to analyse them; methods to tackle constraints and examples that illustrate various types of constraints. 

The group did not have access to studies that analyse implementation of specific international biodiversity initiatives from a broader perspective and thus raises points on a general level. However, the report reveals that at present indicators have a dominating role in evaluating and measuring success of implementing initiatives. 

This report has been developed to gain a common understanding within the ALTER-Net community on the future research needs for finding new innovative conservation options through European research collaboration in the context of ALTER-Net.  

2. Background

2.1 International and supra-national initiatives on biodiversity conservation and their use of indicators 

The global scale of biodiversity reduction or loss across national borders demands concerted international action. Several supra-national joint actions aiming at conservation of biodiversity have already been formulated (Table 1). Recently these kinds of actions have been actualised through the Convention on Biological Diversity, which was adopted at the 1992 Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro. The Convention aims at three main goals: (1) conservation of biological diversity, (2) sustainable use of biodiversity and (3) fair and equitable sharing of benefits arising out of the utilisation of genetic resources. 

Other international initiatives or conventions that deal with special aspects of biodiversity conservation are: 

· The Ramsar Convention (or Convention on Wetlands) an intergovernmental treaty that provides the framework for national and international actions for the conservation and wise use of wetlands. 

· The CITES Convention (International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora), with the aim to ensure that international trade in specimens of wild animals and plants does not threat their survival.

The implementation of the Johannesburg Plan, which was developed at the World Summit in Johannesburg in 2002, is another high status political process dealing inter alia with the conservation of biodiversity, due to the fact that biodiversity is a precondition for sustained life on earth, that is for sustainable development and poverty eradication. 

At a supra-national, pan-European level, the Pan-European Biological and Landscape Biodiversity Strategy (PEBLDS) was developed to support the implementation of the Convention on Biological Diversity at the Pan-European level, by the initiatives of the Council of Europe and United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), including 52 participant Countries. In the framework, the biodiversity resolution taken by the 5th Conference of the European Ministers of Environment “Environment for Europe” (Kiev, 2003) includes a key target 8 to develop a core set of biodiversity indicators by 2006 and to establish a pan-European biodiversity monitoring and reporting programme, with a framework of collaboration with Ministerial Conference on the Protection of Forests in Europe, including 44 European Countries (MCPFE) by 2008.

At the EU level the European Community Biodiversity Strategy (1998) and its Biodiversity Action Plans (2001) form the main response to the CBD. They cover a wide range of topics, in line with the CBD, and are centred along the two main EU legal instruments for biodiversity conservation: the EC Birds and Habitats Directives. In 2003 the EC Biodiversity Strategy’s implementation was reviewed and debated during the International Stakeholder conference on biodiversity in Malahide, Ireland. The outcome of this conference includes the Message from Malahide, which sets more concrete targets and priority actions to help achieve the 2010 target (Duke, 2005). As part of the review process, and included in the Message from Malahide, a set of EU headline biodiversity indicators was agreed, which will serve measurement, communication and achievement of the 2010 target.

A pan-European Co-ordination Team, formed by the European Environment Agency (EEA), UNEP World Conservation Monitoring Centre (UNEP-WCMC), European Centre for Nature Conservation (ECNC) and the Expert Group leaders has operated since 2004, having initiated its work collecting available information and drafting a work plan to be submitted to EC and Council of Europe for developing a pan-European programme on biodiversity monitoring and reporting. This work plan provides the logical framework for the activities that need to be carried out in order to ensure European coordination of the development and implementation of biodiversity indicators. The indicators will be applied in assessing, reporting on and communicating achievement of the 2010 target to halt biodiversity loss. This activity is called Streamlining European 2010 Biodiversity Indicators (SEBI2010). There are four objectives of the work to be done for SEBI2010 by the coordination team and any processes it establishes in support of countries and other interested bodies to help achieve the 2010 target:

1) To consolidate, test, refine, document and help produce workable sets of policy-relevant biodiversity indicators meaningful in the context of the 2010 target;

2) To help ensure adequate funding for monitoring, indicators and assessments to support implementation and achievement of the policy decisions and targets;

3) To improve coordination, exchange of information and collaboration on biodiversity-related indicators and monitoring activities building on current activities and good practice;

4) To consider the wider use of the indicators, and their applicability within other relevant indicator frameworks and assessment processes.

The Expert Groups and/or individual experts will focus on specific indicators and groups of indicators and involve relevant national and international experts in their work to ensure that current practice is fully considered and that national, international and specific technical requirements and limitations are fully taken into account. A list of Expert Groups includes:

1) Expert Group on Trends in abundance/distribution of selected species;

2) Expert Group on Trends in extent of selected ecosystems/biomes/habitats; + Connectivity /fragmentation of ecosystems;

3) Expert Group on Trends in genetic diversity of domesticated animals, cultivated plants, and fish species of major socio-economic importance.;

4) Expert Group on Nitrogen deposition;

5) Expert Group on Number and costs of invasive alien species;

6) Expert Group on Area of forest/agricultural/fishery/aquaculture ecosystems under sustainable management.

The first kick-off meeting of the above-mentioned Expert Groups was held in January 2005 and individual groups started their first activities that are to be finalised by the end of 2005. Demonstration activities to be carried out in three test countries are expected in 2006. The definition and publishing of the final revision of the indicators set will be done by 2006, and a co-operative monitoring network at pan-European level will be established by 2008.

Other supra-national conventions, like the Convention on the Conservation of Wildlife and Natural Habitats (Bern Convention, 1979), only deal with special aspects in relation to biodiversity conservation and sustainable use. The Bern Convention has the aim to conserve wild flora and fauna and their natural habitats, especially those species and habitats whose conservation requires the co-operation of several states. The Bonn Convention on Migratory Species (1979) also deals with the conservation of terrestrial, marine and avian migratory species throughout their range.

Other important conventions and initiatives that differ in legal status and governmental level but aim to influence directly biodiversity are mentioned in Table 1.

Table 1 Conventions, Programmes and Directives related to biodiversity (Bouwma et al, 2003). 

	Convention/Programme
	
	
	

	Global level
	UN-ECE level
	Council of Europe
	EU level
	Regional level

	Convention on Wetlands of International Importance especially as waterfowl habitat (Ramsar Convention) (1971)
	Pan-European Biological and Landscape Diversity Strategy
	European Landscape Convention
	Habitats Directive/ Birds Directive
	Helsinki Convention on the Protection of the Marine Environment of the Baltic Sea Area 

	Convention concerning the Protection of the World and Cultural and Natural Heritage (World Heritage Convention) (1972)
	
	European Network of Biogenetic Reserves
	EU policy to implement CBD (2010 targets) 
	Convention fot the Protection of the Marine Environment and Coastal Region of the Mediterrenean (Barcelona Convention)

	Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES- Convention) (1973)
	
	European Diploma
	
	Convention on the Protection of the Alps (Alpine Convention)

	Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals (Bonn Connvention) (1979)
	
	Convention on the Conservation of European Wildlife and Natural Habitats (Bern Convention)
	
	

	Man and Biosphere Programma (1971)
	
	
	
	

	Convention on Biological Diversity (1992)
	
	
	
	


2.2 Other supra-national initiatives and policies with positive impact on biodiversity

Apart from supra-national and international initiatives and conventions that aim directly on biodiversity many others exist that can affect indirectly biodiversity in a positive way. Some examples at the Supra European and European level are:
International conventions and initiatives:

· The United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification. The convention is dealing with the processes of land degradation, erosion and human activities such as over-cultivation and deforestation;

· United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and its instruments such as the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) (Brown et al., 2004). The UNFCCC is an international treaty which sets an overall framework for intergovernmental efforts to tackle the challenge posed by climate change. In 1997 governments agreed to an addition to the treaty, called the Kyoto Protocol, which has more powerful and legally binding measures. The protocol entered into force on the 16th of February 2005, signed by 84 and ratified by 72 countries.

· Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety aims at protecting biological diversity from the potential risks posed by living modified organisms resulting from modern biotechnology. The Protocol contains reference to a precautionary approach and reaffirms the precaution language in Principle 15 of the Rio Declaration on Environment and Development. 

European policies:

· The European Water Framework Directive (WFD). WPD aims to improve the situation of polluted waters and to ensure the sustainable use of water resources in surface, coastal and groundwater, which will influence biodiversity conservation options. How exactly this will be achieved, is still unclear, as details have to be worked out by member states in the so-called River Basin Management Plans using ecological criteria. This is an ongoing process at the moment. The WFD is expected to have a large effect in member states on all mentioned types of water, although the impact is not yet fully recognized (Holland, 2002). 

· The revised European Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) and its instruments such as the new European Agricultural Fund for Rural development. The influence of the CAP has been analysed by Donald et al. (2002) and compared to global climate change in its ability to affect large areas. The integration of nature management, landscape and environmental concerns into CAP has gained momentum with the CAP reforms adopted in June 2003 (Brouwer & Godeschalk, 2003). Nilsson (2004) points out that, although the agreements under the WTO are set in a different forum, they often bind the EU and therefore they can have considerable influence on the CAP and hence on biodiversity.

· The Common Fishery Policy (CFP) of the EC balances between direct sectorial interests and ecological goals, i.e. between overexploitation and sustainable marine ecosystems. In 2002 a reform has been brought into force. A key issue is a more significant role for the fishermen instead of the nation states (Iglesias-Malvido, 2002).

These international initiatives and European policies do not aim directly to affect the state of biodiversity but their main importance and characteristic is sustainable development. In contrast to the initiatives and conventions mentioned in 2.1 they are more directed at multiple use of natural resources and integration of economic and environmental services, as well as cooperation between policy sectors (e.g. agriculture, forestry, recreation, nature conservation, transportation).

Nevertheless, also the CBD stimulates integration. Under the CBD, and also to fulfil other commitments for the implementation of international and supra-national biodiversity conservation and sustainable use initiatives, governments are required to develop national biodiversity strategies and action plans, and to integrate these into broader national plans for environment and development. This is particularly important for sectors that influence natural resource and land use, such as forestry, agriculture, fisheries, energy, transportation and urban planning. Therefore, many countries have introduced interdisciplinary councils to develop national aims for the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity and to develop national biodiversity strategies and action plans. 

Analysing success and constraints in implementing both types of initiatives is important. Analyses of their effectiveness will probably show some common constraints but others will differ. For instance different public administrative agencies and stakeholders have to deal with the implementation of international and supra-national initiatives at regional and local levels. The challenges these regional and local actors meet include the relatively common unfamiliarity with the international supra-national conventions (Bouwma et al., 2003; Brown et al., 2004). On the other hand, initiatives will differ in legal status and are more or less compulsory for the member states that have signed such initiatives, for example when comparing the less compulsive European Conventions and strong compulsive Directives. Further, having the same legal obligations such as those coming from the Birds and Habitats Directives, member states apply a number of different ways and instruments to implement these legal obligations. 

In chapter 3.2 we will return to the international and regional initiatives and review  how their effectiveness has been measured.

2.3. Implementation of  international and supra-national policies at a national level (national, regional, local) – analysing the processes 

The implementation of policies is a dynamic process with specific characteristics and conditions that should be paid attention to

· A policy process is a dynamic and iterative process of decision making in which the communication, interaction and coordination between relevant actors at one policy level (multi-actor governance) and between different policy levels (multi-level governance) is of high importance.  With multi-level governance we mean governance that deal simultaneously with European or higher, national, subnational and local levels.

· A multi-level decision-making process includes different, not necessarily consecutive phases: problem definition, generating alternative solutions, planning actions and implementation. 

· The political and administrative contexts in which the implementation processes take place vary in space and time. For example we could ask whether decentralisation takes place or vice versa?

· Each decision making process, no matter its level or phase, is a complex process in which there is a high dependency between the development of the policy content, the policy network and the kind of process in which rules of negotiation and cooperation are determined. 

· The sectoral-integral aspect varies between the policy levels: at regional and local levels public administrators and policy makers must many times integrate policies from different levels, from national government and from European directives.    

Due to this multifaceted setting, the implementation of policies takes mostly place in complex systems of more or less related policy sectors in which the outcomes are only partially predictable. A shared understanding about the policy at hand will be enhanced through investment in participation and communication (Primmer & Kyllonen, in press). 

Despite these general characteristics of policy implementation processes, at each policy level (Fig 1) specific factors determine the effectiveness of the implementation process. This can be illustrated by four important steps (Table 2) involved in developing and implementing international conventions and programmes and the factors that influence the effectiveness at each step (Bouwma et al., 2003).

Figure 1 Policy levels and examples of actors (groups)


[image: image1]
Table 2. Four steps in developing and implementing international initiatives

 (Bouwma et al. 2003).

Step 1: Towards a workable package of agreements or work programmes

Important factors: 

a) organisation and facilitation during elaborating the policy

- organisation (e.g. information received prior to meetings, translation

   facilities)

- procedures (e.g. decisions by consensus or voting, the voting

   procedures, fair representation)

                      - general atmosphere (e.g. conflicts or consensus, power blocs, influence 

                        of observers)

b) quality of documents elaborating the policy 


- well defined targets, with priorities, financial resources and 

                        arrangements

                      - documents need to be founded on accepted causal theory


- relative costs ( economic, political and ideological) of suggested 

                        measures and implementation programmes


- no conflicts with other international agreements or with national 

                        legislation and policies

c) quality of executing organisations (secretariat, representatives) 


- representatives (knowledge of topic, diplomatic skills, social network, 

                        mandate)


- secretariat (knowledge, governmental networks, funding)


- national procedures (ratification procedures, type of government)


- adequate financial resources and arrangements      

Step 2: Deliberation in national policymaking

Important factors:

a) priority given to the issue in national debate (power blocs, scientific debate, policy         debate and social perception)

b) position of representative (position, status, mandate, social network)

c) type of government (centralised, federal)

d) conflicts/synergies with other sectors (influence of stakeholders)

e) suggested measures and programmes in relation to expected revenues

f) institutional capacity of the responsible administration

Step 3: Incorporation and translation into national policy

Important factors:

a) institutional framework and governance structures (consultation procedures)

b) socio-economic position of the state (economic stability strength)

c) institutional capacity of the responsible administration

d) bottlenecks/synergies with other sectors

e) suggested measures and programmes and expected revenues

f) differences in development cycles of policies and legislation (different deadlines, time required for amending national laws and policies)

Step 4: Enforcement

Important factors:

a) institutional capacity of the implementing administration (clear tasks, aims and

    agreements)

b) enforcement and monitoring capacity of the implementing organisation

c) cooperation and support from involved stakeholders
Other factors influencing the effectiveness of policy implementation are related to:

- legal status of policies 

- positive and negative incentives of policies in combination to their financial or other  

  instruments.

The issue of implementation at national level is analysed in more detail in chapter 3.3. Before entering into the discussion on how to measure effectiveness of implementation we glance through some relevant concepts.

3. Measuring the success in implementing the initiatives.

This chapter describes various parameters that are used or have been suggested to be used in following up the implementation, and how this type of information for monitoring and evaluation has been collected. Presentation of parameters to monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of policies will be done by discerning two main types of effectiveness:

· The first one concerns the actual impact an international policy or programme has on its biological or environmental content, which is the objective of the initiative (the so-called environmental effectiveness). 

· The second important type of effectiveness concerns the institutional regime of the initiative (the so-called institutional effectiveness). This is because all international policies, programmes or conventions start at the institutional level (Young 1992, Bouwma et al., 2003).

3.1. How to measure effectiveness in implementing initiatives?

Environmental effectiveness

The simplest way to measure success in implementing initiatives is to look at changes in the object of the initiative, that is the state of biodiversity and changes in its status (goal attainment: Kütting 2000) This measure tells about the direction and degree of change, and can therefore be used for directing new corrective measures. This approach is most commonly applied in the state of the environment and state of biodiversity reports, as well as through biodiversity state indicators and indicator lists (see e.g. EEA signals and state of the environment reports and chapter 2.1 in this report). However, the state of the biodiversity or the environment does not indicate the phenomena that cause changes in the status of biodiversity, or the processes from various factors influencing the state of biodiversity. Nor does it improve the understanding of different actions taken to improve or slow down the deterioration of the state of biodiversity. 

Most policy initiatives set objectives that have an effect on the change in the object i.e. the outcome. One way to analyse this is to look at the DPSIR
 (Fig 2.) model (EEA 1999), where we take into account not only the state, but also the drivers, the pressures, the impacts and the response. The DPSIR-model has been successfully implemented in the State of Nature Report of Flanders, Belgium, the complexity of it been presented in Fig 3. This approach has been taken by the ALTER-Net, which can be seen in its structure. Attention will be targeted at changes e.g. in tourist behaviour or in road construction intensity as driving forces. Fragmentation is an example of the state, and establishment of national parks or support for private nature protection activities can be called responses. These are most commonly described as driver, pressure, impact and policy indicators. (see e.g. EEA signals and state of the environment reports). In many cases, indicators are made up of indexes that aggregate several parameters.

	Fig 2. The DPSIR-framework
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Fig 3. The Flanders interpretation of the DPSIR-model in their State of the Environment Report.



Responses are activities that individuals and organisations as well as public agencies use to prevent or ameliorate or adapt to changes in the disturbance chain (the DPSIR-framework) that finally lead to undesired impacts. They are policies and practices applied by these different actors.  Responses include a logic that can be called "intervention theory". Intervention theories elucidate how policies were meant to work. Based on the intervention theories, the volume of activity and investment can be analysed against the actual outcomes. This will contribute to the understanding of the effectiveness of an initiative and reasons behind it. (Hildén et al. 2002). Further elaborating the policy analysis, the focus will extend beyond expected outcomes, to acknowledge the social, economic and ecological context (Hildén et al. 2005). 

Institutional effectiveness

Should the implementation of a policy (or intervention response) be evaluated as a process, attention would need to be paid, in addition to the status of the environment (the policy or intervention outcome), also to the activities and characteristics of the implementation process at different policy levels (Patton 1996; see also 2.3).

The effectiveness of implementing international initiatives on various levels ranging from international, regional, national and local levels can be seen as a chain of policy impacts from one level to the other (see 2.3). The linkages do not have to be linear in a way that the translation affects always the one level below. Direct linkages can be found directly from international level to national or local level without an impact from e.g. the regional level. (see e.g. Román & Vedung 2000).

Nevertheless most international policies or programmes start at the institutional level. For this reason Young (1992) discerns for analysing the effectiveness of policy implementation institutional and environmental effectiveness. Looking at institutional effectiveness he describes five different and important aspects of the institutional regimes that influence the effectiveness of the policy: 

· whether the regime is able to attain the stated (or unstated) goals (goal attainment);

· whether the regime causes changes in behaviour (behavioural effectiveness);

· whether the provisions of an international policy are implemented in the domestic, legal and political systems of the participating states (process effectiveness);

· whether the regimes has given rise to a social practice involving commitment of  time, energy and resources (constitutive effectiveness);

· whether the regime is operating in a cost-effective way, in the sense that comparable results could not be achieved at lower costs or by other ways or means (evaluative effectiveness).

Much of the research undertaken to review the effectiveness of international policies has always looked at process effectiveness. Measuring institutional effectiveness in these ways, however, does not take into account whether, how and to what extent an international policy or convention is able to solve the environmental (biodiversity) problem it was created for. Here it can be concluded that when describing policy implementation as a process that takes place at different policy levels, for monitoring and evaluating the effectiveness of such a process state oriented as well as process oriented indicators and parameters are important. Further, when measuring effectiveness, using a combination of means and methods, (e.g. various indicators, document analyses, intervention theories) i.e. triangulation, brings us a more holistic picture of the level of efficiency  (see e.g. Mickwitz 2003). 
3.2. How has effectiveness been measured at the international and regional level?

This chapter aims to describe as an example, how, firstly on a broad international and secondly on a regional level, implementation success of the CBD has been measured. Studies that compare the success between countries or regions and which give an overall picture of the success in eco-regions which extend beyond national borders, are introduced in this chapter. For example, the reporting to the Biodiversity Convention is one means by which the success is followed in regional and international context. The paragraph below describes what kind of substantive and process-related issues are reported by countries to the Biodiversity Convention (CBD).

The chapter does not review scientific literature measuring effectiveness of international biodiversity related initiatives. This would have been an important task but due to being so broad and time consuming exercise, it had to be omitted and is recommended to be  considered as an activity as such for ALTER-Net in the future.  

The Malahide process and indicators of state and progress

Malahide process is a process designed to meet the target to halt the loss of biodiversity by 2010 agreed by EU Heads of State and Government in the Gothenburg EU Summit in 2001 and the Johannesburg world Summit in 2002. In 2003 the EU biodiversity policy was reviewed and it was found that the policy has not managed to reverse the trend of biodiversity loss and in addition it was lacking clear priorities agreed by key stakeholders. This consultative review process lead to the Malahide conference in Ireland (in 2004), where a number of priority objectives, output-oriented targets related to these objectives and actions needed to meet the objectives were agreed. Additionally a set of indicators serving as a basis for monitoring and reporting on progress to stakeholders was proposed.

One of the Malahide message objectives is to create a set of indicators to monitor and evaluate progress towards halting of biodiversity decline in the EU and reducing the current rate of loss globally by 2010. Indicators should have potential to communicate biodiversity problems effectively to the general public and to decision makers and provoke appropriate policy responses. There are three levels of indicators: generic structural indicators (1-2), headline indicators (10-15) on trends on various aspects on biodiversity and indicators designed for each sector (30-40/sector), see Table 3. This first set of EU headline biodiversity indicators were developed at Malahide (2004). Since Malahide, these deadline indicators have been developed further in various expert groups.

Table 3. Provisional CBD Indicators for policy evaluation included in the Malahide process (CBD 2004).

	A: Focal area 
	B: Indicator for immediate testing 
	C: Possible indicators for development by SBSTTA or Working Groups 

	Status and trends of the components of biological diversity 
	Trends in extent of selected biomes, ecosystems and habitats 
	  

	  
	Trends in abundance and distribution of selected species 
	  

	  
	  
	Change in status of threatened species (Red List indicator under development) 

	  
	  
	Trends in genetic diversity of domesticated animals, cultivated plants, and fish species of major socioeconomic importance 

	  
	Coverage of protected areas 
	  

	Sustainable use 
	  
	Area of forest, agricultural and aquaculture ecosystems under sustainable management 

	  
	  
	Proportion of products derived from sustainable sources 

	Threats to biodiversity 
	Nitrogen deposition 
	  

	  
	  
	Numbers and cost of alien invasions 

	Ecosystem integrity and ecosystem goods and services 
	Marine trophic index 
	Application to freshwater and possibly other ecosystems 

	  
	  
	Connectivity/fragmentation of ecosystems 

	  
	  
	Incidence of human-induced ecosystem failure 

	  
	  
	Health and well-being of people living in biodiversity-based-resource dependent communities 

	  
	Water quality in aquatic ecosystems 
	  

	  
	  
	Biodiversity used in food and medicine 

	Status of traditional knowledge, innovations and Practices 
	Status and trends of linguistic diversity and numbers of speakers of indigenous languages 
	Further indicators to be identified by WG-8j 

	Status of access and benefit-sharing 
	  
	Indicator to be identified by WG-ABS 

	Status of resource transfers 
	Official development assistance provided in support of the Convention (OECD-DAC-Statistics Committee) 
	  

	  
	  
	Indicator for technology transfer 


When analysing the national Biodiversity Action Plans of the CBD, also policy oriented indicators can be found. They are listed in Table 4. 

Table 4. Analysing the emphasis in various Biodiversity Action Plans of the CBD . Implementation effectiveness and appropriateness measured by document reviews, interviews and questionnaires (Malahide process 2004, http://biodiversity-chm.eea.eu.int/stories/STORY1081427703) 

The assessed outputs were:

· Biodiversity objectives integrated into development projects across different sectors of the economy of the recipient countries, ensuring greater coherence between Community development co-operation policy and other Community policies, such as trade, agriculture and fisheries

· Sustainable use of natural resources, particularly in relation to forests, grasslands and marine/coastal ecosystems supported

· Capacity of relevant agencies involved in conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity strengthened

· EIA practices in development co-operation further integrated

· Implementation of the Biodiversity Strategy and the action plans emerging from it coordinated with third country strategies, ensuring coherence between Community support to third countries and the objectives of those countries’ own biodiversity strategies

· Complementarity and co-ordination of policies and approaches in Community and Member States aid programmes, as well as with other donors and international institutions, ensured, particularly the Global Environment Facility (GEF), for coherent implementation of the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD)

· Sufficient funds for biodiversity on bilateral aid programmes as well as for international mechanisms (e.g. CBD) provided

· Schemes for the integration of biodiversity objectives into agriculture in accession countries promoted

 Comparison of the tables 3 and 4 shows a variety of "indicators" proposed related to the different stages in environment disturbance chains (the DPSIR-framework). Some clearly measure the state or impact while others measure the response. The latter corresponds with the policy-process oriented indicators. Exact and unequivocal categorization is, however, difficult. This is not merely an ‘academic problem’, but relates to the extent of the DPSIR or policy analysis. Furthermore, policy-process cycles are iterative and ongoing, and thus what is a response in a ‘first’ cycle, becomes a state in the next. As a consequence, policy analysis, using indicators, has to be explicit regarding its time frame and comprehensiveness (the part of the disturbance chain that is analysed).

Effectiveness of different nations in implementing international commitments

The CBD requires countries to report how they have been implementing the convention and what kind of policy processes they have used in the implementation. The first reports were due by the start of 1998, and the second by  May 2001. The following is based on an analysis of the ALTER-Net countries' national report material available in the CBD website (www.biodiv.org/world/intro.asp).

The preparation of national reports and thematic reports comprised of flow and exchange of information in the field of biodiversity, setting up thematic groups such as "ecosystem approach", "biosafety" and  "impact assessment", consultation processes, distribution of draft reports to a range of stakeholders, submission and gathering of comments, contributions from autonomic provinces, examination of scientific literature, sectoral plans, programmes and plans and unpublished literature, database searches, interviews of key experts, consulting individual policy officials, meetings and discussions via Internet sites. These different forms of participation can be categorised as follows: 1) attendance in the actual preparatory group, 2)  commenting and consultation, and 3) provision of material. Much of the preparatory process was based on the questionnaire developed by the CBD-Secretariat. The reports are available at the CBD web site (http://www.biodiv.org/world/reports.aspx?type=all). This site includes also respective material for the thematic reports that have been prepared by most countries.

According to the reports, participants in the national processes included representatives from national, provincial and local administrative authorities (i.a. forestry, agriculture, nature protection) social and economic interest groups (e.g. land owner associations), national agencies, scientific organizations: universities, research institutes (forest, nature conservation, taxonomic research), NGO's, managers of ex-situ collections, nature reserves and national park management authorities, consulting services, business and industry. 

The countries in Appendix 1 reported to CBD how their reports on biodiversity were prepared and what was the stakeholder participation and materials used in the national reports. It appears that the National reports were mostly prepared by the Ministry of the Environment of the country or a body representing different ministries, and in some cases, agencies functioning under the ministries. Local governments had different roles in different countries.  In some countries the report coordination was done by an agency that was responsible for biodiversity conservation issues. In these cases, this agency was generally the formal National Focal Point of the CBD. In most cases, the contributions from other agencies, stakeholders and NGO's were provided in form of comments on drafts. The other, less common model for preparation was to include the other non-state agencies in the actual preparation and drafting of the report. 

The other material, describing national level implementation of international biodiversity commitments, is that provided by the ALTER-Net members
 on the preparation and evaluation of the National Strategies and Action Plans. Based on these data, national strategies were prepared both to fulfil the international commitments, and to organise, prioritise and assign responsibilities at the national level. The Ministries of the Environment were, again, the main body coordinating the national work. Other ministries, and agencies at the national and sometimes also regional, levels participated. Sectoral and environmental NGOs participated in the processes in some form, as well. The initiative was mostly at the Government level, and research was used either as background information through secondary sources or through participation of researchers and research organisations.

3.3. How has the effectiveness been analysed by various nations?

This chapter gives an overview of the various means by which countries themselves evaluate their success in implementing the international initiatives. 

Countries do annual follow-up reporting and monitoring, and some countries have carried out large-scale evaluations of the success of implementing the international commitments and national strategies. See more details below in Evaluation.

Monitoring and long- term research

Many national strategy preparation processes were organised in parallel with the monitoring of the state of biodiversity, and also included actions that would further develop the monitoring systems. All European countries monitor the state of the environment, because in a long run, the effectiveness of implementing international conventions should be seen as a change in the state of biodiversity. The monitoring results are demonstrated through state indicators, models and verbal descriptive syntheses.

The way how different countries have organised the monitoring show great variation between countries (ETC/NPB, 2003; 2004) [have you considered these report as input?]. Variation is seen in issues such as

· When has the monitoring programme has been started? 

· Is it organised nationally or is it a combination of local monitoring efforts?

· Who carries out the monitoring?

· What are the databases to where the information is collected and who carries out the work?

· How is the information communicated to various stakeholders? 

· Last but not least, what is being monitored?

An international long-term ecological research network (ILTER) has existed since 1993. At present, 11 European countries have developed their own networks. One key goal of ALTER-Net is to promote the establishment of LTER-sites and their network in Europe. Background analysis and framework building has been carried out on this issue within the ALTER-Net research and integrating activities. There has been processes which have built conceptual frameworks to include socio-political dimension to the LTER-approach such as Redman et al. (2004) for the US and Haberl et al. (manuscript) for Europe.

Evaluation

Some countries have carried out deeper evaluations of their success. Some are done as one time activity, while some countries do the evaluation on regular intervals. The following synthesis describes the approach taken by five European countries from the evaluation perspective.

National implementation of biodiversity strategies was reported from five countries: Estonia, Slovakia, Netherlands, Finland and Austria. In all countries the strategy was created mainly by several ministries with the help of key sectors of trade, industry, universities and scientific institutes, planning agencies and informal organizations. The ministry of the environment was the responsible body in most countries. The planning of national strategies comprised studies on the status of national biodiversity, research, formulation of objectives and actions, workshops, consultations, presentation and discussion in parliament, monitoring and reporting.

The need to integrate biodiversity policy in other policy fields was considered important and regional authorities were seen to be in key position, in e.g. spatial planning and flood protection/ control. 

International conservation initiatives have created confusion in some countries when they are implemented together with national initiatives regulated by formal national legislation. The Conference of Parties of the CBD proposed in 2001 that a plan of priorities should be set up to clarify objectives and goals. The plan should 

· Identify the status of biological diversity components

· Manage threatening processes

· Strengthen in-situ conservation of biodiversity

· Strengthen conservation of genetic diversity

· Strengthen ex-situ protection capabilities at a national level

· Build a comprehensive system for the monitoring of changes in biodiversity on all levels 

The implementation of national biodiversity strategy has been evaluated in Slovakia, Finland (Table 5), Netherlands (Table 6), Austria (Table 7) and Belgium (Table 8). Evaluations in the countries included gathering data on state of biodiversity and human activities, interviews and sector-specific reports.

In Slovakia and Austria the evaluation work is still underway. Follow-up reports have been published in Finland and in Slovakia. In federal countries, like Belgium, the implementation, and equally the evaluation and reporting are under the responsibility of the regions. Different approaches in the regions may lead to difficulties in regularly reporting of the results at the national level. It is this level however, that most of the international treaties and conventions deal with. In Flanders (BE) the biennial State of Nature Report contains an elaborated evaluation of the Flemish biodiversity strategy. 

Table 5. The evaluation approach taken by Finland

The Finnish evaluation aims at answering four questions: 

· What is the current status of biodiversity and how has it developed during the National Action Plan until the year 2005?

· What has been the significance of the Action Plan and the stated individual activities in this development, and the sufficiency of the Action Plan in safeguarding Finland's biodiversity?

· What other consequences has the Action Plan and the stated activities had in the environment and the society?

· What is the probable development of biological diversity by the year 2010 and through what means can a development that secures biodiversity be reached?

The assessment applying natural science consists of four parts: 1) evaluation of the general land use development, 2) evaluation of species development, 3) evaluation of habitat development, and 4) analysis of causes and effects in the development, specifically the significance of changes in practices. The different assessment components have been combined to an overall evaluation of the status of biodiversity and influencing factors during the Action Plan period. The following questions will be addressed:

1. Have the activities had a desirable impact on biodiversity?

2. What section and level of biodiversity have the activities had an impact on?

3. What is the relevance and effectiveness of different activities?

4. What are the costs and benefits of activities?

5. Other than desired impacts?

6. Sustainability of impacts?

7. Targeting of impacts?

The Finnish report can be found from the following websites: http://www.ymparisto.fi/download.asp?contentid=35832&lan=FI (in Finnish) 

http://www.ymparisto.fi/download.asp?contentid=34801&lan=en (summary in English)

Table 6. The evaluation approach taken by the Netherlands
The overall policy assessment instrument in the Netherlands is the annual Nature Balance (Natuurbalans). It is published by the independent Environmental and Nature Policy Assessment Office (Milieu- en Natuurplanbureau) in September, just in time for the annual budget discussions in the Parliament. The Nature Balance is published as a broad written report, describing the actual state of the natural environment, progress in nature policy and its effects on the situation outside. 

Key figures and many detailed data that serve as a background for the Nature Balance are published in the Nature Compendium (Natuurcompendium), cooperation between the Nature Policy Assessment Office and the National bureau of Statistics. This is both a written publication and a regularly updated database accessible in electronic form via the website http://www.natuurcompendium.nl.

Apart from the statutory Nature Balance, dedicated studies are published at an irregular basis by the Nature Policy Assessment Office and by other research institutions.

Table 7. The evaluation approach taken by Austria

In order to provide a basis for the implementation of the Biodiversity Convention, the Austrian Federal Environment Agency together with the WWF in 1996 initiated a series of workshops dealing with central issues discussed by the Convention (see pdf for the English summary) (UMWELTBUNDESAMT & WWF, 1996). This report served as a basis for the First National Report to the Convention on Biological Diversity, which already included the first proposals for goals and objectives of the Austrian Biodiversity-Strategy. 

The future evaluation, update and improvement of the Strategy was already documented in the Austrian Implementation Strategy for the Convention on Biological Diversity as one of the main tasks of the Biodiversity Commission. Therefore a working group of the Austrian Biodiversity Commission already started in the year 2001 a step-by-step process to evaluate the Austrian Implementation Strategy for the Convention on Biological Diversity.

In 2000 a project was initiated to collect information on the degree of the strategy implementation. Many institutions, which are represented in the Austrian Biodiversity Commission, informed the project coordination team about ongoing activities. In a second step a questionnaire was developed to collect information from intuitions not represented in the Austrian Biodiversity Commission. Altogether 430 single activities were reported (UMWELTBUNDESAMT, 2001). Due to missing indicators, time frames and quantifiable targets in the strategy, it was not possible to precisely quantify which of the goals of the strategy already were reached. It was only possible to give an overview of those areas were many activities take place. 

· Report of the Evaluation of the Austrian Implementation Strategy for the Convention on Biological Diversity (UMWELTBUNDESAMT, 2001). In German only http://www.biodiv.at/chm/berichte/zwischenbericht/zwischenbericht.pdf 
In a second project the Austrian Implementations Strategy itself was evaluated: (see English summary).

· Evaluation of the Austrian Implementation Strategy for the Convention on Biological Diversity (UMWELTBUNDESAMT, 2003) http://www.umweltbundesamt.at/fileadmin/site/publikationen/BE186.pdf

Table 8. The evaluation approach taken by Belgium

In Belgium the State of Nature Report (NARA) is published biannually and prepared by the Institute of Nature Conservation (IN). 

As summarized in figure 3, the report consists of 7 parts (I-VII), dealing with the various aspects of the DPSIR model. Each part has several chapters that analyse the state, the policy regarding the issue, an evaluation of certain aspects of  policy followed with recommendations and an assessment of the knowledge gap. The latter is meant to provide input for a overall research programme. 

Parts and chapters are:

a) Species with chapters on Red Lists, Priority species,   Birds, Mammals, Fish, Alien species, GGO’s. (chapters may vary in the different editions)

b) Biotopes/Habitats with chapters on Heath, Wetland, Permanent grassland, Forest, Surface waters. 

c) Regions with chapters on Valleys, River Scheldt, River Meuse, Coast, Urban areas. 

d) Themes with chapters on Eutrofication, Acidification, Desiccation, Fragmentation, Heavy metals, Pesticides, Climate change

e) Sustainable use with chapters on Agriculture, Forestry, Hunting, Fresh water fishing, Open mining.

f) Conservation and restoration with chapters on International nature policies, Flemish Ecological  Network, Physical planning, Acquisition of nature and forest areas, Nature reserves, Forest reserves, Nature restructuring, Licences, Water management, Landscape ‘parks’, Cooperation with local authorities. 

g) Society with chapters on Nature and Environment Education, Attitudes towards  nature/Societal basis fro nature conservation. 

Apart from the State of Nature Report, also a Report on the Environment and Nature in Flanders (MIRA) is published by the Flemish Environment Agency (VMM). Three types of reports are prepared:

a) The annual Theme Report, MIRA-T with the environmental indicators following the DPSIR model and focussing on sectors, themes and impact (on humane health, nature and economy). Policy evaluation and distance to target are incorporated by means of the indicators.

b) The Policy Evaluation Report, MIRA-BE, published every 3 years, with detailed in depth analyses of whole policy cycles of a selection of policy strategies, instruments and domains. 

c) The Scenario Report, MIRA-S, published every 5 years, with descriptions of the expected environmental development in case of both unchanged and alternative policy, according to a number of relevant scenarios
Today, MIRA-T and MIRA-S contain important analyses regarding the evaluation of the implementation of nature conservation measures. Together with NARA, these reports summarize most of the elements and facts necessary to evaluate the degree of success of Flemish nature policy. 

3.4. Constraints and successes on local level implementation

Policies and their implementation 

When policies are implemented, various resource constraints exist. One of the key constraints deals with communicative constraints. When good coordination and communication takes place during the implementation process within and between decision-making levels (see 2.3 and figure 1) 

1- All communicators/actors agree about the content of the discourse/ know what they are talking about and why;

2- The communicators/actors have balanced and clear relationships (agree with the existent distribution of power and means or distribution of resources; information is shared; there is co-operation and coalitions are clear just as the role that each communicator plays or his/her position);

3- All communicators/actors agree with the rules of the communication (who is allowed to participate; everybody agree with working by consensus; law is respected; legitimacy and rights);

4- Constraints that are set by the resource the policy is aimed at, are clear and accepted and are not disputed;

5- There is time enough for the implementation process.

A traditional hierarchical top-down implementation process is an example of policy implementation within one ministry and its lower administrative levels. In the process efficient communication from the top level, in combination with good co-ordination, feeds continuously into decision-making and results an efficient and effective implementation of the policy. 

However, in most implementation processes many communicators/actors act at the same time and at different levels (e.g. at the national level the responsible ministry and several other ministries and at lower levels their decentralized offices and stakeholder groups from civil society). During such complex processes communication and coordination within and between levels may be weak. This has a direct effect on the above-mentioned issues (1-4), especially because decision-making rules differ between levels. This leads to an increase of constraints between actors within and between levels and even conflicts can be created.  Many times these social constraints do already exist before the process has started.

Examples of typical failures in managing implementation processes include the following: 

1- The content of the discourse becomes unclear or debatable within and/or between levels; visions and attitudes are no longer accepted; some elements in the discourse start to prevail, others disappear and new ones come up;

2- Relationships become unbalanced; co-operation stops; strong coalitions are more important; actors try to influence the distribution of power and means (money, information, law rules); roles of actors become unclear (from stage-manager to negotiator; from peacemaker to troublemaker);

3- Rules change from consensus to the judge;

4- Resource constraints are not accepted any longer by all actors and are disputed;

5- Time becomes limited to the process.

Examples from reality

This chapter describes possible categories of constraints based on the analysis of conflicts related to the implementation of the Birds and Habitats Directive (BHD) described through cases (see Appendix 2).  This part of the report uses the cases and other literature to illustrate how the above theory and examples of constraints can be found from all levels but especially from the lower levels (national-local). 

Constraints of implementation have also been categorised under the CBD. They are formulated in the CBD Strategic Plan (see Table 9; http://www.biodiv.org/sp/default.asp).
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1.

 

Political/societal obstacles 

 

a.

 

Lack of political will and support to implement the Convention on Biological 

Diversity 

 

b.

 

Limited public participation and stakeholder involvement 

 

c.

 

Lack of mainstreaming and in

tegration of biodiversity issues into other 

sectors, including use of tools such as environmental impact assessments 

 

d.

 

Political instability 

 

e.

 

Lack of precautionary and proactive measures, causing reactive policies. 

 

2.

 

Institutional, technical and capacity

-

rel

ated obstacles 

 

a.

 

Inadequate capacity to act, caused by institutional weaknesses 

 

b.

 

Lack of human resources 

 

c.

 

Lack of transfer of technology and expertise 

 

d.

 

Loss of traditional knowledge 

 

e.

 

Lack of adequate scientific research capacities to support all the objecti

ves. 

 

3.

 

Lack of accessible knowledge/information 

 

a.

 

Loss of biodiversity and the corresponding goods and services it provides not 

properly understood and documented 

 

b.

 

Existing scientific and traditional knowledge not fully utilized. 

 

c.

 

Dissemination of informatio

n at international and national level not efficient 

 

d.

 

Lack of public education and awareness at all levels. 

 

4.

 

Economic policy and financial resources 

 

a.

 

Lack of financial and human resources 

 

b.

 

Fragmentation of GEF financing 

 

c.

 

Lack of economic incentive measures 

 

d.

 

Lack of benefit

-

sharing. 

 

5.

 

Collaboration/cooperation 

 

a.

 

Lack of synergies at the national and international levels 

 

b.

 

Lack of horizontal cooperation among stakeholders 

 

c.

 

Lack of effective partnerships 

 

d.

 

Lack of engagement of scientific community. 

 

6.

 

Legal/juridica

l impediments 

 

a.

 

Lack of appropriate policies and laws 

 

7.

 

Socio

-

economic factors 

 

a.

 

Poverty 

 

b.

 

Population pressure 

 

c.

 

Unsustainable consumption and production patterns 

 

d.

 

Lack of capacities for local communities. 

 

8.

 

Natural phenomena and environmental change 

 

a.

 

Climate ch

ange 

 

b.

 

Natural disasters. 

 


Let us now return to chapter 2.3 where processes of implementation on national level are reviewed. Four steps are presented in Table 2. Hellström (2001) suggests four possible categories of constraints to by using conflict analysis. This categorisation is comparable with the constraints mentioned in Table 2 and links with the CBD categories presented in Table 9. The following text presents constraints according to Hellström´s (2001) categorisation by discussing examples gained through participants of ALTER-Net. 
To implement a policy in an effective and efficient way requires that constraints are neutralized by knowing:

· the real content of the constraint (what is communicated/discussed)

· which actors are discussing or (dis)communicating and what are their relationships

· in which process(es) actors are involved and what rules are (dis)agreed

· which external constraints (resource and time) are present

A- SOCIAL CONSTRAINTS

There are many kind of social aspects related to conservation of biodiversity. For that reason social constraints can be categorized in many different ways. Below social constraints are categorized into three types. The first type, 'process', discusses how decision-making and implementation are arranged. The second category of social constraints is 'cross-boundary'. These constraints are related to situations where problems often stem from collision of local and non-local levels. The last type of social constraints originates from community characteristics and community-level phenomena.

A1-Process constraints

Social constraints of a 'process' type are in fact attributes of the decision-making arrangements. 

Participation

Many of the conservation measures have or are experienced to have impacts on other uses of natural resources. People's right to influence decisions that have impacts on their interests towards the resources is an important principle of democratic societies. When biodiversity conservation is seen from social perspective a decision-making process is crucial for success of biodiversity conservation. This perspective assumes the social justice approach, which relates to the distribution of roles and resources among members of a community in terms of social, political and economic decision-making (e.g. Appendix 2, cases 2 and 3).

Allowing stakeholders (or larger public) to participate is argued to increase legitimacy of decision-making. Arranging decision-making in a way that allows open participation in early phases is especially important in multiple-use situations, where it is expected that decision will influence various interests (e.g. Appendix 2 case 3). 

The sharing of information is an important outcome of a participatory process. It broadens the knowledge base of the decision-making. However, participatory process should also deliberately address relationships between stakeholders. 

However making participation possible does not guarantee that conflict reconciliation takes place or even that all interests are taken into account. Therefore participatory processes take time, which leads to high transaction costs of planning. On the other hand, if legitimacy is increased, participatory process may lead to efficient implementation (e.g. Dutch Wadden Sea case: http://www.waddenzee.nl/html/hvr1.htm )

Communication

Communication is part of a participation process. Decision-making processes can increase their openness by communicating on the progress. Open communication further increases the possibilities of interested parties to participate. 

Even though communication is an essential part of the participatory decision-making it is not a synonym to participation. Participation can be seen as an arrangement in which different stakeholders can influence decision-making, whereas communication is just informing towards stakeholders (e.g. Appendix 2 case 4).

A2-Cross-boundary constraints

Constraints that come from personal or institutional relationships across boundaries can be separated as one type of constraints. Many of the nature conservation decisions involve or influence actors on different spatial levels or actors that come from different societal spheres (e.g. Appendix 2 cases1, 2, 3, 4 and 5)

Legitimacy

Lack of legitimacy will make implementation of biodiversity conservation difficult (both environmentalists and resource users may oppose). Legitimacy in the context of social constraints to biodiversity conservation refers to perceived acceptability of decisions. We assume that in legal sense the decisions and decision-makers are legitimate – an issue that will be further discussed under 'policy constraints'. 

Decisions made can be challenged by groups that are in one way or an other influenced by the decisions. Resource users may protest against restrictions on exploitation, or nature conservationist may be unsatisfied about the level of nature conservation. They may argue that decisions made are not sufficient for reaching conservation goals. In the protests the legitimacy of decision-makers may be questioned. It can be argued, for instance, that decisions should have been made on entirely different level or that knowledge base of decision-makers was not sufficient. 

Rights 

The right to use resources is one important aspect of nature conservation conflicts. Two separate cases in which the rights become an issue can be identified. The first one is the right of an individual vs. the right of a community while the other one is the right of a community vs. right of the society (e.g. Appendix 2 cases 1,2 and 4).

An individual landowner may have or may feel that she has a right to exploit the property, but the exploitation may jeopardize the community's right to enjoy natural species or landscapes. The other example deals with the local people's right to her or his livelihoods. Nature conservation, e.g. designation of natural parks, may jeopardize local livelihoods. Right of the state to do this may be questioned. Rights and legitimacy are thus closely connected. 

A3- Community or group constraints

The third type of constraints is related to community or group characteristics. 

Values, ethics, perceptions and attitudes are group or community related. Group membership and processes encouraging social identity are important explanations for a powerful rejection of the Natura2000 sites as described by Stoll-Kleemann et al. (2001). 

Relationships  

The relationships between stakeholders form a social constraint. This typically follows when relationships are out of balance due to lack of trust, because the relationships are based on fear, or when stakeholders are given unequal power or status of the stakeholder (e.g. Appendix 2, case 5).

The relationships between actors are an important issue to be dealt with in participatory processes. Instead of assuming equality in a participatory process that aims at equality, it can be more useful to take an asymmetric approach to relationships between actors as a starting point. Although sharing of information is an important outcome of a participatory process, communication should also deliberately acknowledge relationships between stakeholders throughout the process. 

Values and Ethics

There will always be implicit normative and ethical questions and opinions behind public policy.  Further, also values may develop into constraints in multiple use situations. It is one of the asymmetries between actors. 

Policy constraints based on these normative questions can be solved by analysing the values and argumentation systems that underpin social and political debate or by improving the quality of debate by identifying the limited nature of arguments or showing where blind spots exist in the debate. Many times, stakeholder analyses that describe the various objectives, means and interests of the actors involved are used.   Policies can be judged by quality of argumentation and debate criteria such as consistency and openness of arguments (e.g. Appendix 2, case 3).

Perceptions/attitudes 

Perceptions and attitudes play a role at group and individual level. At the individual level they are often related to personality and can play an important role in multiple-use situations, where asymmetries exist between actors (e.g. Appendix 2, case 3). The evidence is strong that there are powerful emotional and cultural drivers that divide nature conservationists and local land users and residents into two camps, which are maintained by stereotyping and group bonding. There are constructive ways to reconcile that these differing perceptions do exist (Stoll-Kleemann et al. 2001).

B- POLICY CONSTRAINTS

B1 Knowledge and information

In the DPSIR model policies act as responses aiming to reduce impacts. Therefore, policies are related to facts, causes and effects and so related to scientific research. Research institutes and agencies gather and analyse, on request and at their own initiative, knowledge and information for policy purposes. The relation between science, scientists and society means that political agendas can influence research priorities but also research results influence political agendas. The translation of research results into a policy design or recommendation is not the primary task or mission of a researcher. It is up to the politicians to identify social consequences and draw conclusions from the best available knowledge. Both groups have one thing in common: they have to deal with uncertainty (in knowledge and in consequences of decisions).

One main constraint in policy processes has to do with science and knowledge, with assumptions about knowledge and reality and the role of scientists (e.g. Appendix 2, case 4). Policies can be judged by (scientific) quality criteria such as validity and reliability, the use and integration of state- of -the- art knowledge, the quality of data gathering and the formal argumentation and validation of conclusions. Policies based on too few data or scientific knowledge due to scarce resources are in danger to be discussed on the ground of emotions. This can also be caused when actors involved in decision making at the lower levels have no or restricted knowledge about a policy that is at stake.  Furthermore, the temporal and spatial scale of a biodiversity policy does not fit with the temporal and spatial scales of the species or habitat that are involved in that policy.

B2 Policy options

Some policy aspects are design and solution oriented. When sufficient data and information have been gathered these will be translated into a policy often after comparing the effects of different policy alternatives and weighing the options based on different criteria. 

When alternatives are formulated and weighted during a policy process the debate and the place in the debate of arguments, rhetoric, symbolism and stories become important because arguments aim to have an effect on the decision makers and the public. But the positions of parties and their argumentation in a policy discourse are not always clear and unambiguous. In many cases there is a dialogue between "the deaf" (e.g. Appendix 2, case 5).

In these cases important constraints are related to the unclear structure and in transparency of the discourse. They can be solved by analysing the role of arguments and the communication process by enlarging the perspectives of action and by identifying caveats in the debate or searching for arguments and standpoints that can bridge the gap between opponents or for new acceptable alternatives. Policies can be judged by instrumental criteria of policy relevance, such as usability and accessibility for policymakers, action orientation and utilisation, presentation and communication, weighing up of alternatives, and clear choices. 

B3 Acceptance and legitimacy

Constraints related to the acceptance of a policy are often focused on the acceptance of the policy goals given a certain political constellation in which some actors are more likely to be involved and carry greater weight than others in the policy process.

Policy constraints related to the position of actor groups can be solved by making the access to and the influence on the policy process more equal for all stakeholders.

To democratise the decision making process stakeholders should receive adequate amount and high quality information to lead to an informed choice in the decision making process. This can be done by calling attention to views and opinions typically overlooked in policymaking and decision-making and by dissemination of knowledge and information to strengthen the position and participation of actors in the policy process.

Related to acceptance and legitimacy constraints have legal dimensions. Each biodiversity-aimed law needs to be interpreted. EU regulations such as the Bird and Habitats Directive leave the EC member states this interpretation space (e.g. Appendix 2, case 2). Furthermore, the compliance of a law raises often problems. In all EC member states biodiversity laws exist but many conflicts arise because actors take initiatives without complying to the law (e.g. Appendix 2, case  5).

B4 Integration and coordination

Implementation of conservation policies at the below national administrative levels causes many problems. One key constraint is the absence or weak integration of a conservation policy into other policies related to land-use management. Weak integration and coordination (also at the national level, see 2.3) often results in a defeat of the conservation goals compared to goals of other stakeholder groups (e.g. Appendix 2, cases 1,4 and 5). In some EU countries overall planning integration is seen as a solution to these problems and spatial planning perform as a framework for balancing all environmental interests even for one planning permission. This integrative approach seems to   contradict with the traditional sectoral way of planning and implementation of policies.

C- ECONOMIC CONSTRAINTS

From an economic point of view, economic restrictions can be traced back to the primary production factors, i.e. capital, labour and natural resources . These will be described in some detail below. It would be helpful if the success and failure of implementation policies as well as of cases were analysed in terms of these factors. Apart from these factors, the distribution of costs and benefits over various actors could be considered as an economic factor, although this is primarily a social issue.

According to the categories mentioned above, the following restrictions can be identified. Further subdivisions are always possible, according to the particular case.

C1 Capital

For private actors, lack of capital or the inability to attract capital to perform investments in equipment and premises could be a restrictive factor. Both the impossibility to attract capital itself and the interest to be paid are limiting factors, depending on the local and national economic situation.

A related factor is the use of depreciation schemes. If an actor is forced to apply time horizons that do not comply with a market situation, this could be a limiting factor. 

As an example Falconer (2000) showed at the individual farmer’ level not only the importance of opportunity costs for lost agricultural production but also the transaction costs associated with participation in agri-environmental schemes.

For public authorities, budget limitations could be identified as a limiting factor. This is illustrated in many countries implementing BHD to develop adequate management plans. (e.g. Appendix 2, no 2). The underlying considerations can be of various kinds, including other policy priorities or general budget restrictions, EU stability pact regulations, and international interest rates.

C2 Labour

Labour restrictions can be subdivided into quantitative and qualitative factors. The simplest restriction is insufficient availability of labour force, a capacity problem. Qualitative restrictions arise from the lack of labour skills. These can be a consequence of either insufficient education and training or ability and willingness factors. Finally, labour costs related to productivity could be an economic restriction in the sense that alternative deployment of labour force is unattractive. 

All of these factors could play a role. Which of the factors dominate will depend on the actual situation and on the actor involved.

C3 Land and water as area coverage

It is evident that nature policy cannot be implemented without using the grounds or waters that nature rests upon. A decisive factor for the land production as used by an actor is formed by the opportunity costs. Restrictive factors therefore are determined by possible alternative applications. These in turn are determined by: 

· soil capacity for production for present and other functions

· land prices which also reflect other options (e.g. urbanisation, infrastructure)

· subsidies on certain forms of land use (e.g. production rights, EU subsidies)

      (e.g Annex 2 nos 1,2 and 4).

C4 Other natural resources

These factors are mainly related to stock factors, i.e. the presence of water in sufficient quantity and quality and ecological resources of genes and species. Absence of these factors can act not only as a physical restriction (see D), but also as an economic restriction in the sense that costs have to be made to assure or restore their availability. The case of water is evident. An other example could be the case of a locally extinct species that as a key factor in maintaining a specific natural habitat, which can only be guaranteed by introducing the species from elsewhere (e.g. Annex 2 no 1). In certain cases, the costs could be prohibitive. 

D- RESOURCE CONSTRAINTS

Resource constraints are related to the resource (e.g. a species, habitat or landscape) that is subject of the policy and the decision making process. Many characteristics of a resource can be used to describe the conservation goals of a policy. Some well known resource constraints are:

· the amount of the resource (area/hectares) (e.g. Appendix 2, case 1)

· rarity or endangered status (compare an endemic versus a general status)

· conditions concerning essential habitat characteristics (water quantity and quality, soil and climatic quality etc.) (e.g. Appendix 2, case 2)

· conditions concerning species and populations characteristics (e.g. life history characteristics such as limited reproduction or dispersal capacity and other characteristics e.g. competitive ability); conditions concerning the habitat of a species and its (population) characteristics determine the species sensibility to inner and outer disturbing factors (e.g. Appendix 2, cases 1 and 2)

· natural processes and resource dynamics (e.g. Appendix 2, case 2)

· regeneration ability of habitats and species
4. Potential research to be carried out by ALTER-Net R4 during the next 18 months

The work package on conservation options of the ALTER-Net has had three workshops in the period June 2004-May 2005: in Helsinki, Grenoble and Wageningen. This report was planned during these workshops. The discussions during the workshops and the outcomes of this report are to give background for considering future research needs in the field of measuring successes and constraints of implementation of international biodiversity goals. This chapter describes the suggestions raised on future research in work package RA4 in the ALTER-Net.

1) Translation of international biodiversity initiatives into natural resource management plans – constraints and innovative successful management options 

The normative model expects that translation of initiatives takes place between levels closest to each other. For example, it is expected that the requirements from the Biodiversity Convention is mainly implemented at a national level since the EU has a common policy on biodiversity that is followed by the member states. And that policy set at a national level affects biodiversity management on local level rather than existing international policies. This does not necessarily be the whole story. 

International politics may have an impact on steps carried out on local level and national may commit themselves to international initiatives before the EU takes a step towards the mentioned EU policy. On the other hand, the local level may ignore or pay only little attention on the national and international level policies in their local policies and their every day practice and continue "the business as usual". And vice versa, they do not get their needs heard by the national or international level to be included in these higher-level policies. This has been studied in many sectors, e.g. EU agricultural policies relationship to local level or the needs by the arctic regions on global biodiversity conservation goals.

Analyses that ALTER-Net  work package RA4 could do:

· Translation within policy documents 

· Translation within practices 

· Empirical work: comparative analysis of cases

2) Implementing supra-national biodiversity initiatives at a national and local level – constraints and innovative successful conservation options

The successes and failures in the implementation of the Habitats Directive and in particular in the practical application of the Natura 2000 in the old and new Member States: policy process and outcome assessment. This needs to be analysed from various perspectives including analyses of both policies and practices, by triangulating various methods such as document analyses, interviews and statistical cost-effectiveness analyses.  

5. Links to other reports in work package R4

Work package RA4 on conservation options has been tackling three different issues during its first 12 month period.

One of them deals with the potential use of long-term ecological sites and especially the pilots carried out during the ALTER-Net process when analysing and developing options for conservation of biodiversity in the future. The report sees that LTER pilot sites could offer an opportunity to carry out policy relevant research and link the policy relevant research with research tackling other parts of the DPSIR and thus bring a more holistic picture of present and needed governance of biodiversity.  There are however, characteristics of the sites and the network that are mandatory to provide policy relevant research. These characteristics link with the research needs on successes and innovative elements as well as the constraints of conservation means.

The second report discusses the use of participation, conflict management and the concept of social learning in research on conservation options. The paper reviews the present research of these issues in biodiversity conservation and looks for ways to research their effectiveness in various circumstances in biodiversity conservation. This report will be finalised after the present report now in your hands and thus will continue the discussion on successes, innovations and constraints that are started in this report.

6. Links to other work packages

The contents of this report have been discussed in a joint workshop two other research activity wWPs and with an integrated activity WP of the ALTER-Net. The discussion has mainly been carried out around the selection of sites for the LTER pilots that could serve also this work package, the kind of research that studies the implementation processes including the traditional and the innovative ways to deal with them, and methodology to monitor biodiversity or features of which biodiversity is dependent on. 

A closer collaboration between the various work packages would be beneficial to gain a broader understanding of the various conservation options and their cost-efficiency in various cultures and in various ecological circumstances. Work package RA4 should in the future bring together the knowledge gained in the various activities of the entire ALTER-Net. 
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Appendix 1.
Table of ALTER-Net countries' national report to the CBD preparation and participation in the preparation process. (The first report was not based on a questionnaire form by the CBD, and the forms of it vary to a large extent. In some cases, the first report has not been easily accessible, and has therefore, and due to lack of resources,  not been analysed in this table) 

	Country
	Participation in preparation

	Austria
	1st Federal Ministry for Environment, Youth and Family established  National Commission on Biodiversity , which produced the report, based on a draft provided by the Federal Environmental Agency

Representatives from administrative authorities (Federal Ministries and Provincial agencies), scientists and NGOs also members of this commission.

	
	2nd The Austrian Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, Environment and Water Management invited the members of the Austrian National Biodiversity Commission to participate in the preparation [composed of representatives from administrative departments (Federal Ministries and Provincial authorities), unions and management, science and non-government organizations (NGOs)].  The first version of this report was provided by Provincial authorities, which involved local nature protection authorities and relevant persons. The final version of this questionnaire was approved by the  Austrian National Biodiversity Commission before it was sent to SCBD.

	Belgium
	2nd Steering Committee ‘Biodiversity Convention established a contact group consisting of experts and  representatives of federal and regional departments directly involved in the reporting process. Contact group developed the second national report. Written consultation round through which all stakeholders (experts and departments  not represented during contact group meeting, scientific institutions, private sector, non-governmental organisations, etc.) were invited to contribute on the basis of the questionnaire. Also oral contributions of the participants during a  meeting. Report was widely disseminated. 

	Czech Rep.
	1st The report was prepared as a part of the project Biodiversity Conservation in the Czech Republic (Agency for Nature Conservation and Landscape Protection of the Czech Republic responsible institution) funded by the Council of the Government of the Czech Republic for Research and Technological Development.

	Denmark
	1st Was prepared based on Denmark's National Strategy, which was prepared by the National Forest and Nature Agency, Danish Ministry for Environment and Energy, and regularly discussed by a consultative committee with representatives from relevant ministries and authorities, research institutes and NGOs.

	
	2nd The report has been prepared by the Ministry of Environment and Energy, Danish Forest and Nature Agency which is the focal point and the competent authority to the CBD. A draft report has been distributed to a wide range of stakeholders for comments. These include NGOs, farmers associations, ministries, universities, research institutes and managers of ex-situ collections. Comments received have been incorporated in the report.  

	Finland
	1st Report is the National Action Plan, which was prepared by the National Commission for Biological Diversity, appointed by the Ministry of the Environment. The Commission comprised representatives from all ministries, key sectors of trade and industry, as well as environmental NGOs. The Action Plan was partly based on biodiversity reports drafted by the ministries for their respective spheres of jurisdiction.

	
	2nd Drafted by the Finnish National Biodiversity Committee established in 1996 by the  Ministry of the Environment. The committee has representation of all government ministries, economic sectors, research and environmental organisations and NGO´s. Draft reports were circulated, an ad hoc working group established and comments given by members of the Committee. 

  Ministry of the Environment, Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry, Ministry of Transport and Communications, Ministry of Justice, Ministry of Foreign  Affairs, Ministry of Education, Ministry of Defence, Ministry of Social Affairs and Health, Ministry of Trade and Industry, Ministry of Labour, Ministry of the Interior, Ministry of Finance, Metsähallitus - Forest and Park Service, the Association of Finnish Local and Regional Authorities, the Confederation of Finnish Industry and Employers, the Central Union of Agricultural Producers and Forest Owners, the indigenous Samí people and the Finnish Association for Nature Conservation.

	France
	1st The report was compiled by the French government in conjunction with the relevant Ministerial departments and public bodies and coordinated by the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Ministry for Spatial Planning and Environment.

	
	2nd Participants 

Les représentants institutionnels des différents Ministères en charge de l’application de la Convention. – Representatives of institutions and organisations under different ministries in charge of implementing the Convention. Ministère des Affaires Etrangères (MAE), Direction des Affaires Economiques etFinancières, Sous-Direction de l’Environnement et des Accords Economiques Sectoriels, Premier Ministre (PM) : Conseil d’Analyse Economique (CAE), Ministère de l’Economie, des Finances et de l’Industrie (MINEFI) : Direction des Relations Economiques Extérieures (DREE), Direction Générale de l’Industrie des Technologies de l’Information et des Postes (DGITIP)/ Service de l’Environnement Economique International et de l’Emploi (SEEIE). Ministère de l’Intérieur, Secrétariat d’Etat chargé de l’Outre-Mer. Ministère des Affaires Etrangères,  Direction des Affaires Economiques et Financières (DAEF),  Direction Générale de la Coopération Internationale et du Développement (DGCID). Ministère de l’Agriculture et de la Pêche (MAP) : Direction de l’Espace Rural et de la Forêt (DERF), Direction Générale de l’Alimentation (DGA), Direction des Politiques Economiques et Internationales  (DPEI). Ministère de l’Aménagement du Territoire et de l’Environnement (MATE) : Direction de la Nature et  des Paysages (DNP), Direction de l’Eau (DE), Direction Générale de l’Administration des Finances et  des Affaires Internationales (DGAFAI/SAI), Direction de la Prévention des Pollutions et des Risques  (DPPR), Direction des Etudes Economiques et de l’Evaluation Environnementale (D4E) Ministère de la Recherche (MR) : Direction de la Recherche (DR), CDR5 Sciences de la Vie, Biologie, Médecine. Bureau des Ressources Génétiques (BRG). Fonds Français pour l’Envionnement Mondial (FFEM). Institut National de la Propriété Industrielle (INPI). Muséum National d’Histoire Naturelle (MNHN): Institut d’Ecologie et de Gestion de la Biodiversité     (IEGB), Institut de Systématique (IS).

	Germany
	1st Federal Ministry for the Environment, Nature Conservation and Nuclear Safety had the overall responsibility for compiling the report. Also contributions from the other federal government departments. 

	
	2nd Report was prepared by the Federal Government of Germany with the Federal Ministry for the Environment, Nature Conservation and Nuclear Safety taking lead responsibility.  On the scientific side, substantial contributions have been made by the Federal Agency for Nature  Conservation and the Federal Environmental Agency.  The Federal Länder and non-governmental organizations were also involved in the preparation.

	Hungary
	1st The Report was prepared in parallel with the preparation of the National Strategy, which was done under a UNEP-GEF project. This would be done based on document, programmes and proposals. The Organisations able to contribute were still few and young.

	
	2nd Reportwas drafted by the National Focal Point on the basis of existing legislation, national and sectorial plans, programmes and reports, in consultation with experts of various stakeholders including business, research and the civil society. The draft has been revised by representatives of stakeholders and approved by the Government officer responsible for submission of the 2nd national report.  

	Italy
	1st Based on National strategy. Prepared by the Ministry of the Environment Nature Conservation Service.

	
	2nd Servizio Conservazione Natura (SCN) of the Italian Ministry of  Environment, the National Focal Point and main National Institution for the implementation of the  Convention on Biological Diversity. The recent edition of the report "State of the Environment in Italy" was used as broad reference for part of theReport.  The production of the Report was based on consultation of the main National Institutions and stakeholders actively involved in the conservation of biological diversity and sustainable use of its elements in Italy. Ministero Politiche Agricole e Forestali Ministero della Sanità Ministero degli Affari Esteri Ministero della Pubblica Istruzione   INFS - Istituto Nazionale per la Fauna Selvatica    ISF – Istituto Sperimentale per la Frutticoltura   ENEA – Ente Nuove Tecnologie Energia e Ambiente   IAO – Istituto Agronomico d’Oltremare   SBI - Società Botanica Italiana  UZI - Unione Zoologica Italiana Legambiente Nazionale  LIPU - Lega Italiana Protezione Uccelli  WWF Italia

	Netherlands
	2nd Ministries involved in writing the report:  Ministry of Agriculture, Nature Management and Fisheries;  Ministry of Economic Affairs;  Ministry of Education, Cultural Affairs and Science; Ministry of Foreign Affairs; Ministry for Housing, Spatial Planning and Environment; Ministry of Transport, Public Works and Water Management. Experts were consulted from different research, education and administrative organisations. The following NGOs were consulted:

Netherlands Biodiversity Forum (a platform of NGOs); Netherlands Committee of IUCN. Among the documents used, was the Dutch Strategic Action Plan for Biodiversity, adopted by Parliament

	Norway
	1st Government required all relevant sectors to draw up strategies. Ministry of Fisheries, Ministry of Defence, Ministry of Education, Research and Church Affairs, Ministry of Agriculture, Ministry of the Environment, former Ministry of Industry and Energy, and Ministry of Transport and Communications all drafted sectoral plans. The drafts were forwarded to about 400 organizations and public agencies for comment.

	
	2nd Min. of Environment had the main responsibility. Other Ministries of relevance - a total of ten Ministries in addition to the Min. of Environment contributed Ministry of Environment, Ministry of Agriculture Ministry of Fisheries Ministry of Trade and Industry Ministry of Transport and Communications Ministry of Defence Ministry of Justice and the Police  Some sector Ministries' complementary reports 



	Poland
	1st National Foundation for Environmental Protection (NFO*) was author of the First Report from 1997

	
	2nd Ministry of the Environment entrusted the report preparation to the National  Foundation for Environmental Protection (NFO*). Bodies within the central administration and scientific research institutions. Institute of Plant Breeding and Acclimatisation, Forest Research Institute   Pattern information sheets were prepared with a view to the tasks undertaken in the country being described. A directly-addressed circular informing of the commencement of work was prepared, with an enjoinder to anyone interested to become involved in the editing process, and sent out to the Chief Nature Conservator in each of Poland's 16 voivodships (units of administration with representation of both provincial and regional authorities), to the Boards of the National and Landscape Parks, to the Regional Directorates of the State Forests and to environmental NGOs.   An Internet site was launched as an element in the Clearing-House Mechanism (CHM) system of information exchange, along with cues directing the browser to other web pages linked to nature  conservation. Appropriate information was sent out by e-mail to the recipients of the discussion letters. A series of individual consultations were held with experts representing the central and local government administrations, different fields of the sciences, NGOs and the private sector.  The draft Report drawn up on the basis of the aforementioned sources was submitted to the Department  of Forestry and Nature and Landscape Conservation of the Ministry of the Environment. Once various accommodations had been reached internally (with other departments at the Ministry), a final version of the document was approved by the Chief Conservator of Nature.

	Romania
	Directorate of  Biodiversity Protection and Conservation, Protected Areas and Natural Monuments  (DBPCPANM), Ministry of Waters and Environmental Protection (MWEP), Protected Areas Service (PAS), National Forest Authority(NFA) Protected Areas Management Authorities (PMA) at following sites: Retezat National Park Management Authority Piatra Craiului Natural Park Management Authority, Vanatori Neamt Forest Park Management Authority Rodna National Park Management Authority, Commission for the Protection of Nature Monuments of the Romanian Academy, Danube Delta Biosphere Reserve Authority. Among the documents used, was the Approximation Strategy for the Nature Conservation Sector. MWEP. 2000.

	
	

	Slovakia
	2nd The background for preparation of the Report has been information available from the ongoing assessment of the Action Plan for the implementation of National Biodiversity Strategy which was approved by Government of Slovakia in April 1997. A database of all  „biodiversity“ activities in Slovakia (include basic research, NGO activities, tasks and goals of Ministry of the Environment and others sectors). Several contacts and co-operation has been used e.g. some NGO, National Committee for the CBD (NCCBD) and State Nature Conservancy.  Especially NCCBD consist from representatives of all sectors (ministries, universities, science, NGO´s) searched, effected, used or changed status of biodiversity in all level.

	Spain
	2nd The Spanish Report was based on the Spanish Strategy (ready in 1999), coordinated by the Ministry of Environment, and prepared in an extremely participatory manner. Currently, sectorial strategies are being developed.

Ministerio de Medio Ambiente, en un proceso altamente participativo, coordinó la elaboración de la Estrategia Española, finalmente aprobado por la Comisión Nacional de Protección de la Naturaleza y la Conferencai Sectorial de MedioAmbiente a lo largo de 1999. En la actualidad se trabaja en la redacción de Planes sectoriales y programas específicos  que la desarrollen. 

	Sweden
	2nd A first draft report was the  responsibility of the Swedish Council for Biological Diversity (which comprise 14 high-level scientific experts appointed by the Government to advice on CBD-issues) and the Swedish Environmental Protection Agency. Informal consultations were made with the Swedish Board of Forestry and the Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency. The National CBD Focal Point, The Ministry of the Environment, performed an inter-ministerial consultation with respect to the first draft. The first draft was submitted to the following non-governmental organisations for comments: The Swedish Society for Nature Conservation, WWF Sweden, Greenpeace Sweden, The Nordic Ark, The Swedish Association for Hunting and Wildlife Management, The Swedish Anglers Association, The Swedish Touring Club (STF).The final report was compiled by the Ministry of the Environment and approved by the government.

	UK & North Ireland
	2nd Report was prepared in consultation with other Government Departments and with various stakeholders who had an interest in biodiversity issues.   The draft document was available for consultation over 8 weeks at the Department of Environment, Transport and the Regions website. Notification that this process had commenced was sent to over 100 bodies including Government Departments, statutory bodies responsible for biodiversity management, other public sector organisations, biodiversity institutions, non-governmental organisations and industry inviting their comments and participation.


Appendix 2. 

Cases used in the analysis of successes and constraints in below national level implementation. (references are used in the text).

	Number, country and name of the case referred to in the text
	Type of constraints (see text, 3.4.)

	1-Hungaria: Pulsatilla pratensis subsp. hungarica
	A2, B4, C3, C4, D

	2-Slovakia: Ipel River basin
	A1, A2, B3, C1, C3, D

	3-Finland: grey seal; Natura 2000
	A1, A3

	4-Belgium: Ecological Network of Flanders
	A1, A2, B1, B4 

	5-The Netherlands: Common Hamster
	A3, B2, B3, B4, C3


1. Case study from Hungary

on local level

Pulsatilla pratensis subsp. hungarica near Debrecen (in Martinka pasture) 

Country: Hungary

Geographical region: Nyírség

Location: South-East Hungary, near town Debrecen

Site: Martinka (village) pasture

Habitat: acidic sandy grasslands

Extention: 250 ha

Object:
Species: Pulsatilla pratensis (L.) Mill. subsp. hungarica Soó. According to Hungarian law it is strictly protected species. The non-market value of each individual or part of it is 30 000 HU FT (~120 Euro). It is in IUCN Red List of Threatened Plants as vulnerable, endemic species and in the Annexe of Corine Biotops Program. Species of European importance with disjunct area with limited individual and population number.

Community: Pulsatillo hungaricae-Festucetum rupicolae (Soó 1938) Borhidi 1996, Corine no. 34.A.16 and Potentillo arenariae-Festucetum pseudovinae (Soó 1938-1940) Corine No. 34.A17

Landscape: Unique ancient landscape with Pleistocene sandy dunes of 10-15 m height, the remnants of forest steppe vegetation on them. Wet habitats between the dunes with rich wildlife. Protected species under Hungarian law are: Pulsatilla pratensis subsp. hungarica, Iris arenaria and several species of orchids; among animals Citellus citellus, Lacerta taurica, Misqurnus fossilis, many birds, Numenius phaeopus, Tringa totanus, Vanellus vanellus, Crex crex, Accipiter gentiles, Ciconia nigra, Buteo buteo, etc.

Landscape management history:

The greatest landscape forming force has been the agricultural usage and the cutting of ancient forest stands since the 17th century, later the establishment of Robinia and the canalisation since the 19th century. Recently it is the pasture of village Martinka for extensive grazing of cow.

In the last minute, in 1988 the largest part of the pasture got protection, but the dunes of Pulsatilla pratensis subsp. hungarica did not because they were used as military field under the supervision of Ministry of Defence. This status could assure certain protection till a time, because of relative closeness, and the lack of  overusing.

After the political system changing in 1989 the military activities practically stopped, but a new danger was raised, the goose breeding. Farmers rented patches from the military authority and used them for 1-2 years until pure devastation, then they colonised newer and newer areas. After them high weedy vegetation succeeded. 

During the 1990s many species damaged among them the key anemone species. 

Finally in 1998, after 10 years of unsuccessful initiations the whole pasture became protected. But now it requires soil management and the reintroduction of the individuals of damaged populations among them that of Pulsatilla pratensis subsp. hungarica. 
Policy constrains/policy analyses

1. Policy is aimed at the protection of an endemic endangered species Pulsatilla pratensis (L.) Mill. subsp. hungarica Soó. The protection requires the protection of the habitat too, which is the part of an ancient landscape remnant in the region. 

2. Responsible nature conservation authority is the Directorate of Hortobágy National Park, Ministry of Environment. Responsible owner authority is Martinka village municipality who was forced to put the area at Ministry of Defence disposal.

3. The protection of anemone is based on law, but the habitat/site lacked the protection. Usage of the area for military purposes is formal but the leasing for goose breeding is questionable/informal. 

4. Policy constraint is the lack of intersectoral thinking. There were negotiations but they did not proceed smoothly. Later the case continued on trials against the goose breeding stakeholders who did not kept the conditions of conservationists. The village municipality was on the side of nature. The representatives of military authority referred to their contract. Independent experts made several field surveys and reports on nature devastation. The procedure took more than ten years. Meanwhile the condition of the pasture declined and the population size of anemone decreased for minimum. The cost of it was high. The Calvary of anemone ended in 1998 when the whole area became protected. Recently there is the period of restoration and reestablishment of anemone from earlier collected propaguls.

5. The constraints are at local level. The solution happened at national level. 

6. Stakeholders involved in the process:

Ministry of Defence and its local authority 

Two groups of farmers rented the area for goose breeding

Representatives of local village municipality

Experts from the Directorate of Hortobágy National Park

Independent experts from Debrecen University

7. In the process the main constraints are policy constraints, economic one only from the side of farmers. Resource constraint proved that the segment of nature in question could not be loaded from so many sides.

References:

Calvary of Martinka pasture. Wilde of Nature. No. 131. 4. p187. Budapest

Expert reports on nature damages in Martinka. Mscr.

2. Case study from Slovakia

on local, regional, national and international level

Riverine and palustrine system of wetland habitats in Ipeľ River alluvium

Country: Slovakia

Geographical region: Ipel basin (Mazúr, Lukniš 1986)

Location: South - Central Slovakia, the Ipel River forms the border between Hungary and the Slovak Republic between viligies Veľká Ves nad Ipľom, Ipeľské Predmestie and Tešmak, 48ş04’N 019ş01’E

Site: Poiplie – alluvial plain of the Ipel River 

Habitat: riverine and palustrine system of wetlands (e.g. alluvial meadows, reed swamp, fens, oxbow lake, fragments of alluvial forests, etc.)

Area: 411 ha

Object: 

Landscape: The area is a unique complex of well-preserved wetland habitats along the middle and lower part of the river floodplain within the Pannonian biogeographical region. Marshes and seasonally flooded grasslands along the river have a high level of biodiversity. There are two fragments of floodplain forest and scattered patches of willow shrub. Important habitat for migratory birds, mammals, amphibians, spiders, dragonflies and other invertebrates. The site is used extensively for agriculture, poultry breeding, cattle grazing, and, on a limited scale, tourism. 

Communities: 

Biogeographically important vegetation communities are mixed ash-alder alluvial forests (Salicion albae),  cod of  European important habitats listed in Annex I  of Habitat Directive (No. of  HD.) - 91E0; Oligotrophic to mesotrophic standing waters of plain, No. of HD. - 3130; Natural eutrophic lakes with Magnopotamion or Hydrocharition - type vegetation and floating water lily communities, No. of  HD. - 3150; Pannonic inland dunes, No. of HD. – 2340;  alder bogs (Dryopteridio cristatae- Alnetum) willow bogs (Calamagrostio - Salicetum cinereae) and sedge fens (Caricetum elatae). These are very vulnerable and endangered throughout Slovakia. 

Species: Plants: Orchis laxiflora ssp. elegans, Leucojum aestivum, Althaea  officinalis; Crustacea: Lepidurus apus; Araneae: Xysticus lineatus, Marpissa pomatia, Sitticus caricis
Odonata: Cenagrion ornatum, Ophiogomphus cecilia, Gomphus flavipes, 

Osteichtyes: Gobio kessleri, Zingel streber; Amphibia: Hyla arborea, Bombina bombina, etc

Reptilia: Natrix tesselata; Mammalia: Lutra lutra; Aves: Ardea cinerea,  Ciconia ciconia, Charadrius dubius, Tringa totanus, Ixobrychus minutus Circus aeruginosus Porzana porzana Porzana parva Dendrocopos syriacus, Alcedo atthis, Lanius minor, Coturnix coturnix; Otus scops; Merops apiaster; Galerida cristata; Riparia riparia; Saxicola torquata; Sylvia nisoria
Landscape management history: 

The greatest landscape forming force has bee the agricultural usage in 17th and 18th century (mainly pastures and cutting meadows), later the establishment

Usage and landscape character after the IInd WW respected hydrological regime of the Ipeľ river with its early spring and early summer flooding (end of March and beginning of June) of inundation area. In that time, the Ipeľ was a meandering lowland river with preserved riverine and palustrine systems of wetland habitats. 

From ecological point of view the area was an example of functional river continuum. In fifties last century (1952 – 1953), on a small part was experimentally growing rice (locality Ryžovisko) what significantly did not affect the area. In sixties, regulation of the Ipeľ started (straightening the riverbed and building flood control dikes). These regulations culminate in eighties when the Ipeľ was regulated from Šahy town to the mouth with the Danube River. Recultivation of flooded wetlands and their change to arable lands followed. All these decisions were realised on the bases of party and subsequently state authorities. In a form of negotiations with decision making authorities some efforts came from among experts from professional organisations and from a District Institute of State conservation of monuments and nature protection (Krajského ústavu Štátnej pamiatkovej starostlivosti a ochrany prírody) to preserve a part of inundation area. In period of totality, all these efforts were rejected and Povodie Hrona State Enterprise (competent water management authority of the catchment according then and also presently legitimate laws) as a provider realised the investment according to a technocratic plan. Reviving of nature protection activities started after political changes in 1989. In this time, an area of approx. 400 ha of inundation of the Ipeľ stayed preserved with its original riverbed. The initially approved plans of the Ipeľ river regulation maintained and until now they are not cancelled and Povodie Hrona State Enterprise tried to finished the realisation. The last original wetland ecosystems were under threat. From this point of view were important civic activities of nature protection, hunting society and local fishing society as well as activities of state nature protection organisation (B.Bystrica). In this period was an attempt from Hungarian nature protection to create a common bilateral Slovak-Hungarian National Park the Danube-Ipeľ. Talks on level of Ministries of environment were realised. With respect to current values that stayed preserved after the realisation of water management and agricultural changes, it was not possible to consider the area within a category of NP but only as a PLA (protected landscape area). In 1993 was prepared a proposal of the PLA Poiplie. This proposal has not been accepted yet (probably because of small landscape area). The area is too small because it is divided by the state border. From the point of view of natural values, it is a large are, which is suitable for all kinds of nature protection status – also for a NP. As a result of this the Hungarian part declared the NP in December 1996, but the Slovak part did not make any steps, not even for the designation of PLA). Protection of the locality was assigned in 1998 by adding the locality on the list of Ramsar sites. Successively, the most valuable parts of this locality are becoming national reserves. In 2003 was the locality added on the list of the proposed Slovak Natura 2000 sites as  SPA.  
Policy constraints/policy analyses

Period of communism time 1948-1989

1. Protection of many threatened plant and animal species occurring in Poiplie region was based on law but its realisation in practise required the protection on level of ecosystems and landscape.

2. Independent experts mainly from Tekov museum and from NGO (SZOPK) made many field research, gathered data and prepared several articles, surveys and reports about knowing of this unique area. On base result from field and scientific arguments they tried to stop regulation of Ipeľ river and recultivation wetland habitats (some negotiations with authorities on local and regional level). All this negotiations were without success.

3. Responsible nature conservation authorities in communism period - Central Slovakia Regional national board (KNV) – Department of Environment, District national board (ONV) in Šahy, Ministry of Environment of former Czechoslovak Socialistic Republic were forced to realise directive policy of Communism party of Czechoslovakia respectively Slovakia oriented on increasing of agriculture fond mainly arable fields. In 1977, the original plans of the regulation of the river were changed to make the regulation actions part of the Gabčíkovo-Nagymaros power plant investment plans. 

4. Former policy power in communism period was concentrate only in 1 policy party (Slovak communism party) and policy constraint was mainly lack of democracy. 

Period of Czech and Slovak Federative Republic 1989-1993

5. At the end of 1989, after the political changes, the regulation activities were stopped, and as a result of civic initiations negotiations about the preservation of the area in their original status started. In 1991, as a promotion of an NGO, 2 negotiations took place between the Slovak and Hungarian governmental authorities. The approved measures were implemented in Hungary, and the National Park was designated in 1996. In Slovakia, only measures for the designation of the PLA continued. Referring to lack of finances and human resources, as big part of the research activities were made by experts charged by NGOs, and the prepared documentation was submitted to professional state bodies. 

6. The regulation of the river in this period focused mainly on the construction of dams, the aim of which was to gain water for irrigation and production of electricity. The amount of water necessary for this was planned to be pumped back from the Danube river from the Nagymaros plant. 

7. Policy after revolution was influenced by increasing of democracy. Together with democracy activities and interest of nature conservation institutes and also public in field of nature conservation escalated. Again I was opened discussion on conservation of well preserved part of Ipeľ inundation.

8. In this period was tendency from Hungarian nature protection authorities in cooperation with Slovak ones to create a common bilateral Slovak-Hungarian National Park the Danube-Ipeľ. Talks on regional level and also on level of Ministries of environment were realised. Respect to current preserved values of Slovak Ipel inundation it was not possible to consider the area within a category of national park and bilateral talks were finished. Even in this period, policy did not consider this nature a unified area from the point of view of natural values, although the Slovak inundation area is only a small part of a bigger unit, which is separated by a political border (in this case the Ipel river). 

Period of Slovak Republic after 1993

9. project documentation on declaration on Protected Landscape Area Poiplie (proposed 1993 - area 382.3711 ha) but the designation of the PLA was in 2000 postponed for an uncertain time according to the decision of the Ministry of the Environment. 

10. In 1998 long-time tendency to realise nature conservation of  Poiplie area was particularly accepted and   locality was listed in Ramsar site as No. 930. This is the right bank of the river. In 2001, the left bank (Hungary), a total of 2227 ha was designated as a Ramsar site. (This shows that the area is a complex area, out of which 411 ha are in Slovakia and 2227 ha in Hungary. It is divided by the political border). This is caused by the different interpretation of international regulations on the national level. 2 nature reserves were designated within the Ramsar site, Ipeľské Hony from August 1998, and Ryžovisko November 2000. Another 5 small-scale protected areas are proposed for protection, the project documentation of which was prepared the Ipeľ Union NGO in 2003. The documentation was submitted to professional bodies and relevant state authorities in this year. The process of designation started, but in 2004 it was stopped, since the whole Ramsar site was designated for NATURA 2000 as proposed SPA.

11. Policy is aimed at the protection threatened wetland NATURA 2000 type of habitats and protection of many of birds listed in Birds Directive 

12. The constraints were at local, regional and international level. The particular solution happened at national and international levels.

13. Stakeholders involved in the process:

             Slovak Ministry of Environment

           Slovak Ministry of Agriculture

           Ministry of Environment of former Czech and Slovak Federative Republic

           Ministry of Agriculture of former Czechoslovakia

           Hungarian Ministry of Environment

    Local representatives - Regional national board (KNV) and 

           County national board (ONV)

           NGO – Ipeľ Union, NGO – SZOPK 

           Directorate of Ipoly-Duna National Park (Hungary)

           District Institute of State conservation of monuments and nature protection  

           Slovak environmental agency, Banská Bystrica

           State National Protection on Slovak Republic ŠOPSR, Banská Bystrica

           ŠOP SR, the Directorate of the Štiavnické vrchy PLA 

           Povodie Hrona State Enterprice

           Agriculture Cooperatives  

           Hunting organisations

           Slovak fishing association, local organisations

NGO – Ipeľ Union, NGO – SZOPK (Slovak Union of Nature and Landscape Protectors)

Directorate of Ipoly-Duna National Park (Hungary)

Povodie Hrona State Enterprice

              Agriculture Cooperatives Hont and Ipeľ

              West Slovak Forests State Enterprice

Experts and scientists from Nature- historical Tekov museum in Levice, Slovak Academy of Sciences (Institute of Landscape Ecology,  Zoological Institute, Institute of Forest Ecology) and universities (Comenius University Bratislava, Technical university Zvolen)

14. The construction of dams (mentioned in point describing the period btw 1989 – 1993) is still in process, but with an explanation that the aim these dams is to decrease the ecological damage caused by river regulation. 

15. Another constraint is the unsolved property issues on the site. This hinders the management of the area with respect to the protection of its natural values. From a management point of view, the managers of the area (State Nature Conservancy – ŠOP, in this case the Directorate of the Štiavnické vrchy PLA – Riaditeľstvo CHKO) are not able to manage it in an adequate way because of the lack of capacity and financial resources. 

16. The current Slovak law and unsolved property issues do not allow for the management carried out by an NGO or an enterprise, even if all the nature conservation regulations are strictly respected and followed. 

17. In the long term process the main constraints are policy constraints, economic ones mainly from site of cooperatives, farmers, forestry organisation, hunting and fishing organisations. Resource constraints are changes in composition of plant and animal communities, decreasing of population density or extinction of some threatened a rare habitats and species in region. These constraints are binding with factors adversely affecting the site’s ecological character as water pollution of Ipeľ River, regulation of higher parts of Ipeľ River, fertilization, land use changes of the area, etc.
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3. Case study from Finland

Current biodiversity conflicts

Forestry is clearly the biggest issue in the biodiversity conflict in Finland. There are also a lot of studies conducted in different parts of Finland. Below only some of the studies are described. More will be included. Many of the forestry conflict studies are related to implementation of Natura 2000, which was a very controversial process in Finland. This is perhaps reflected as a critical tone of many of the social scientific studies on implementation of biodiversity conservation. 

Another conflict that is well studied is a conflict between seal conservation and fisheries. There are two examples of the conflict in Finland, which gives an opportunity to compare the cases. This conflict is rather marginal, though.   

LTER in Finland

Finland does not have yet any LTER site, but a LTER network is under preparation. However, the preparation is still in a very early stage. It is not even definite that such sites will be established, but quite many research institutes and universities as well as the Academy of Finland are interested in the concept of LTER. It is thus uncertain when and where the LTER sites will be established.

To support the preparation Finnish Environment Institute has produced a background document, in which potential LTER sites are described. The approach in Finland is based on selection of rather large ecoregions as a basis of the network. These are from North to South:

· Arctic ecosystems (sites in Kilpisjärvi – Utsjoki)

· Subarctic fell ecosystems (sites in Pallas – Sodankylä)

· Northern coastal ecosystems (sites in Bothnian Bay)

· Northern boreal forest and mire ecosystems (sites in Joensuu – Oulanka)

· Southern boreal forest ecosystems (sites in Hyytiälä – Parkano)

· Southern boreal freshwater ecosystems (sites in Lammi – Evo – Konnevesi)

· Coastal and archipelago ecosystems (sites in Seili – Husö – Tvärminne)

Like said these areas are only sketches of potential regions. It is probable that only some these will be selected to the LTER network. It is also possible that other than above mentioned sites will be selected. In addition, ecoregions with intensive agricultural activities or urban areas are not well represented in the list of potential ecoregions.  

Conflicts related to forest biodiversity 

Perhaps the most common biodiversity conflicts are related to forests. Finland has a lot of forests and forestry is an important economic sector for the country. Forests also have the greatest number of threatened species (Rosentröm and Palosaari 2000). Forest tenure systems in Finland perhaps increases the contentiousness of conservation of forest biodiversity. Ownership of forests is very heterogeneous. Large parts of the forests are owned by companies and the state, but there is also an enormous number of small forest owners (approx. 40 000) and some community owned forests as well. Some of the private owners are urban people and quite many are farmers whose economy is based on a combination agriculture and forestry. 

Natura 2000 process was very contentious in Finland. Especially the private landowners and their organisation protested against including their land in the Natura 2000 network. Forest biodiversity conflicts and conflicts related to the Natura 2000 are handled here in one chapter, since the Natura 2000 conflicts are mostly related to forestry issues. 

There have been debates on the national and regional levels. Mostly the debates have taken place in connection to preparation and implementation of protection or management programmes like Shoreline protection programme in 1990, Natura 2000 and National Forest Programme in1997 and Regional Forest Programmes in 2000 and Forest Biodiversity Programme for Southern Finland in 2001. 

There are various stakeholders involved in the forestry and Natura 2000 conflicts. Environmental administration in planning and/or implementing Natura 2000 and other nature conservation programmes in forests and rural areas has a goal to protect biodiversity. Environmentalists share this goal. Biodiversity conservation is also one of the articulated goals of the forestry sector policies, but they emphasise economic and social aspects more than the environmental sector. The National Forest Programme and its regional programmes planned and implemented in the lead of the forestry administration (Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry, Regional Forest Centres) explicitly refer to economic, social and ecological need and objectives in their documents. Also greening of the paper and pulp industry has given higher emphasis on the ecological issues in the whole sector. (Hiedanpää 2004.) Depending on the regional scale different groups are involved in the conflict. The basic controversy is usually between conservation of biodiversity and economic use of forests, but the conflicts are complex. Issues like recreational use and rural development are related to conflict between direct use and protection. In addition, in many of the conflicts private owners' rights and independence against the state are at stake. 

Studies by Eeva Primmer (SYKE)

Project: Forest Policy Institutions and Biological Diversity

The significance of biological diversity to the humankind and to the functions of different sectors in the society is broadly accepted among scientists and political decision-makers. A number of policy commitments regarding biodiversity conservation have emerged during the last ten years, and these commitments have been implemented through advanced regulatory instruments and budgetary allocations. How the policies influence different forest management actors' behaviors, however, is not only dependent on prevailing formal institutions. The translation of biodiversity objectives into practices is dependent on informal institutions that support development of new knowledge and local capabilities among individuals and organisations. Informal institutions are unwritten but shared rules, norms and strategies that shape these actors' patterns of behavior.

Focus

This project analyses the institutional resources supporting development of new biodiversity capabilities in forest management. We study public, private and collective forest service providing organizations, which shape the services and information provided to non-industrial private forest owners.

We have collected pilot data through interviews with forestry service providers in the Häme-Uusimaa Forestry Centre region. The data will be used for analysis of strategies for competencies development and compare these with the service providers' self-assessment of biodiversity protection practices and capabilities.

Publications:

· Primmer Eeva & Wolf Steven. Biodiversity conservation competency acquisition among Finnish forest management service providers. Proceedings of the Fifth BioEcon Workshop: Policy Instruments for Safeguarding Forest Biodiversity. Helsinki, Finland. 15-16.1.2004. In press.

· Primmer Eeva & Wolf Steven. Development and Testing of an Institutional Approach to Forest Policy and Management. Poster in XII World Forestry Congress 21 –28 September 2003. Quebec City, Canada. Poster.

Evaluation of the Forest Biodiversity Pilot Collaborative Networks

The evaluation analyses the characteristics and activities of the forest biodiversity collaborative networks funded by the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry during 2004-2006. The assessment focuses on the resources, information acquisition and application practices, communication and novel ideas in the networks. These are reflected against the estimated benefits of the network projects.

 The evaluation is largely based on two sets of interviews (start of 2004 and end of 2005) as well as documentation produced by the networks. An interactive seminar with the network members will be organized at the start of 2005.

The evaluation is funded by the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry and carried out in the Environmental Policy Programme by Eeva Primmer and Marjaleena Kosola (SYKE). 

Value positions regarding forest conservation

Rantala Tapio and Primmer Eeva 2003. Value Positions Based on Forest Policy Stakeholders' Rhetoric in Finland. Environmental Science and Policy. 6(3): 205216.

Abstract

We have investigated value arguments concerning forest policy in Finland and reflected on their prevalence in an international context. The arguments of the organised stakeholders of current forest policy are analysed using semi-structured interview data and secondary material. We have categorised these arguments, and based on them, constructed value positions. The explorative rhetoric analysis reveals shared as well as conflicting values and beliefs. We have identified two dominating value positions: forestry position and nature position. The recognised core values include utility,

property rights and value of nature, the utility dominating the policy discussion scene. A principal feature of the polarised policy field is a lack of trust. In addition to the polarisation, there is also a broad common ground in positions towards traditional rights of ownership and access to forests as well as on citizens’ rights to influence forest policy. In order to gain more influence in forest policy, both positions make an effort to redefine the concepts in the argumentation of the others.

Natura 2000 and Regional Forest Programme in the South West Finland forests 

(Studies of Juha Hiedanpää)

Making environmental policies reasonable.

PhD Thesis: Making environmental policies reasonable. A study of the consequences of social diversity for regional forest policy of SF Finland (2004). 

Available in English: http://acta.uta.fi/pdf/951-44-6070-7.pdf

Basic question is where Finnish forest and environmental policies forgot diversity. Biological diversity is nowadays a cross-cutting issue in Finland, but social diversity has been forgotten. Hiedanpää studied implementation of Natura 2000 network and a Regional Forest Programme in one area in SW Finland. Forestry is an important economic sector in the area. Forest ownership in the area in mostly based on private forests (approx 81% of the area).

The research that had institutional economics as its theoretical framework showed that including social diversity to regional forest- and environmental policies requires thorough changes in present practices and the lines of thinking. 

some other publications

European-wide conservation versus local well-being: the reception of the Natura 2000 Reserve Network in Karvia, SW-Finland,  

Landscape and Urban Planning, Volume 61, Issues 2-4 (2002), Pages 113-123

Abstract

I describe grassroots resistance that evolved in the rural municipality of Karvia in SW-Finland in response to the introduction and development of the EU-wide protected areas system known as Natura 2000 Reserve Network. I have two main aims in this paper. First, I explore the local forest economy, looking at how it works and how it is structured. This I do by focusing on the multilevel well-being of key actors and by exploring the motives lying behind the behaviours and decisions of people working within the forest economy, particularly forest owners. Second, I identify and describe the principles that can help uncover the conflicts and contradictions between forest economy and conservation planning and create a framework for innovative solutions to such contradictions on the local level.

Author Keywords: The Natura 2000 Reserve Network; Institutional economics; Environmental policy; Transactive planning

An Institutionalist Approach to Environmental Valuation: The Regional Forest Programme of Southwest Finland as an Example

Environmental Values 13(2004): 243-260

This paper discusses the impacts of different formal and informal institutions upon the Regional Forest Programme of Southwest Finland (1997-2001). The divide between formal and informal institutions is a binary distinction: it is used as a discursive tool for identifying social structures and processes and for articulating their significance in development and environmental planning, valuation and decision-making. In the end part of the paper, there is a brief discussion of how normative and moral issues can be explicitly and more creatively integrated into the practice of environmental policy.

LTER and Hiedanpää's studies

The study area is located in the potential LTER region 'Southern boreal forest ecosystems'.

Landscape ecological planning by private forest owners

(Studies of Kurttila in BioForum book)

At present, there are only few preliminary Finnish experiences from practical landscape ecological planning projects in private forest areas. However, due to recent political decisions, practical tests will start in the near future. The plan of action for Forest Biodiversity Programme for Southern Finland includes experiments for the establishment of cooperation networks in forest areas under multiple ownership, where at least part of the forest area is owned by non-industrial private forest owners. The implementation of these experiments will very probably start during the year 2003 as part of a large research program entitled the “Forest biodiversity research program”. 

The influence of ecological objectives extends across property borders, but their impact is greatest in areas where they are least in conflict with the owners’ goals. This feature results in minimum utility losses to individual landowners and thus promotes ecological efficiency. In the case study, the ecological objective was to cluster the breeding and foraging areas of flying squirrel (Pteromys volans). Other sets of objectives were related to individual holdings according to the various preferences of the forest owners. The case-study results were promising: with the model presented, the spatial structure of flying squirrel breeding and foraging areas could be improved with only minor losses in holding-level objectives. The spatial structure of the landscape after the 60-year planning period was very close to the area-level plan produced for the whole area by ignoring forest holding borders and owner-specific objectives. This outcome was made possible by synchronizing the treatment proposals across forest-holding borders.

The outcome of the presented model (Loikkanen et al., 2002) seems promising also from the practical standpoint: because the variation in the objectives of forest owners is efficiently taken into account in optimization, only rarely do the solutions suggest that the holding-level targets be compromised. In practical planning situations the voluntary participation of the areas forest owners must always be maintained in different phases of the planning processes. Modifications to the plan due to holding-specific changes must be allowed also in the implementation phase of the plans. In addition, area’s forest owners must have a direct effect to the definition of the area-level ecological objectives. Very probably the assistance of ecological experts and planning consultants is needed in various phases, and the many diverse and specific characteristics related to the practical use of this new planning approach all greatly emphasize the flexibility that must be allowed. In addition to allowed flexibility, the existing variation in the forest owners objectives will make the planning approach possible and its results ecologically beneficial.

Seal conservation and fishery

There are two separate conflicts between seal conservation and fisheries in Finland. They are geographically separated – one in lakes, one in the sea. The two conflicts have also other differences. In a Saimaa ringed seal conflict the seal population is still quite small and threatened, where as in a grey seal controversy in coastal areas the populations are growing fast. The rapid growth of seals has caused problems for fisheries.

The Saimaa ringed seal 

(Sources: Tonder in BioForum book and Tonder & Salmi 2004)
The Saimaa ringed seal (Phoca hispida saimensis) is Finland’s only endemic mammal and lives in Lake Pihlajavesi and other lakes within the Saimaa system. The Saimaa ringed seal is one of the endangered species included in the Habitats directive of the European Union (92/43) and the entire breeding area of the seal is included within the Natura 2000 programme. The seal population declined the whole 20th century until 1980's. After that population has grown, but even today the estimated number is only 250 individuals. (Kunnasranta, 2001; Rautiainen, 1998; Ylimaunu, 2000)

The basic controversy regarding the protection of the Saimaa ringed seal is that in order to protect the seals gill-net fishing has been restrictied in some areas. The first small and temporary protection area was developed in 1982. At this time voluntary fishing restrictions were thought to have reduced the drowning of seal pups (Sipilä et al., 1990). A proposal for the protection of breeding areas was introduced in 1991 and in 1992 the Ministry of the Environment appointed a committee to work out a programme for conservation of the seal (Mossinen, 1997). The Finnish Ministry of Agriculture and Forest announced the gradual introduction of new technical restrictions relating to fishing gear in 1999. This proposal prompted lively debate between local fisherman and created strong resistance. This was partly because locals felt that voluntary fishing restrictions were effective and sufficient. Also, there was a strong fear that power in fisheries management was being transferred from local stakeholders to national and international bodies whose knowledge of the area was insufficient to make balanced decisions (Konttinen, 1999; Muje et al., 2002; Tiitinen, 1995).

Despite historically negative attitudes towards the seal, the conflict today centres not around the principle of conservation but the nature of seal protection. Permanent residents believe that they have knowledge about the seal that is denied by the biologists informing policy. In short, the lack of local knowledge into the formation of national and international restrictions is the source of conflict in regards to conserving the Saimaa seal.

Tonder and Salmi (2004) has analysed the conflict. The could identify stakeholders on different administrative (and geographic) levels. Interest groups were divided into six categories: (1) the state level expert institutions (e.g. Finnish Game and Fisheries Research Institution, The Finnish

Environment Institute – SYKE); (2) the state level interest groups (e.g. trade organisations and environmental associations); (3) the regional governance (Employment and Economic Development Centres, Regional Environmental Centres); (4) the regional stakeholders (Fisheries Regions); (5) the local stakeholders (Statutory ﬁshery associations); and (6) the municipalities.

The controversy about the conservation of the Saimaa ringed seal is a revealing example of transition of an environmental conﬂict into a larger scale criticism of ongoing transformations in society related to paradigmatic changes of ﬁsheries governance institutions. In addition to changed emphasis in different basic world outlooks, the contexts of the paradigms have changed. The policy restricting ﬁshing by the authorities to support seal conservation is located between the paradigms of

conservation and rationalisation. The scientific efforts towards the conservation of the Saimaa ringed seal have been successful in increasing seal numbers, but at the price of alienating many local people. The official policy is expert driven. The government has aligned itself with modern conservation ideas, but at the same time aroused strong resistance from the local level of ﬁsheries governance. The local and regional stakeholders emphasised private water ownership, local knowledge and already established local agreements for seal conservation

The interviews show that different stakeholders have different interests in relation to the conflict. 

Table 1. Argument frequencies according to argument categories and involved stakeholder groups (Tonder and Salmi 2004, 287) 

	Argument
	Reasoning
	State-level experts (five each)
	State level interests (six)
	Regional governance (seven)
	Regional stakeholders (13)
	Local stakeholders (seven)
	Municipalities (12)
	Total (50)

	Harmful consequences for the fishery


	Negative impacts to fishery
	-
	8
	8
	24
	13
	28
	81

	
	Unparallel with fisheries legislation
	-
	3
	1
	14
	4
	7
	29

	
	Centre-periphery imbalance
	-
	-
	-
	2
	2
	5
	9

	New fishing restrictions are not needed
	Demands for voluntary restrictions
	2
	6
	4
	13
	4
	9
	38

	
	Discrete knowledge of seal population
	-
	2
	-
	10
	3
	10
	25

	Conservation is important
	Improvement of living conditions of seals is priority
	5
	3
	1
	-
	-
	3
	13

	
	Seal protection is an international responsibility
	1
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1

	Total


	
	8
	21
	14
	63
	26
	62
	182


In spite of different views the parties in the conflict have been able to create a working communication between each other. Social scientific research has proved to be an important factor in mitigating this conflict. Between 1999 and 2000, 32 people were interviewed in the area surrounding Lake Pihlajavesi. Since then, an ongoing study as part of the European Union funded Integrated Management of European Wetlands Project has complemented this existing research corpus. Through this combined research, the problem from the local perspective has been defined and better understood. The identification and communication of the problem has enabled conservationists to appreciate and understand local resistance. Debates are taking place among the conservationists as to how they can focus people’s awareness upon the most important periods in the seal life cycle. Conservationists, in acknowledging that locals are a key to the successful implementation of policy, see that the information regarding this cycle must be clearly understood by locals. This is a positive step forward towards co-operation.

Another positive step was taken from the more local perspective. Recently a full front-page report in the daily local paper encouraged people to take part in the research process. The article identified research as a step towards achieving agreement between all parties. Thus research is slowly enabling local people to explain their position within the public domain. Ultimately, along with local enforcement of regulations, this communication between locals and scientists is the key to informing viable long-term policies.

The Saimaa ringed seal and LTER

LTER network is in a planning phase. Of the potential LTER ecoregion this conflict is thematically related to Southern boreal freshwater ecosystems, but geographically also with Northern boreal forest and mire ecosystems.

The grey seal in the Baltic Sea

(source: SYKEs findings in the EU funded FRAP project, Riku Varjopuro as the principal researcher)

A conflict in the grey seal conservation has naturally some similarities with the Saimaa ringed seal controversy. In both cases the main issue is that a mammal with high conservation value is in conflict with fishery interests. In the Saimaa ringed seal case the population is still under a threat and incidental deaths in fishing gear are a serious problem. There the controversy is mostly that the necessary conservation measures have consequences on the fishery. However, the grey seal population in the Baltic Sea seems to have less immediate threats and the conflict is in this respect very different from the lake Saimaa case. 

The grey seal population was very small still in early 1980's, but conservation measures started a little earlier have been very successful. The population is growing fast. In a sense the present controversy is a result of an institutional problem or in sense even of an institutional 'void'. Neither the conservation policy or fisheries sector's support mechanisms could anticipate that successful seal conservation will cause problems. Increasing number of seals has lead to increasing damages on fishery. Seal take fish from fishing gear and brake fishing gears, which the fishery sector sees as a very serious damage for coastal fishery in Finland. The present debate concentrates exactly on this kind of interaction between seals and fishery. Other interactions, incidental deaths in fishing gear and competition over the fish stocks, do not have such a central role in the debate. 

A study in Kvarken region where the conflict has been discussed a lot since mid-1990's analysed the stakeholder groups and regional activities to find solutions could indicate 9 different stakeholders. They had different main goal in relation to the interaction between seals and coastal fishing. There is a rather coordinated regional co-operation between main stakeholders, but of the interests groups are not actively involved in it as indicated in the Table 2.  

Table 2. Main interests group in the study area.

	Actors in the area
	Main goal
	Role in the regional co-operation (at the moment) 

	Fishermen
	To reduce damages to fishery
	Target group 

	Regional fishermen's organization
	To reduce damages to fishery
	Key actor 

	Regional fisheries authority 
	To reduce damages to fishery
	Key actor

	Nature conservation activists
	To protect seals
	Outside the cooperative actions, observes activities

	Nature conservation authority
	To protect seals
	Key actor

	Hunters
	To hunt seals, healthy seal population
	Target group

	Regional hunters organization and game management authority
	To hunt seals, healthy seal population
	Key actor

	Eco-tourism entrepreneurs
	To sell seal-safaris
	Not involved at all

	Environmentally-aware general public
	To protect seals
	Present as the key actors' construction


National and even international actors are relevant in the grey seal/fishery conflict. The grey seal conservation in Finland has its basis in international conventions (Bern Convention and HELCOM) and laws (EU Habitats directive). In Finland the grey seal conservation is a responsibility of the Ministry of the Agriculture and Forestry in its role of the highest authority in hunting management. The grey seal is a game animal and its protection is stipulated under the Hunting Act. The same ministry is the highest authority in fisheries management as well. The Ministry of the Environment has also a stake in the issue. It is the highest authority of nature conservation in Finland and has been active e.g. in development of the HELCOM's seals policy. In 2001 when seven grey seal reserves were designated in Finland it became directly involved in the grey seal conservation. The Ministry of the Environment was administrating the designation process. 

National interest group organisations in fisheries, hunting and nature conservation have been active in the national level debates. Their main goals are similar to the regional level organisations' goals. 

Several mitigation measures have been introduced. Limited hunting was allowed in 1997 with a special goal to keep seals away from fishing gears. Hunting quota was at first only 30 individuals, but it has been increased almost annually. The quota in Finland for the hunting season 2004/2005 is 490 individuals. In most years the whole quota has not been hunted, though. There are also economic instruments. The state compensated damages to catch to professional fishermen in 2000 and 2001 and fishing gear insurance associations compensate damages to fishing gear. Technical solutions have been developed, too. New types of trap-nets have been constructed to keep seals away from caught fish. In the study region there are some additional mitigation measures. County-level actors stated a co-operation to create solution to the conflict in 2001. One of the main goals was to create a regional consensus between stakeholders. In addition, training of seal hunters have been organised in the region. It aims at making hunting more effective so that the reintroduced right to hunt seals would help to control the damages to fishery. Making seal hunters more skilful is valuable from nature conservationist perspective, because it will make hunting more ethical.  

The grey seal conservation conflict has been studied in an European research project, FRAP. This three-year project was started in 2003. Main results so far show that the conflict is very complex. It is clear that different stakeholders have different and sometimes even controversial goals. However, there is a relative consensus between the groups. All agree that seal cause considerable damages to fishery and something must be done. Economic and technical solutions are not controversial, but there is a slight disagreement about seal hunting. Even the environmental NGOs accept hunting in principle, but the volume of hunting and hunting practices as issues that they are concerned about. 

The grey seal conservation conflict shows that there are institutional problems. The grey seal conservation has its international background in which the clear goal is to enhance growth of the population. Limiting the growth to minimise damages to fishery is not an option. National policy has to respect the international agreements and laws. Similarly the fisheries sector's support mechanisms, e.g. FIFG funds and their national implementation principles, are not planned to deal with the kind problem that coastal fishery has faced with seals. Only in 2004 a change in the Finnish Fishing Decree gave so-called 'seal-proof' fishing gears a status of a professional fishing gear and thus made them eligible for subsidies from FIFG. One example of institutional problems is that the EU state regulations prevented Finland from paying compensations to professional fishermen.

The conducted study shows that collaboration between stakeholders can help building trust and communication between the parties. A project that the regional actors conducted in 2001-2003 helped to make the relationship between stakeholders better. A debate was changed to a co-operation. However, widely applicable and effective solutions to the actual problem, damages that seal cause, are not available even after years of testing and developing. This may become an obstacle for future cooperation, although it not likely.

Another potential future development may be that a basic controversy between environmentalists and the fisheries sector may surface again. On the national level debate one issue has been a size of the grey seal population, especially controversial seems to be the preferred size. The fisheries sectors' preferred population size was expressed in a memorandum of a working group that discussed about the future of coastal salmon fishery in Finland (MoAF 2002). There the working group members' unanimous view was that a 'sustainable' population size in the Baltic Sea would be 10 000 individuals. This is a maximum level. By 'sustainable' they refer to the situation, in which both coastal fishery and grey seals can co-exist and survive. In the memorandum they contend that in 1996 the damages that seals caused to fishery were still on an acceptable level. At that time the estimated population size of grey seals was 8 330. According to the memorandum a population size of 10 000 individuals would take into account 'the precautionary principle' (MoAF 2002, 19). The environmentalists (WWF Finland and Finland's Nature Conservation Union) in their comments to the memorandum expressed that (in 2002) the population size has barely reached 'the favourable conservation status' and reducing the number is out of question. Their preferred size would thus be 17 000, which is a minimum. The difference between figures as well as the fact that for one the population cannot increase and for the other it must not decrease is a basic controversy, although today there is a relative consensus about the grey seal issue. As the hunting quota has been gradually increased from 30 to 490 in seven years and if the same development continues the environmentalists may start to protest against the practices policy.  

The grey seal case and LTER

The case study is not located in any of the potential LTER regions. The grey seal controversy in, however, relevant also in the Bothnian Bay and in the SW archipelago in Finland. Both areas are in the LTER plans.
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4. Case study Flanders

	Implementation of the Ecological Network of Flanders (B)

	1- Policy aimed at: habitats and species. 

Sites and habitats of importance for (particular) species are the subject. Habitats are of European as well as of regional importance. Designating and combining them, as to reach a coherent and functional network, is the objective. 



	2- Responsible policy: three levels 

· Europe (through Habitat and Bird Directives)

· Flemish Community (legislation + responsible for implementation of part of the network e.g. core areas). Special Protection Sites (EU) are included in the network, together with sites of regional importance. 

· Provinces (responsible for implementation of part of the network e.g. corridors)

	3- Formal policy: 

EU Directives

· Definition of target habitats and species.

· Assessment of designated areas.

Flemish Decree on Nature Conservation (1997) with articles concerning:

· Adoption and translation of European regulation and categories in appropriate articles.

· Definition of the Flemish Ecological Network with core areas and nature development areas (VEN).

· Definition of the Integrated Multifunctional and Supporting Network with nature integration areas (a kind of stewardship areas) and nature corridors (IVON).

· Targets set (= total area to be realized: VEN:125.000 ha (= 9,3% of Flanders); nature integration areas (IVON pro parte): 150.000 ha).

· Timing and procedure for designation and implementation.

· Regulation regarding land use, management, use of natural resources in VEN 

· Procedures for the realization of individual projects of the VEN (restructuring of the land in favour of nature).

Flemish Decree on Physical Planning:

· Incorporation of nature conservation targets (VEN, IVON) into physical planning objectives.

· Targets set for nature integration areas (150.000 ha).

· Assignment of responsibilities to the Provinces in order to realize corridors.

· Timing and procedure for designation and implementation.

Reference made to VEN in other legislation:

· ‘Fertilizing and Manuring Act’ with regulations regarding maximum nitrogen and phosphor input in VEN areas.

In the current stage of the implementation (planning and designation), the policy is formal. 

In the stage of realization of individual projects, informal cooperation with private stakeholders has to be established. This is partly done for the nature restructuring projects where landowners, farmers, hunters etc. are involved and persuaded into a ‘nature-friendly’ management. For the realization of the corridors cooperation on a voluntary base is the rule. 

	4- There are policy constraints as made clear by:

· Very long negotiations between sectors and their legal bodies on the level of the competent administration (negotiations between nature conservation, agriculture and forestry): 

      a ‘fight for ha’ = the allocation and location issue. 

      a debate regarding regulation of (land) use in designated areas = issue of the regime of                                                                 exclusive or joint use.

· Different views between the political parties that make the government’s coalition regarding the extent of regulations and designated areas. 

· Opposing advises given by official councils or by representatives in the coordinating Council for Environmental and Nature Policy of Flanders. 

· Weak coordination between the department of nature conservation and the department of physical planning. Procedures and timing of both do not match. 

· Bad tuning of the timing of the designation on regional and on provincial level, although they depend on one another. 

· Societal conflicts regarding location; big public manifestations supported by political parties and individual members of the coalition. 

	5- Level of constraint:

Constraints arise at the regional as well as at the local level. 

(Note that, because of the reform of the state, the regions in Belgium gain full competence and responsibility (including jurisdiction and financing) for environment and conservation issues. Hence, the regional level is equal to the national level of other states)

Regional and local constraints met the moment regionally organized interest and pressure groups and politicians supported local opposition or used local unease about the implementation and regulation to strengthen their position in the debate on the regional level. 

	6- Stakeholders involved:

· Officials from the different regional government departments (especially nature conservation, agriculture, forestry, physical planning).

· Advisory councils.

· Politicians.

· NGO’s for nature conservation.

· Pressure groups of farmers, hunters, anglers, land owners, etc.

· Scientists, conservation ecology experts. 

Except for the officials and the councils, the other stakeholders being organisations, institutes or groups, act at different levels. Thus politicians can be at the regional level, the provincial and the local (municipality) level; NGO’s have collaborators who work at the regional level (as representative in the official policy negotiations and advisory activities), as well as members who act at the very local level to promote or defend particular sites, trying to bring the case on the political agenda. The same holds for the other pressure or interest groups. Finally conservation ecology experts deliver information to the officials at the regional level (e.g. the Institute of Nature Conservation maintains the databases on habitats and species and prepares the preliminary maps of habitats for the designation process), while at the same time, experts (not seldom the same) collaborate with NGO’s at the local level in favour of particular habitats. Unnecessary to say that all individuals (politicians, officials, representatives, experts) can act as private persons and contribute to the debate in this way (signing petitions, writing letters, being member of a pressure group, etc.). 

	7- Type of constraints: 

Social constrains: 

· The lack of a clear and effective communication strategy turned out to be one of the major causes leading towards the huge difficulties in implementing the ecological network. Especially the communication strategy between regional government and officials and local stakeholders / general public was ineffective. 

· As a consequence, also the participation strategy partly failed.

· Different perceptions of the impact on private ownership and resource use of the measures taken to implement the ecological network. As such, again the result of bad communication. 

· Different perceptions and attitudes regarding nature by conservationists, farmers, hunters, anglers, foresters. 

Political constraints: 

· Weak integration with other policy domains and bad tuning of procedures and timing. 

· Lack of political agreement between political parties in the (former) coalition. 

Economic constraints:

· Indistinctness about compensations and about consequences for agricultural production and income. 

· Uncertainty about acquisition and management costs.

· Uncertainty about future funds for acquisition. 

Resource constraints: 

· Incomplete knowledge about the nature targets, the management necessary to reach these goals and the consequences for alternative or joint land use. 

· Incomplete knowledge of the extent and type of fragmentation problems, the species and ecosystems under threat, the measures to be taken. 

	8- References:

There are only a few policy assessment reports available. Descriptions of (parts of) the implementation of the ecological network and the problems that arose, can be found in:

· Bogaert, D. 2004. Natuurbeleid in Vlaanderen. Natuurontwikkeling en draagvlak als vernieuwingen?, Nijmegen/Brussel: Instituut voor Natuurbehoud.

· De Blust,G., D. Paelinckx & E. Kuijken. 1995. 'The Green Main Structure for Flanders', development and implementation of an ecological network. Landschap 12: 89-98.

· De Blust, G. & Kuijken, E., 1996. The green main structure for Flanders. In: Nowicki, P., Bennett, G., Middleton, D., Rientjes, S. & Wolters, R. (Ed.). Perspectives on Ecological Networks. pp: 61-69. European Centre for Nature Conservation, Tilburg.

· De Roo, K. Beleidsevaluatie. In: Kuijken, E., Boeye, D., De Bruyn, L., De Roo, K., Dumortier, M., Peymen, J., Van Straaten, D., Weyembergh, G. 2001. Natuurrapport 2001. Toestand van de natuur in Vlaanderen: cijfers voor het beleid. Mededeling van het Instituut voor Natuurbehoud nr. 18, Brussel, p. 265-323. 
· Leroy, T., I. Loots & P. Leroy. 2004. Eindrapport van de Deelopdracht 'Methodiek voor de evaluatie van beleid inzake maatschappelijk draagvlak voor natuurbehoud in Vlaanderen'. Universiteit Antwerpen, Antwerpen. 
· Vanholen, B., L. Lommaert, L. De Beck, N. Boone, G. Ameeuw, V. Goethals & K. Decleer. 2003. Het Vlaams Ecologisch Netwerk en het Integraal Verwevings- en Ondersteunend Netwerk. In: Dumortier, M., L. De Bruyn, J. Peymen, A. Schneiders, T. Van Daele, G. Weyembergh, D. van Straaten & E. Kuijken. 2003. Natuurrapport 2003. Toestand van de natuur in Vlaanderen: cijfers voor het beleid. Mededeling van het Instituut voor Natuurbehoud nr. 21, Brussel, p. 230-237.



5. Case study Netherlands

Wild Hamster protection (after Van der Zouwen and Van Tatenhove, 2002)

The immediate reason for the attention of the by now nationally known Korenwolf (as it is locally called, wild hamster, Cricetus cricetus) was the intention of the municipality of Heerlen (Limburg, in the south of the Netherlands) to develop a new cross-border industrial site. Until 1997, the procedure had been mainly along the lines of regular spatial planning. In this procedure, a compulsory environmental impact assessment had been carried out. It appeared that in the site where the development was planned, was a habitat for wild hamsters, that should have to be transferred to a new location. The municipality of Heerlen therefore applied for an exemption under the Nature conservation Act, which was granted by the Ministry of Agriculture, Nature and Food Quality with obligations imposing mitigating and compensating measures. 

At that moment, several nature conservation organisations lodged an objection against this exemption, which was declared unfounded. Subsequently, they appealed to the Council of State (the supreme court in administrative proceedings in the Netherlands). The Council of State declared in in1998 that the objections were partially legitimate. The many lawsuits connected to this case brought the Korenwolf national publicity through local and national press. In the development of the case from local and regional initiatives up to the national and international level, two periods can be distinguished, separated by the State Council decision of 1998.

In the first period, actions were initiated and led by NGO’s. In various procedures associated with development plans in the 90’s, they had pointed out that the State had international obligations to protect the wild hamster and other species. In particular, the hamster is mentioned in Annex 2 of the Bern Convention. They formed a coalition with regional authorities (among which the regional branch of the Ministry of Agriculture, Nature and Food Quality), resulting in a field survey and a ‘Species conservation plan’. The latter, however, had no formal status in national nature policy and a stringent legal framework for protection was still lacking. Protections and conservation was mainly a matter of voluntary measures, for example ‘hamster friendly’ management of crop fields. 

As these voluntary measures had little effect, the organisations addressed themselves directly to national government and representatives. Critical questions were asked both in the national parliament and in European Parliament. The latter was the reason for the European Commission to ask the Dutch government for information about the case (1997; 1999). In the meanwhile, the case of the hamster was frequently discussed during the spatial planning procedures in the region, especially in connection with the Heerlen industrial site development. The municipality proposed compensation for the loss of the hamster’s habitat on the German side of the border, which however would violate Dutch rules. From the national viewpoint, at that time the case was mainly seen as a regional question, not affecting the national responsibility for the implementation of international conventions of directives. 

In the second period, two lines can be distinguished. On the one hand, several organisations at the local and regional scale remained active for the protection of the hamster remain, both individually and in coalitions. They keep sending alarming reports and notifications about insufficient implementations to authorities. The European Commission received additional complaints about insufficient protection and finally declared the Dutch government liable, first for endangering the species’ population in the future industrial site area and later for insufficient protection in general. In particular the voluntary character of the measures was a serious point for the Commission. 

On the other hand complaints were heard about disproportional measures frustrating regional development and bringing about high costs for parties involved.

The conclusion must be, that the initiatives form local and regional NGO’s became seriously effective at the time legal procedures started. At that time, the case was elevated to the national level through the intervention of the European Community. The trigger was the exemption decision by the national government (executive power), which was overruled by the State Council (judiciary power).

Zouwen, M. van der, J.P.M. van Tatenhove (2002), Implementatie van Europees natuurbeleid in Nederland, Planbureaustudies nr. 1, Wageningen: Natuurplanbureau vestiging Wageningen.
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Table 9. Constraint categories mentioned in the CBD


1. Political/societal obstacles 


a. Lack of political will and support to implement the Convention on Biological Diversity 


b. Limited public participation and stakeholder involvement 


c. Lack of mainstreaming and integration of biodiversity issues into other sectors, including use of tools such as environmental impact assessments 


d. Political instability 


e. Lack of precautionary and proactive measures, causing reactive policies. 


2. Institutional, technical and capacity-related obstacles 


a. Inadequate capacity to act, caused by institutional weaknesses 


b. Lack of human resources 


c. Lack of transfer of technology and expertise 


d. Loss of traditional knowledge 


e. Lack of adequate scientific research capacities to support all the objectives. 


3. Lack of accessible knowledge/information 


a. Loss of biodiversity and the corresponding goods and services it provides not properly understood and documented 


b. Existing scientific and traditional knowledge not fully utilized. 


c. Dissemination of information at international and national level not efficient 


d. Lack of public education and awareness at all levels. 


4. Economic policy and financial resources 


a. Lack of financial and human resources 


b. Fragmentation of GEF financing 


c. Lack of economic incentive measures 


d. Lack of benefit-sharing. 


5. Collaboration/cooperation 


a. Lack of synergies at the national and international levels 


b. Lack of horizontal cooperation among stakeholders 


c. Lack of effective partnerships 


d. Lack of engagement of scientific community. 


6. Legal/juridical impediments 


a. Lack of appropriate policies and laws 


7. Socio-economic factors 


a. Poverty 


b. Population pressure 


c. Unsustainable consumption and production patterns 


d. Lack of capacities for local communities. 


8. Natural phenomena and environmental change 


a. Climate change 


b. Natural disasters. 



