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I.

Background/Rationale

The key EU instrument of nature protection across the EU MS is the Natura 2000 network – the
world´s biggest network of areas protected and conserved for particular habitat types and species. It
is composed of sites dedicated to conservation of birds (SPA) and selected fauna, flora and habitat
types (SCIs) established pursuant to the EU Nature Directives – Bird Directive (147/2009/EU) and
Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC).
Natura 2000 is now reality in EU 28 and its extension is envisaged in all potential EU members.
Despite the vast amount of practical experience with Natura 2000 establishment in particular EU MS,
information flowing to ECRAN beneficiary countries since the end of 1990s has been scattered and
often inconsistent, which has resulted in a lot of myths and incorrect impressions. In addition, there
has been a lot of confusion with establishment of apparently similar networks like Emerald, IPA, PBA,
but also outcomes of activities implemented on the basis of international conventions and treaties
principally serving different purposes than just protection of biodiversity. No wonder that there has
been no clear picture on what Natura 2000 really is, what are the logical steps of its building up,
what capacities and resources it requires, and so on. Also, unrealistic expectations as to the
minimum length of the preparatory process have been observed in some ECRAN countries, many of
which belong to European biodiversity hot-spots – the fact putting additional burden on those
dealing with Natura 2000 preparation (as more biodiversity means the need for more data, more
capacities and more resources).

Page

1

Therefore, ECRAN countries need to be provided with a clear idea on data, expertise, time and
funding requirements for achieving what is expected under “Natura 2000 network”. At the same
time they need to be fully and truthfully informed about the consequences of establishment of
Natura 2000 network. Therefore, this training should address all these issues in a way pointing out
specificities of the ECRAN region.
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II.

Objectives of the training

General objective
General objective was to assist ECRAN beneficiary countries in meeting their requirements for full
implementation of the site protection pillars of EU “Nature” Directives (Bird Directive (2009/147(EU)
and Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC)).
Specific objectives
To provide staff of public administration and technical bodies of ECRAN beneficiary countries
responsible for preparation of (future) Natura 2000 network with exhaustive information about the
particular steps of its building, their logical order, data, expertise, time and funding requirements, to
make them familiar with the requirements of the European Commission, and to provide them with
practical examples from current EU MS. All this information should serve as a background for
preparing roadmaps for each particular countries as well as for formulating their requirements for
funding, personnel and time needed for accomplishing their tasks.
Results
The expected results were:
Improved understanding of the Natura 2000 network, its complexity, steps preceding its
preparation and particular steps of its creation;



Familiarity with the requirements of European Commission – DG Environment and its expert
body ETC/BD as well as with settled practice of Ornis and Habitats Committees;



Familiarity with type and quality of data needed;



Familiarity with interrelationship between Natura 2000, Emerald network and some other
activities developed by international treaties and NGOs;



Getting practical and realistic information on capacity, time and resources needed for
Natura 2000 preparation;



Opportunity to confront own ideas with the experience of practitioners from EU MS and
EEA.
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III.

EU policy and legislation covered by the training

EU “Nature” Directives:


Directive 2009/147/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 30 November
2009 on the conservation of wild birds (Birds Directive)

This Directive (a codified version of Directive 79/409/EEC as amended) is the EU’s oldest piece of
nature legislation and one of the most important, creating a comprehensive scheme of protection
for all wild bird species naturally occurring in the Union. The Directive provides a framework for the
conservation and management of, and human interactions with, wild birds in Europe. It sets broad
objectives for a wide range of activities, although the precise legal mechanisms for their
achievement are at the discretion of each Member State. The Birds Directive bans activities that
directly threaten birds, such as the deliberate killing or capture of birds, the destruction of their
nests and taking of their eggs, and associated activities such as trading in live or dead birds, with a
few exceptions listed in one of its annexes. In addition to these provisions, Birds Directive asks
Member States to establish and actively manage Special Protection Areas for selected bird species
and bird assemblages; these SPAs become part of the Natura 2000 network.


Council Directive 92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992 on the conservation of natural habitats and of
wild fauna and flora (Habitats Directive)

The Habitats Directive protects around 1200 European species other than birds which are
considered to be endangered, vulnerable, rare and/or endemic. Included in the Directive are
selected mammals, reptiles, fish, crustaceans, insects, molluscs, and plants. The protection
provisions for these species are similar to those in the Birds Directive. They are designed to ensure
that the species listed in the Habitats Directive maintain or reach a favourable conservation status
(FCS) within the EU.
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In addition to the species protection, Habitats Directive includes also another “pillar” dealing with
site protection. It demands EU MS to establish the Natura 2000 network of sites dedicated to
conservation of selected species listed in Annex II and so-called “natural habitat types”, more than
200 important habitat types listed in Annex I. This network encompasses also the sites classified
according to the Birds Directive. Member States are obliged to establish, manage and protect Natura
2000 sites at their territories.
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IV.

Highlights from the training workshop

1. Introduction
One of the main objectives of the Podgorica workshop was to provide not only its participants (who
were, logically, limited in number) but all personnel dealing with or interested in Natura 2000
preparation (not only in ECRAN countries) with description of all legal, technical as well as settled
requirements related to establishment of Natura 2000 network as they are required by European
Commission. Therefore, this report has been arranged in a different manner than the “regular”
reports from other events. Namely, the core of this report is not the mere summary of particular
presentations: those who are interested in particular national approaches are recommended to
consult individual presentations. Rather, it is the following part describing – in abbreviated form but
exhaustively – the whole process of Natura 2000 establishment. Attention is paid to presentation of
particular steps in right order, emphasizing the data and capacity needed. This part of the report is
based on detailed familiarity with the requirements of both Birds and Habitats Directive as
interpreted by numerous rulings of the Court of Justice of the EU (CJEU) as well as the way how the
European Commission approaches this issue in practice (based on experience from the last three EU
enlargements in 2004, 2007 and 2013). Those countries which have their Natura 2000 under
preparation or which intend to start with it and wish to plan their work efficiently can stick to the
order and description of particular steps if they want to be successful.

2. Natura 2000 network1 from its start to full operation

A. Common provisions
Natura 2000 is a network composed of two different types of sites. For bird protection and
conservation, there are “Special Protection Areas” established pursuant to Art. 4(1) and 4(2) of the
Birds Directive (2009/147/EU). The Candidate Countries (hereinafter: CC) are obliged to classify them
on their own before accession and to notify European Commission on meeting of that obligation.
The second type of sites prepared, selected and designated according to the Habitats Directive
(92/43/EEC) is subject to substantially more complex process. The latter sites may bear three
different names which, in fact, only reflect different stages of their establishment. Thus, CC are
obliged to prepare a national list of proposed sites of Community importance – usually indicated as
“pSCI” – and to submit this list to the European Commission (EC) prior to their accession. In the
subsequent period, the EC (in collaboration with its expert body called European Topic Center for
Biodiversity – ETC/BD) undertakes a test of sufficiency of this national list and usually invites CC to
amend it. This test of sufficiency takes place at so-called biogeographical seminars which may be
amended by bilateral consultations with the EC. Once the national list has been found complete by
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Although „Natura 2000“ is defined by the Habitats Directive Art. 3 as to be completed only after all its sites
have been designated as “special areas of conservation” which may happen, legally speaking, 6 years after the
accession, for the simplicity this term is used here as a name of the network from its beginning up to the point
of above-mentioned designation, i.e., far before accession.
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the EC, it is formally approved by all EU Member States (EU MS) and subsequently published in the
Official Journal of European Communities. By the day of publication, all pSCIs listed in there become
sites of Community importance (SCI). From that day on, new Member States (MS) are obliged to
designate those SCIs within six years at the latest as special areas of conservation (SAC). The
transition between pSCI, SCI and SAC is not just a formal change of name: it has its legal and factual
consequences as with the change of name new obligations apply to the sites. This will be in detail
described in the following sections.

A scheme of the process of Natura 2000 establishment

Many obligations apply to SPA, SCI as well as SAC in identical manner. However, some differences
still persist between SPA and the sites pursuant to the Habitats Directive. Due to the different nature
of sites dedicated to birds compared to sites pursuant to the Habitats Directive, there are also many
differences between the way of establishment of these two groups of sites. Therefore, when
preparing Natura 2000, its part dedicated to birds can be approached independently of (and in
parallel with) the other part dealing with sites for habitats and non-bird species. Even the
requirements of the future management of these two groups of sites can be – and often really are –
different; planning of relevant and appropriate tools of future site conservation must be
accommodated to these differences.
Note that if SPA and SCI overlap – fully or partially – obligations of both Directives apply at the same
time to those overlapping sites. This has to be reflected both in national legislation transposing the
directives as well as in daily management of Natura 2000 sites.

B. Natura 2000 target features
The term “target features” is never used in any directive. However, we consider it useful to
introduce this term for the sake of unambiguity.
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The Birds Directive requires to establish (the directive uses the verb “classify” which has no other
meaning than “establish” or ”designate”) SPAs for i) bird species listed in its Annex I and for ii)
regularly occurring migratory species in the given country. For each such a species, one or more SPAs
should be classified following the rules described further. All bird species for which particular SPA is
designated represent its target features. Therefore, not all the species of birds which can be found
within a SPA are its target features. This is an important distinction – the other species not listed as
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B.1 SPAs

“site target features” are protected by virtue of strict species protection required by the Birds
Directive for all native bird species.
Remember that for “regularly occurring migratory species” there is no list in the Directive. It is logical
that such species may differ even between neighbouring countries. CCs are obliged to examine their
ornithofauna and based on scientific data to compile so-called reference list of migratory species
(see further).
B.2 pSCIs, SCIs, SACs
The Habitats Directive includes Annex I listing so-called “natural habitat types” and Annex II with
species of animals and plants. If any of these habitat types and species regularly occurs in a given CC
the latter is obliged to propose at least one pSCI for them (for details of rules see further sections).
All habitat types and species listed for individual pSCI (and further on, SCI and SAC) represent target
features of that site.
B.3 Target features versus conservation objectives
Target features are not identical with “conservation objectives”. Simply speaking, “conservation
objective” is a target set by each country (its competent authority) referring to each target features
in each site. Neither the Birds nor Habitats Directives demand to set conservation objectives. By
careful examination of the rulings of the CJEU one can find that the minimum conservation objective
for sites pursuant to the Habitats Directive is the requirement of Art. 6(2) which forbids to prevent
deterioration of the natural habitats and/or habitats of species – target features of that site. In other
words, countries must ensure that the state of individual target features is maintained at least at the
same level like at the day of accession. However, new MS are encouraged – if they consider is useful,
beneficial for their habitat types and species and feasible – to set more ambitious conservation
objectives (i.e., improvement of the state or populations, increase in area of habitat types, etc.).
Nevertheless, this is voluntary and MS cannot be forced to “improve” the state of target features.
On the other hand, it should be noted that provision of Art. 6(2) applies not only to human
interventions but also to natural processes. Therefore, MS must ensure that their Natura 2000 sites
(=their target features) are not deteriorated e.g. by natural succession or other natural processes – it
is their responsibility to prevent such processes and if they occur, to immediately take measures to
remedy their consequences. Neglect of this obligation may lead to bringing the MS before CJEU by
the EC.
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Each CC has its right to propose amendments to the Annexes of both Birds and Habitats Directives if
they consider some habitat types and/or species so valuable that they should enjoy protection by
Natura 2000 network. However, such amendments are subordinated to strict policy rules and are
limited only to habitat types and/or species not occurring in current EU MS yet. The reason is
obvious: once a habitat type or species has been amended to the list, all countries at the territory of
which it occurs must include them into their legislation and amend their Natura 2000 network.
Therefore, amendments to the lists are rather exceptional and subject to several other limitations.
European Commission generally prefers other solutions, e.g. amending the description of particular

6

B.4 Amendments to EU lists of target features

habitat types in the interpretation manual of habitat types of the EU 28. Each intention to amend
any of the Annexes is recommended to consult with the EC well in advance.

C. Difference between national protected areas and Natura 2000
In each country, there had been a system of national protected areas before Natura 2000 had
arrived. Protected areas are characterised by two major factors: they often do not have particular
target features (they protect e.g. ecosystems, wetlands, important features etc.) and protected is the
whole area (i.e., restrictions relate to the site as a whole).
Natura 2000, according to its definition, is a network of conservation areas. This is an important
distinction. Each Natura 2000 site has its particular target features, and all obligations refer to those
target features. The objective of Natura 2000 is to ensure that the sites are not only protected but
rather conserved with an aim to enable target features to be maintained at the same level
(=minimum conservation objective) or improved one in long-term. Therefore, at least in theory, the
approach to Natura 2000 is different compared to national protected areas: everything is allowed in
the site unless it does not endanger its target features. This is the reason why it is possible – under
specific conditions – to even harmonize the conservation with some development within the Natura
2000 sites. On the other hand, each restriction of development must be well justified as to what
harm it may cause to which target features by means of the Art. 6(3) procedure called Appropriate
Assessment.
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A lot of confusion has been caused by the definition of Natura 2000 as reads in the Habitats
Directive. Namely, its Art. 3(1) says: “A coherent European ecological network of special areas of
conservation shall be set up under the title Natura 2000.” In the same article one reads: “The Natura
2000 network shall include the special protection areas classified by the Member States pursuant to
Directive 79/409/EEC.” In paragraph (3) of the same Article the Directive states that “Where they
consider it necessary, Member States shall endeavour to improve the ecological coherence of Natura
2000 by maintaining, and where appropriate developing, features of the landscape which are of
major importance for wild fauna and flora, as referred to in Article 10“, and the corresponding
Article 10 reads „Member States shall endeavour, where they consider it necessary, in their land-use
planning and development policies and, in particular, with a view to improving the ecological
coherence of the Natura 2000 network, to encourage the management of features of the landscape
which are of major importance for wild fauna and flora. Such features are those which, by virtue of
their linear and continuous structure (such as rivers with their banks or the traditional systems for
marking field boundaries) or their function as stepping stones (such as ponds or small woods), are
essential for the migration, dispersal and genetic exchange of wild species.“ The careful reader must
raise e.g. following questions: How can Natura 2000 be an ecological network if it includes two
absolutely different kinds of sites? If Natura 2000 is a network why its ecological coherence should
be improved (Art. 3(3)), especially by identification and protection of landscape features outside this
network (Art. 10)?
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D. Natura 2000 – ecological network, or a set of sites?

The major confusion is caused by the proper definition in Art. 3(1). Despite the definition, Natura
2000 as such cannot be a true ecological network (as defined by the theory from 1990s) simply
because it collects sites dedicated to very different ecological targets into one pool but not into a
mutually functioning system. This is reflected in the recommendations of Art. 3(3) and 10 of the
directive: if a country wishes to make a true ecological network by adding some missing elements to
obligatory minimum as described in Art. 4 and Annex III of the Habitats Directive it is encouraged to
do so. However, if such a decision is taken it should be done in a sensible manner, especially as
regards ecological corridors – not only many habitats and species do not need any “networking” for
their maintenance but there are some species for which establishment of functional corridors may
open the pathway for invasive species of spreading of diseases which may jeopardize the original
intention.
E. Relation of Natura 2000 network to the objectives of the Habitats Directive
The Habitats Directive in its Art. 2(2) says that “Measures taken pursuant to this Directive shall be
designed to maintain or restore, at favourable conservation status, natural habitats and species of
wild fauna and flora of Community interest.” What is “conservation status” and “favourable
conservation status” is defined in Art. 1 letters e) and i); these terms refer to habitat types and
species in their whole range, not in particular sites - either Natura 2000 or national protected areas
or any other kind of site protection designation. However, how is Natura 2000 linked to the objective
of favourable conservation status?
The answer lies in the second sentence of Art. 3(1) which reads: “This network, composed of sites
hosting the natural habitat types listed in Annex I and habitats of the species listed in Annex II, shall
enable the natural habitat types and the species' habitats concerned to be maintained or, where
appropriate, restored at a favourable conservation status in their natural range.”
Note the last four words of the previous quotation: the term “favourable conservation status” does
not refer to a site but to the whole natural range of any habitat type and any species – target
features of Natura 2000 sites. According to this definition, Natura 2000 network should be organized
in such a way that as a whole it would enable to maintain or reach favourable conservation status at
the whole territory of a given country. However, it does not imply any direct relation to individual
sites: at the site level, individual conservation objectives may be set or, if not, the minimum
conservation objective of Art. 6(2) applies (see above). Even if the given habitat type or species is in
unfavourable conservation status within its range, there is no obligation, at the site level, to
“improve” its status: usually there is no direct relationship between the status on site and in the
whole range. What is absolutely clear is that the term “favourable conservation status” cannot be
used at the site level as it makes no sense from ecological point of view.
The issue of “favourable conservation status” does not apply to birds as the Birds Directive does not
recognize such a term at all.
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The selection of NATURA 2000 sites is based exclusively on scientific criteria, such as the size and
density of populations of target species and the ecological quality and area of target habitat types
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F. Criteria for Natura 2000 site selection

present in the site (see Art. 4(1) of the Habitats Directive). Therefore, for the proper site selection
provision of Art. 2(3)2 must not apply: site selection is not a “measure” referred to in the latter
Article; when proposing the sites, neither economic, social nor cultural regards should be taken into
account.
This has been confirmed by several CJEU rulings, similarly applicable also for SPAs according to the
Birds Directive (e.g., C - 371/98, United Kingdom – “First Corporate Shipping”; C - 67/99, Commission
v Ireland).
G. Standard Data Forms
Data on all Natura 2000 sites must be communicated to the EC in a binding format prescribed by the
EC implementing decision 2011/484/EU “concerning a site information format for Natura 2000
sites”. This decision repealed the previous format from 1997. Information about all Natura 2000
sites – for each SPA as well as pSCI – must be provided in a form of SDF. However, submission of
SDFs is just an end of a lengthy and demanding process of Natura 2000 preparation which should
start by detailed studying of the SDF itself. Namely, SDF does not only say “what”, i.e., what data are
required, but also “how”, i.e., what parameters of individual data have to be gathered for each
target feature within each site. If data are collected lacking some of parameters or in a format not
enabling to use them for filling in SDF, a country may have serious problems at the end of
preparatory process.

H. Specific task: sites pursuant to the Birds Directive
H.1 Bird reference list
It was already mentioned that SPA are classified for bird species from Annex I of the Birds Directive
and for regularly occurring migratory birds. For the latter no lists exist; it is necessary to undertake
the all-country inventory of migrating birds selected on scientific basis and conservation importance
(significant population, concentration, habitat specificity, conservation status).
For Annex I bird species (currently 192 listed), the same has to be done.
Only species with regular occurrence (i.e., not random vagrants or extremely rare species) should be
included.
Data on the occurrence of species must be recent (Natura 2000 reflects the current state, not the
historical one), both quantitative and qualitative, and come from reliable sources.

„Measures taken pursuant to this Directive shall take account of economic, social and cultural requirements
and regional and local characteristics.”
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In the reference list, only known species should be included. Those known to occur at the territory of
a country but for which sufficient data do not exist should be subject to further research.

H.2 Important Bird Areas (IBA) list as a „precursor” for SPA proposal
SPA network is based on the IBA network – a voluntary programme of so-called Important Bird Areas
(http://www.birdlife.org/worldwide/programmes/important-bird-and-biodiversity-areas-ibas ) of
the supranational NGO BirdLife International. This is the result of judgment of the CJEU in case
C-3/96. The reason is that the Birds Directive does not contain any standard criteria for SPA proposal
while the IBAs exist in most countries and are based on certain (standard) ornithological criteria
which is a prerequisite for establishment of scientifically founded network of sites for their
protection and conservation.
Nevertheless, in ornithologically less examined countries the IBA list is not necessarily complete;
therefore, IBAs are a basis but SPA proposal is not just a 1 : 1 copy of IBAs.
In any case, the number and area of SPAs should not be substantially lower than that of IBAs unless
there is recent scientific evidence saying the opposite.
H.3 SPA identification criteria
For the SPA proposal, national ornithological criteria must be developed. It is recommended to
adopt IBA criteria but with adaptations which should be prior discussed with BirdLife and the EC.
As was mentioned before, in some countries the IBA list is not complete from the point of view of
need for efficient bird conservation. Thus, IBA proposal may need to be updated, sites more
precisely delineated and adjusted to national reference list of bird species to be used for SPA
classification.
SPA proposal cannot be a „deskwork” only. Justification of size and shape of the sites, delineation of
their boundaries and consideration of effective conservation measures needed in the future require
a lot of field work prior to drafting the very first proposal.
The most frequently used criteria for SPA classification are the following:
•

globally threatened species occurring regularly in significant numbers;

•

1% of EU population of Annex I species v regularly;

•

one of 5 best sites of the country for an Annex I;

•

1% of flyway population of migratory non-Annex I species;

•

20,000 waterfowl regularly occurring.

site should meet ecological demands of target species - think about ecological integrity of
site when proposing a delineation;

•

site should not include unnecessary areas for birds (administrative problems later if sites
are too large without target species in certain parts);

•

practical possibility of site protection (SPAs must not be “papersites”, often “bigger” does
not mean “better”);

•

follow administrative boundaries wherever possible, adjust to the land register plots;
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General rules for SPA delineation are e.g. the following:

•

international harmonization with neighbouring countries;

•

clearly identifiable boundaries (e.g. watercourses, vegetation boundary, roads, railways,
property boundaries);

•

artificial habitats are in general problematic, but in some cases necessary.

H.4 Management of SPA
In order SPA served their purpose, their classification is just the first step. These sites have to be
managed in the long term in a way enabling their target species to maintain their populations or
even get better. To meet this objective, it is usually necessary to choose different tools than in
classical protected areas. Namely, even though some restrictions of human activities are sometimes
unavoidable (e.g. disturbance during the breeding period), emphasis should be put on conservation
measures rather than “protection”. For many bird species the only “measure” needed is to maintain
the traditional landuse without any additional interventions. However, just maintenance of
traditional landuse may be a big problem due to abandonment of such way of agricultural
management. Therefore, competent authorities should think about sustainability of SPAs and seek
for solutions (and appropriate resources) enabling them manage SPAs despite negative trends in the
countryside.

I. Specific task: sites pursuant to the Habitats Directive
I.1. Reference lists and habitat interpretation manuals; priority and non-priority features
Similarly like the Birds Directive, also the Habitats Directive contains lists of so-called natural habitat
types3 (Annex I) and species of Community interest (Annex II). These lists are common for the whole
EU. Therefore, the very first step is to select those habitat types and species regularly occurring at
the territory of given CC.
For species, the procedure is the same like for birds: recent, scientifically verified data on the
occurrence, its regularity and population(s) of every species are needed. However, it should not be
forgotten that some of the species (e.g. some dragonflies) have a multiannual pattern of
presence/absence (i.e., they are only present in certain years while still regularly occurring).

The term “natural habitat type” must not be taken literally. Namely, major part of habitat types of
Community interest is of anthropogenic origin and their value lies in their rare biodiversity. Therefore, for the
purpose of Natura 2000 it is unimportant if the given habitat type is “natural”, “seminatural” or of purely
artificial origin – they all have the same value and the same rules apply to all of them.
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For habitat types it is necessary to prove the presence of Annex I habitat types. Habitat types are
defined as phytosociological units based on diagnostic and dominant plant species. Their description
for EU 28 can be found in the Interpretation Manual which is freely downloadable at
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/legislation/habitatsdirective/docs/Int_Manual_EU28.pdf.
In many countries there are difficulties due to the fact that they use different habitat classification
systems than EUNIS which is obligatory for Natura 2000. If this is the case, it is necessary to develop

national habitat interpretation manual with a converter between the national and EUNIS
classifications. In some countries, no habitat classification exists at all. It is recommended to directly
develop habitat classification manual using EUNIS classification only. If there is a need, due to
specific ecological conditions in some parts of the country, to use finer habitat classification it should
always start with EUNIS habitat types which may be divided into more sub-types.
The following habitats/species should not be in the references lists: habitats with a very marginal
(non-significant) occurrence and irregular or vagrant species.
Contrary to the Birds Directive, the Habitats Directive differentiates between so-called “priority” and
“non-priority” habitat types and species. The former are those which, according to their definition in
Art. 1, are “in danger of disappearance …and for the conservation of which the Community has
particular responsibility in view of the proportion of their natural range“ (habitat types, letter d)) and
„for the conservation of which the Community has particular responsibility in view of the proportion
of their natural range“ (species, letter h)). Priority habitat types and species are marked with asterisk
(*) in annexes I and II. For priority target features stricter rules apply when preparing pSCIs (see
further) as well as special regime for application of provisions of Art. 6(4).
I.2 Biogeographical regions
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Contrary to the Birds Directive, Habitats Directive operates with biogeographical regions in order to
take into account biological and ecological diversity in the EU. There are 11 biogeographical regions
in Europe, 9 of them in EU 28. The map of biogeographical regions was produced at a small scale
(1:1 000 000 to 1:10 000 000) on the basis of maps of potential vegetation in Europe. The map is
indicative; it may have to be adjusted to larger scales and Member States can make small
adjustments for the working scale. However, each change must be agreed with both the EC and the
Secretariat of the Bern Convention of the Council of Europe who is a repository of the map of
biogeographical regions of Europe (based on an agreement with the EC).
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In each CC with more than one biogeographical region the boundaries between particular regions
are recommended to be adjusted to the administrative division of the country. In such countries,
proposal of pSCI must follow the biogeographical division: there are as many national lists of pSCIs as
biogeographical regions. Due to uneven distribution within particular biogeographical regions,
different rules may apply for representation of the same habitat type or species in each of the
regions it inhabits.
I.3 Site assessment criteria for natural habitat types
Sites should be proposed separately for habitat types and for species. Ideally, site proposals for
habitats, for animals and for plants should be prepared as three shapefiles using a GIS tool and
finally overlapped – in such a way, the first proposal of pSCI should originate.

Sites proposed for habitat types should follow criteria listed in Annex III Stage IA of the Habitats
Directive. The most important of them are:
•

Habitat in the site should be representative of that habitat type (link to descriptions in the
Habitats Manual);

•

Area included in the site should be large enough for long-term maintenance of the habitat;

•

Degree of conservation of structure and functions and possibilities of restoration;

•

Proportionality: more rare habitat types - larger coverage by the network;

•

Priority habitats need in general larger coverage by the network;

•

Sites for a given habitat type should reflect the ecological variation within the
biogeographical region.

For coherent proposal of pSCIs, up to date information about current area of habitat type
occurrence and its quality is necessary (also outside the future pSCIs).

•

area of habitat type at country level;

•

geographical distribution at country level;

•

quality and distribution at site level.
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To get such data, field data gathering is always necessary. Desktop studies of literature sources can
never replace the field examination; therefore, published data can serve just as a guideline for
identification of areas where field research is necessary.
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Basic information needed to recognize a habitat type quality and to fill in Standard Data Form is:
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I.4 Site assessment criteria for species
Sites should be proposed for species following the criteria listed in Annex III Stage I B of the Habitats
Directive. The most important of them are:
•

site should include a significant size of the population with a good density;

•

quality of the species habitat and possibilities of restoration;

•

proportionality: more rare and localised, larger coverage by the network;

•

priority species need in general larger coverage by the network;

•

sites for a given species should reflect its genetic variation within the biogeographical region;

•

more isolated populations need better coverage;

•

no need to propose sites for introduced populations outside the historical range of the
species;

•

sites must be proposed for reintroduced populations within the historical range;

•

sites must cover all essential parts of the annual cycle or life cycle of a species;

•

for bats, take into account:
o

maternity roosts;

o

hibernation/winter roosts;

o

foraging/hunting areas (water bodies, grasslands, woodlands);

•

bat sites restricted to single buildings are not useful unless they are the only known roosts
then include also foraging areas;

•

freshwater fish species (almost all migratory to some degree);
short-range migrations (a few kilometres e.g. Cottus gobio);

o

very long-range migrations (thousands of kilometres e.g. Acipenser sturio);

depending on the biology of each fish species, sites should include:
spawning and egg areas;

o

larval and juvenile areas;

o

feeding areas;

o

hibernation areas;

o

resting sites (for long-distance adult upstream or juvenile downstream migrations).
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o
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I.5 Spatial definition of sites
Large site vs. more of tiny sites:
•

think about a needs of species/habitat types: feeding area or large territory needed? Would
inclusion of some plots contribute to better protection of a site? Etc.;

•

each part of a site should have a reason to be a included: Natura 2000 protects a current
status, not a future potential (but also aims to 'restore' habitats and habitats of species
when there is a need to achieve favourable conservation status in the whole range);

•

way of delineation is also a matter of country approach (harmonization with national
designated protected areas: sometimes useful, sometimes not justified – e.g. identical limits
of SCI and SPA if their target features have different ecological demands).

I.6 Competition and antagonistic habitats and species
•

sites with multiple habitats and species: conservation measures/management to improve
status of one habitat or species may be not good for another habitat or species…

•

decision should be based on conservation priority of habitat or species (e.g. habitat or
species restricted to one site or very few sites, may have priority over common and
widespread habitats and species)

I.7 Finalisation of pSCIs and evaluation of sufficiency of national lists
Source of information: reference portal for Natura 2000 (reference documents, technical support
material, guidelines for the Standard Data Forms):
http://bd.eionet.europa.eu/activities/Natura_2000/reference_portal
European Commission with assistance of the EEA and its European Topic Centre on Biological
Diversity evaluate the sufficiency of the national proposals separately for each biogeographical
region:
•

biogeographical seminar(s) involving national authorities, experts and stakeholders

•

bilateral meetings

•

more details about the process:
http://bd.eionet.europa.eu/activities/Natura_2000/chapter4

Evaluation occurs in two stages.

It is evaluated if the set of site proposals is SUFFICIENT for each habitat type and each species taking
into account their conservation needs:
separately by biogeographical regions

This Project is funded by the
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Stage 1 – sufficiency:
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•

compare geographical distribution of proposed sites with known distribution

•

check if known variation (ecological/genetic) is covered by the pSCI series

•

compare proportion of the resource included in the pSCI series with the total known in the
given biogeographical region
o

% of area of habitat type in the pSCIs

o

% of population, No. of localities, No. populations, … in the pSCIs

Types of conclusions for each habitat type/each species:
Sufficient

No more sites required

Insufficient minor

No more sites required provided habitat/species is
noted in existing sites (already proposed for other
features)

Insufficient moderate

Current number and/or distribution of sites is
insufficient: additional sites need to be proposed or
existing sites need to be enlarged

Insufficient major

No sites proposed: sites need to be proposed

Scientific reserve

A definitive conclusion is not possible: need to
investigate/clarify scientific issues – interpretation of
habitat, controversial presence of species, etc.

Geographical insufficiency

Used to qualify an “insufficient moderate”
assessment. Indicates that the insufficiency is mainly
linked to the bad geographical coverage of proposed
sites

Correction of data

Not linked to sufficiency. Normally used together
with other conclusions to indicate data problems –
e.g. evaluation is incomplete, sites wrongly proposed

After the biogeographical seminar, Member States have a certain time to make corrections, propose
additional sites or enlarge/modify existing sites. Some actions can be very quick, e.g. correcting
errors in the Standard Data Forms, addressing 'insufficient minor' cases, etc.; other actions may take
more time, e.g. identifying and proposing additional sites. All this can (and should) be discussed and
agreed with the Commission to avoid adverse legal consequences when failing to fulfill the
requirements imposed during the seminar.
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This stage is governed by Annex III, stage 2 – assessment of the Community importance of the sites
included in the national lists. Details can be found in a document adopted by the Habitats
Committee in 1997 named “Criteria for assessing national lists of pSCIs at biogeographical level”
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Stage 2 – Community importance:

(Hab.97/2 rev.4, 18/11/1997) (http://bd.eionet.europa.eu/activities/Natura_2000/pdfs/Hab.972.pdf).
It is important to note that it is sensible to take account of this document and its criteria already at
the national level when preparing the national lists of pSCIs.
Briefly, following criteria are taken into account:
•

priority criterion: pSCI with at least one priority habitat type or species;

•

uniqueness criterion: pSCI containing the only significant example of a non-priority habitat
type or species;

•

high-quality criterion: pSCI having a high national value for at least one non-priority habitat
type or species;

•

high-diversity criterion: pSCI having a significant number of non-priority habitat types and/or
species;

•

network coherence criterion: pSCI playing a relevant role to ensure the coherence
(structural and/or functional) of the N2000 network;

•

safeguard clause criterion.

I.8 Thinking ahead: future management of SCIs
After the accession, pSCIs are approved and become SCIs; since that moment, provisions of Art. 6(2)
– 6(4) apply to them. Subsequently, SCIs have to be designated as SACs and obligations of Art. 6(1)
apply. Early identification of pressures and threats, setting conservation objectives and conservation
measures will help to implement Article 6 of the Directive.
It is recommended to undertake scientific inventories and identification of sites in parallel with
'future' considerations such as:
•

What kind of management/measures are need?

•

How to implement them and find adequate financing?

•

Who is going to manage and implement measures?

Remember that site (or a complex of sites) is a 'management unit', not just a place with interesting
nature or a drawing on paper!

J. Summary of steps/actions needed to get complete Natura 2000 proposal
J.1 Birds
1. reference list Annex I + migrants;
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2. data on occurrence and populations;
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3. IBA proposal – verification;
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4. national SPA criteria development;
5. additional field research;
6. SPA proposal;
7. verification of ↑ with BirdLife International;
8. filling in SDFs.
J.2 Species (Habitats Directive)
1. reference lists;
2. data review;
3. gap identification;
4. targeted field data gathering;
5. site selection methodology;
6. draft site proposal.
J.3 Habitat types
1. national classification;
2. national habitat manual;
3. data review, gap analysis;
4. field mapping;
5. site selection methodology;
6. draft site proposal;
7. overlap with species sites;
8. final site delineation.

3. Day-to-day workshop agenda
Day 1 - 04 November 2014
General introduction: why Natura 2000? (Carlos Romao, Petr Roth)


Description of international commitments and legal basis for Natura 2000.

Natura 2000: science versus reality? (Carlos Romao)

Natura 2000 - ecological network or just a set of sites? (Petr Roth)


Explanation that Natura 2000 is not true ecological network but can be designed as such.
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Basic principles of establishment of Natura 2000.
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Special Protection Areas – from the reference list to the notification to the EC. The case of
Hungary. (András Schmidt)


„Country story”: establishment of the „bird” part of Natura 2000 on the case of Hungary.

NGO role in the process of Natura 2000 preparation – example of Romania. (Erika Stanciu)


Examples how NGO can positively contribute to duality national Natura 2000 proposal.

Natura 2000 – a single network? (Petr Roth)


Natura 2000 originates as an overlap of sites for birds, habitat types, animal species and
plant species. Difference between Natura 2000 and Emerald networks.

Day 2, 05 November 2014
Proposed Sites of Community Interest (pSCIs). Annex I habitat types. (Carlos Romao)


Exhaustive description of site proposal for habitats.

Habitat Mapping in the Czech Republic: Unusual Approach within the EU. (Michael Hošek)


Description of Czech habitat mapping.

Proposed Sites of Community Interest (pSCIs). Annex II species. (Carlos Romao)


Exhaustive description of site proposal for species.

Standard Data Form (Natura 2000 Database). (Michael Hošek)


Description of SDF and parameters of data needed for Natura 2000 sites.

National ecological network - example of Croatia. (Jasminka Radović)


Another “country story” – Croatian approach to successful establishment of Natura 2000.

Data deficiency and how to overcome it – example of Croatia. (Jasminka Radović)


Croatian approach to shortage of data and resources.

Final review of steps for Natura 2000 establishment. (Petr Roth)
Hungarian approach to Natura 2000. (András Schmidt)


Completion of „country story”: how Natura 2000 looks like as a whole.

„Monitoring“ and Natura 2000. (Petr Roth)

19

Description of another EU obligation – monitoring – which is not related to Natura 2000.
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V.

Evaluation
Workshop - Participant Evaluation

No

Partially

Do not know

1. Was the workshop carried
out according to the agenda

34

34 (100)% 0 (0)% 0 (0)%

N/A

2. Was the programme well
structured?

34

34 (100)% 0 (0)% 0 (0)%

N/A

3. Were the key issues related
to the topics addressed?

34

33 (97)% 0 (0)% 1 (2)%

N/A

4. Did the workshop enable you
to improve your knowledge?

34

30 (88)% 0 (0)% 4 (11)%

N/A

5. Was enough time allowed for
questions and discussions?

34

30 (88)% 0 (0)% 4 (11)%

N/A

6.How do you
assess the
quality of the
speakers?

Speaker/Expert

N°. Responses

Excellent

Good

Satisfactory

Poor

Mr Schmidt

34

21 (61)%

10 (29)%

3 (8)%

0 (0)%

Mr Hosek

34

22 (64)%

12 (35)%

0 (0)%

0 (0)%

Ms Stanciu

33

22 (66)%

8 (24)%

2 (6)%

1 (3)%

Mr Roth

34

32 (94)%

1 (2)%

1 (2)%

0 (0)%

Question

N°.
Responses

7. Do you expect any follow-up
based on the results of the
workshop (new legislation, new
administrative approach, etc.)?

34

8. Do you think that further
TAIEX assistance is needed

31
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Yes

No

Partially

Do not know

33 (97)% 1 (2)%

N/A

N/A

29 (93)% 2 (6)%

N/A

N/A
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Yes
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N°.
Responses

Question

(workshop, expert mission,
study visit, assessment mission)
on the topic of this workshop?
Conference
9.Were you
satisfied with venue
the logistical
Interpretation
arrangements,
if applicable?
Hotel

34

29 (85)% 2 (5)% 3 (8)%

0 (0)%

31

28 (90)% 1 (3)% 2 (6)%

0 (0)%

32

27 (84)% 0 (0)% 5 (15)%

0 (0)%

Practical, site visit are very important for next workshops;



If possible to arrange another workshop training in any country of EU member that has
finished Natura 2000 and to do practical exercises;



I am very grateful to organizers for this event. I hope to further improvement of the process
of implementation NATURA 2000 in Montenegro;



I am sincerely grateful to the organizers for their efforts and I'm pleased that I was a
participant in the workshop. My first time at an event like this and have a great experience,
so I think it is very beneficial in learning and creating the necessary foundations for learning
about the topic title Natura 2000. Improved my knowledge on the subject and
understanding of issues raised at a little higher level, (a little bit, but for me it is very
important). Thanks again for the effort;



Natura 2000 is one of our environmental policy objectives. In Albania has started
implementing projects with this theme. and hope to have results close even though we
know it is a difficult and long process;



Thank you for this workshop, it was very useful for may work and knowledge. We had great
discussions. I already suggested on the workshop that it will be very good to have study visit
to country that is already finished with Natura 2000, to help us to work in practice! this was
first step, but it was very good. Best regards, Ana Soldo;



The program of the workshop was well structured. The presentations form the speakers
improved my knowledge and understanding of Natura 2000, it's complexity and steps
preceding its preparation and particular steps of creation. The workshop was interactive
and very useful;



It will be good if the participant will be informed earlier than one day before of departure
about the logistic arrangement;



There was too hot at the meeting venue during the first day and conditions for good work
did not existed therefore;



Thank you, all the best.
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Workshop - speaker Evaluation

1. Did you receive all the
information necessary for the
preparation of your
contribution?

4

4 (100)% 0 (0)% 0 (0)%

N/A

2. Has the overall aim of the
workshop been achieved?

4

4 (100)% 0 (0)% 0 (0)%

N/A

3. Was the agenda well
structured?

4

4 (100)% 0 (0)% 0 (0)%

N/A

4. Were the participants
present throughout the
scheduled workshop?

4

4 (100)% 0 (0)% 0 (0)%

N/A

5. Was the beneficiary
represented by the
appropriate participants?

4

3 (75)% 0 (0)% 1 (25)%

N/A

6. Did the participants
actively take part in the
discussions?

4

4 (100)% 0 (0)% 0 (0)%

N/A

7. Do you expect that the
beneficiary will undertake
follow-up based on the
results of the workshop (new
legislation, new
administrative approach etc.)

4

3 (75)% 0 (0)%

N/A

1 (25)%

8. Do you think that the
beneficiary needs further
TAIEX assistance (workshop,
expert mission, study visit,
assessment mission) on the
topic of this workshop?

4

4 (100)% 0 (0)%

N/A

N/A

9. Would you be ready to

4

4 (100)% 0 (0)%

N/A

N/A
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N°. Responses

Page

Question

participate in future TAIEX
workshops?
10.If
applicable,
were you
satisfied with
the logistical
arrangements?

Conference
venue

4

3 (75)% 0 (0)% 1 (25)%

0 (0)%

Interpretation

4

4 (100)% 0 (0)% 0 (0)%

0 (0)%

Hotel

4

4 (100)% 0 (0)% 0 (0)%

0 (0)%

Comments:
 Workshop was very useful, presentations were interesting and important and experienced
speakers who provided high-quality information and data were excellent; some of the
participants agreed that follow-up is needed, in the form of training and in terms of
practical group-work and site-visit (concrete place where Directives have already
implemented), supervised by valid experts/speakers (same experts who participated in
this WS are more than welcome!);
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 Further TAIEX assistance could include in-depth discussions with individual accession
countries and/or model projects for implementation of EU legislation.
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ANNEX I – Agenda
Day 1: 04 November 2014
Chair: Petr Roth, ECRAN
Venue: Podgorica, Montenegro
Start

Finish

Topic

08:30

09:00

Registration

09:00

09:15

Welcome

Speaker

Sub topic/Content

Petr Roth, ECRAN

10:00

10:00

10:20

General
introduction: why
Natura 2000?

Natura 2000 ecological network
or just set of sites?

10:20

10:50

Coffee Break

10:50

11:15

Natura 2000:
science versus
reality

11:15

12:30

Natura 2000 – a
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Carlos Romao, EEA



Why is N2K obligatory?

Petr Roth, ECRAN



Brief historical introduction:
from SPAs for bird protection
towards Natura 2000



Habitats Directive and its
systematic, supranational
approach



Aim of the Habitats Directive,
objective of measures



What is the goal and what is a
tool?



Q&A



Difference between “classical”
protected areas and N2K
“conservation” areas



Possible meanings of the term
“network”



Q&A



Interpretation of Art. 2(3)
Habitats Directive



Scientific approach to site
selection vs. sensible site
delineation



Q&A



Natura 2000 establishment: a

Petr Roth, ECRAN

Carlos Romao, EEA
Michael Hošek,
Krkonose NP,
Ministry of
Environment, Czech
Republic
Petr Roth, ECRAN
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Natura 2000 network in general

single network?

12:30

13:30

Michael Hošek,
Krkonose NP,
Ministry of
Environment, Czech
Republic

comprehensive outcome of
two processes (and even more
sub-processes)


Drivers named “capacity, time,
data, and resources”



Natura 2000 and Emerald
networks: similarities and
differences



Technical vs. political Natura
2000 proposal – example of
the Czech Republic



Q&A



Reference list of species



National ornithological criteria
for SPAs



SPAs proposal for known
species



Research needed for lessknown species



SPA protection measures



Q&A



Site delineation meeting
practical administrative
requirements



SPA codification
(=classification) and
notification to the EC



Q&A

Lunch Break

Sites pursuant to the Birds Directive (SPAs)
15:00

SPAs – from the
reference list to
the notification to
the EC – part I

15:00

15:30

Coffee Break

15:30

17:00

SPAs – from the
reference list to
the notification to
the EC – part II

17:15

Experience of a EU
MS with
establishment of
SPAs: Hungary

András Schmidt,
Ministry for Rural
Development,
Hungary

András Schmidt,
Ministry for Rural
Development,
Hungary
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17:00

András Schmidt,
Ministry for Rural
Development,
Hungary
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13:30
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17:15

17:45

NGO role in the
process of Natura
2000 preparation
– example of
Romania

Erika Stanciu,
ProPark
Foundation,
Romania

17:45

18:00

Q&A

All

End of Day 1

Day 2: 05 Novemberd 2014

Chair and Co-Chairs:
Venue: Podgorica, Montenegro
Start

Finish

Topic

08:30

09:00

Registration

Speaker

Sub topic/Content

10:15

pSCIs in general
and for habitat
types
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Carlos Romao, EEA



Michael Hošek,
Krkonose NP, Ministry
of Environment,
Czech Republic

Delineation of
biogeographical areas



Reference lists according to
biogeographical areas



Ancillary tools for proposing
the sites: Annex III Habitats
Directive, Habitats
Committee documents,
biogeographical seminars



Field habitat mapping as
prerequisite for quality site
proposal



GIS and its role



Overlap of candidate areas
for different interests



Timely identification of
pressures and threats, site
conservation objectives and
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Sites pursuant to the Habitats Directive (pSCIs, SCIs, SACs)

conservation measures

Habitats mapping
in the Czech
Republic – an
unusual approach
within the EU

10:30

11:00

Coffee Break

11:00

12:00

pSCIs for species –
differences
compared to
habitat types

12:00

12:30

Data deficiency
and how to
overcome it –
example of
Croatia

12:30

14:00

Lunch Break

14:00

14:45

Finalisation of
pSCIs
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Reference lists: regular vs.
occasional/marginal
occurrence



Field data gathering:
different methodologies &
specialists



Sites for wide-ranging
species and those with
scattered distribution (large
sites vs. many tiny sites)



Overlap with sites for habitat
types



Competition and
antagonistic habitats and
species



Q&A

Carlos Romao, EEA



Michael Hošek,
Krkonose NP, Ministry
of Environment,
Czech Republic

SDF (Standard Data Form)
format



Filling in SDFs for all sites



Site maps



Codifying the national list of
sites

Michael Hošek,
Krkonose NP, Ministry
of Environment,
Czech Republic

Carlos Romao, EEA
Michael Hošek,
Krkonose NP, Ministry
of Environment,
Czech Republic

Jasminka Radović,
SINP Croatia
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10:30

Q&A
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10:15





Follow up: evaluation and
amendment process



Q&A

Experience from EU Member States
14:45

15:15

National
ecological
network –
example of
Croatia

Jasminka Radović,
SINP Croatia

15:15

15:45

Hungarian
approach to
Natura 2000

András Schmidt,
Ministry for Rural
Development,
Hungary

15:45

16:30

Coffee Break

16:30

17:15

Main messages
for Natura 2000
makers

17:15

17:45

General discussion All

17:45

18:00

Closing remarks

All presenters

Petr Roth, ECRAN

Page

30

End of the workshop
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ANNEX II – Participants

First Name

Family Name

Institution Name

Country

Email

former Yugoslav
Republic of
Macedonia

v.atanasovski@yahoo.com

Vlado

Atanasovski

Ministry of
Environmental and
Physical Planning

Roska

Nikolovska
Vukojevikj

Ministry of
Environmental and
Physical Planning

former Yugoslav
Republic of
Macedonia

roskanikolovska@yahoo.com

Smiljka

Teneva

Ministry of
environment and
physical planning

former Yugoslav
Republic of
Macedonia

smiljkataneva@yahoo.com

Veton

Palloshi

Ministry of
Environmental and
Physical Planning

former Yugoslav
Republic of
Macedonia

veton6@yahoo.com

Edita

Redjovikj

Ministry of
environment and
physical planning

former Yugoslav
Republic of
Macedonia

edita-23@hotmail.com

Miradije

Gerguri

Ministry of
Environmenta and
spatial planning

Kosovo

miradije.gerguri@rks-gov.net

Adem

Tusha

Ministry of
Environmenta and
spatial planning

Kosovo*

adem.tusha@rks-gov.net
ademtusha@gmail.com

Rizah

Murseli

Kosovo
Environmental
Protection Agency

Kosovo*

rizah.murseli@rks-gov.net

Sinani

Ministry of
Environment and
spatial planning

Kosovo*

Sami.Sinani@rks-gov.net

Maxhuni

Ministry of
Environment and
Spatial Planning

Kosovo*

qenan.maxhuni@rks-gov.net,
qmaxhuni@yahoo.com

Sami



This designation is without prejudice to positions on status, and is in line with UNSCR 1244 and the ICJ
opinion on the Kosovo declaration of independence.
This Project is funded by the
European Union

A project implemented by
Human Dynamics Consortium

Page

31

Qenan

First Name

Family Name

Institution Name

Country

Email

Fadil

Bajraktari

Kosovo
Environmental
Protection Agency

Kosovo*

Fadil.bajraktari@rks.gov.net

Milena

Batakovic

Environemntal
Protection Agency

Montenegro

milena.spicanovic@mrt.gov.me

Ana

Pavicevic

Ministry of
Sustainable
Development and
Toruism

Montenegro

ana.pavicevic@mrt.gov.me

Ruza

Cirovic

Environmental
Protection Agency

Montenegro

ruza.cirovic@epa.org.me

Sead

Hadziablahovic

Environmental
Protection Agency

Montenegro

seadh@t-com.me

Gordana

Kasom

Environmental
Protection Agency

Montenegro

gordana.kasom@epa.org.me

Dragan

Roganovic

Environmental
Protection Agency

Montenegro

roganovicd@t-com.me

Aleksandra

Zatezalo

Institute for Nature
Conservation of
Serbia

Serbia

aleksandra.zatezalo@zzps.rs

Jelena

Ducic

Ministry of
Agriculture and
Environmental
Protection

Serbia

Dragana

Nedeljkovic

Institute for Nature
Conservation of
Serbia

Serbia

dragana.nedeljkovic@zzps.rs

Vladimir

Nikolic

Institute for Nature
Conservation of
Serbia

Serbia

vladimir.nikolic@zzps.rs

Milos

Radakovic

Institute for Nature
Conservation of
Serbia

Serbia

milos.radakovic@zzps.rs

jelena.ducic@eko.minpolj.gov.rs
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Institution Name

Country

Email

Delic

Institute for Nature
Conservation of
Vojvodina Province

Serbia

jadranka.delic@pzzp.rs

Ranko

Peric

Institute for Nature
Conservation of
Vojvodina Province

Serbia

ranko.peric@pzzp.rs

László

Galambos

Institute for Nature
Conservation of
Vojvodina Province

Serbia

laszlo.galambos@pzzp.rs

Marko

Tucakov

Institute for Nature
Conservation of
Vojvodina Province

Serbia

marko.tucakov@pzzp.rs

Ninoslav

Jovanovic

Djerdap National
Park

Serbia

ninosumar@yahoo.com;
nino@npdjerdap.org

Ahmet

Çömlekçi

Ministry of
Environment and
Urbanization

Turkey

did@csb.gov.tr

Suhendan

Aydemir

Ministry of
Environment and
Urbanization

Turkey

suhendan.aydemir@csb.gov.tr

Aksoy

Ministry of
Environment and
Urbanization

Turkey

did@csb.gov.tr

Umut Yaşar

Kelek

Ministry of
Environment and
Urbanization

Turkey

umut.kelek@csb.gov.tr

Mehmet

Uğurerer

Water and Forest
Affairs Ministry

Turkey

mugurer@ormansu.gov.tr

Mehmet

Ersad Haksever

Water and Forest
Affairs Ministry

Turkey

mehaksever@ormansu.gov.tr

Mustafa

Özkan

Water and Forest
Affairs Ministry

Turkey

mustafaozkan@ormansu.gov.tr

Yasin

Kӧycü

Ministry of Forestry
and Water Affairs,

Turkey

ykoycu@ormansu.gov.tr

Jadranka

Özlem
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Family Name

Page

First Name

First Name

Family Name

Institution Name

Country

Email

Yıldırım

Ministry of Forest
and Water Affairs

Turkey

gokhany@ormansu.gov.tr

Kliti

Starja

National Agency of
Environment

Albania

klitistarja@yahoo.com

Bilena

Hyseni

National Agency of
Environment

Albania

hysenibilena@yahoo.com

Tonin

Macaj

Regional Forestry
Directorate of
Shkodra

Albania

toninmacaj68@gmail.com

Blerant

Lushaj

Forestry
Directorate, Kukes

Albania

blerantlushaj@gmail.com

Silvamina

Alshabani

Silvamina

Albania

Silvamina.alshabani@moe.gov.al

Zineta

Mujakovic

Zineta

Bosnia and
Herzegovina

zineta.mujakovic@fmoit.gov.ba

Osman

Delic

Osman

Bosnia and
Herzegovina

vrelo.bosne@bih.net.ba

Enes

Modri

Enes

Bosnia and
Herzegovina

modri.enes@gmail.com

Ana

Soldo

Ana

Bosnia and
Herzegovina

soldo.ana@gmail.com

Petr

Roth

ECRAN

Czech Republic

roth.petr@centrum.cz

Erika

Stanciu

ECRAN

Romania

erika.stanciu@propark.ro

Carlos

Romao

European
Environmental
Agency

Denmark

Carlos.Romao@eea.europa.eu

This Project is funded by the
European Union

Page

Gökhan

34

General Directorate
of National
Conservation and
National Parks
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First Name

Family Name

Institution Name

Country

Email

András

Schmidt

Ministry for Rural
Development

Hungary

andras.schmidt@vm.gov.hu

Masa

Stojsavljevic

ECRAN

Serbia

masa.stojsavljevic@humandynamics
.org

Aleksandra

Mladenovic

ECRAN ECF

Serbia

amladenovic71@gmail.com
office@ambassadors-env.com

ANNEX III – Presentations (under separate cover)
Presentations can be downloaded from
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http://www.ecranetwork.org/Files/Natura_2000_sites_presentations,_0405_November_2014,_Podgorica.rar
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